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ABS RACABSTRACT

In South Africa, dominant discourses on research development are characterised by
a technical rational approach combined with a focus on the individual. Working
from the notion that research is best characterised by the notion of communities of
practice, it is claimed that more attention must be given to the building of
intellectually engaging communities. Well supported research communities are
what ensure strong contributions dealing with the questions of the day, increased
outputs on a continual basis, and long term research sustainability. Though a focus
on outputs and provision of incentives are both relevant elements of research
management and development, it is argued that they must not take place at the
expense of supporting communities of practice in research.

This article discusses a number of critical areas of research development that have
been identified: addressing perceptions and myths about research; management
and support; mentoring; engagement with postgraduate programmes; incentives;
resources; and creating research initiatives. For each of these critical areas, the
intended and unintended consequences of current developments in research and
research management on research practices and outputs are addressed. The article
is directed at novel researchers, senior staff engaged in postgraduate supervision,
mentoring and research development, as well as higher education managers.

1 IN R DUC IOINTRODUCTION

The authors' first article on research development (Christiansen and Slammert

2005), discussed the social responsibility of research and the need for research

development in South Africa. As the first step towards describing a model for

research development centred on supporting communities of practice, some

common myths about research were challenged.
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In this article, a number of critical areas of research development are identify

and then discussed, such as addressing perceptions and myths about research;

management and support; mentoring; engagement with postgraduate programmes;

incentives; resources; and creating research initiatives. For each of these critical

areas, the intended and unintended consequences of current developments in

research and research management on research practices and outputs are

addressed.

22 T O T AL R RTHEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The authors' first article on research development in South Africa, discussed the

need for research and research development, using the social learning theory by

Wenger (1998) as a theoretical framework. This will not be repeated here. It is

rather supplemented by summarising two theories of change that are used in the

rest of the article to discuss managerial approaches.

22.1 T o i cha nd i re a i s t nag meTheories of change and their relations to management

Knight and Trowler (2001) distinguish five perspectives on change. For brevity,

only two theoris are summarised to be utilised in this article.

The social practice perspective, among others draws on Wenger's framework.

It is explorative and descriptive, but Knight and Trowler recognise that it could

provide the theoretical underpinning of a normative approach. The social practice

perspective stresses the social nature of learning (to change). Communities of

practice are in a state of constant change. It also emphasises the contextual nature

of change, because communities of practice are highly situated. Knight and

Trowler find the approach somewhat limited in explaining from where change

comes and how it is enacted, against the relative continuity of communities of

practice. (Though Wenger's framework does address these issues to some extent, it

is seen by Knight and Trowler as insufficient in its descriptive power.)

The technical-rational perspective assumes that the outcomes of properly

managed change processes are predictable. It is a normative perspective. Knight

and Trowler criticise the perspective on the basis that universities tend to be

loosely-coupled institutions. Tacit knowing is central to professional practice and

is largely not amenable to rationalistic practices. Thus, assumptions of

predictability and control are incorrect.

The technical-rational approach, with its attempts of increasingly centralised

control, seems to underpin many national and institutional approaches to

management of change, including research development. It is often criticised

under the name of 'new managerialism', as for example Jansen has so accurately

done recently:

No doubt the national swing towards fiscal austerity under GEAR, and to which

managerialism was the institutional response, changed the terms under which
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universities engaged with and understood their responsibilities towards stakeholders.

This `'new managerialism'' was expressed through centralised decision-making,

dramatic cuts in institutional budgets, the retrenchment of staff, and the creation of an

entirely different campus climate in which accountability trumped autonomy, quality

assurance replaced trust, and surveillance displaced self-management in higher

education institutions (Jansen 2004, 126).

Knight and Trowler's framework makes clear that this is but one possible

perspective on change. It is argued here, that it is a perspective that does not

embrace key possibilities of supporting research development; that does not

embrace the situated nature of research endeavours that are better understood

through the notion of communities of practice; that does not ± as Jansen also

argues ± promote democratic practices; and the punitive approach of which is

alienating to academic staff. The latter obviously so, as surveys of higher education

faculty `show consistently that challenge and freedom are among the most

compelling attractors to academic work' (Lindholm 2004, 606), yet this is what is

being reduced through the technical-rational approach.

It is proposed that institutional management, while being responsive to the

demands from the national higher education system, apply managerial strategies

that are more supportive of communities of practice in research, and in that sense

support the spirit of research. However it is not suggested that providing incentives

and resources and even punitive responses are completely inappropriate, but that

by simultaneously strengthening other areas of research development, which is

more agreeable to the identities, ideologies and practices of academics, is likely, to

further conducive research environments and thus outputs. In other words, aligning

the managerial strategies with the very powerful description of institutional

realities offered by the social practice perspective.

The remainder of this article is a discussion of these areas of research

development. The authors' first article, discussed a number of myths about

research, that prevail and may hinder access, participation and productivity. In the

first article, it was this picture does not have to be true ± given that the research

environment is properly managed and reasonable support is present. This is the

area of research development that is discussed next.

3 M N EME T D UP O TMANAGEMENT AND SUPPORT

Collins (2000, 26±27) attempts to characterise intellectuals, intellectual products,

and that which is involved in intellectual productivity, from a sociological

perspective. He makes the point that intellectuals who manage to publish widely

have both emotional energy and cultural capital. They obtain both through their

participation in social gatherings which Collins refers to as interaction rituals. The

interaction rituals/social gatherings of intellectuals are special in a number of

respects: (1) the structure of attention where individuals have the opportunity to
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deliver sustained arguments on particular topics, (2) the focus on understanding

and the search for truth taken as an end in itself ± even if it also serves other

purposes, (3) an audience of listeners who are neither subordinates nor

participants, and (4) a situational embodiment of the written texts that are the

long-term life of the discipline. `Lectures and texts are chained together: this is

what makes the distinctiveness of the intellectual community, what sets it off from

any other kind of social activity' (Collins 2000, 27)

Abstraction, generality and decontextualisation are essential components here.

From a situated cognition perspective, this points to the complementarity of

reification and participation in research.

The productivity award system reflects these characteristics in its valuing of the

types of texts that serve to connect ideas across time and place (de-

contextualisation), and in particular publication in peer reviewed journals (linking

understandings, ensuring connections between past and present ideas). However,

this is mainly a valuing of the reified aspects of research.

Collins, on the other hand, emphasises what most academics know from

personal experience: it is the participation in actual `interaction rituals' (2000, 22)

which provides access to the valued cultural capital, as well as provides the

participants with emotional energy. Collins stresses the importance of being

physically assembled, of focus on the same object and being aware of this shared

focus, and of sharing a common mood. On this basis, a mutual focus of attention

and the shared mood cumulatively intensify, participants feel they are members of

a group as social solidarity is produced, and they are filled with emotional energy

(Collins 2000, 22±23). Without this participation in interaction rituals, emotional

energy ebbs out. Researches conjecture that as a result, research communities dry

up and research outputs drop in number and quality.

In the light of this, it is clear that support on conference participation, regular

seminar activities, among others are necessary to sustain research environments,

and thereby long-term continued outputs. With the financial support, follows

accountability and thus management, which deals with issues of ensuring and

promoting accountability.

However, this argument for supporting `interaction rituals' is an internal

argument in the sense that it assumes the relevance of research, and thus is not

open to the teleological issues mentioned previously (Christiansen and Slammert

2005). As it has been argued, research is a commodity. Therefore, higher education

institutions have a social responsibility. Management is in place to ensure that the

research activities are reasonably anchored in these two external criteria for its

existence.

In day-to-day management this becomes linked to the pragmatism of funding.

As research is funded according to productivity targets as stipulated in the new

funding framework document on higher education (Ministry of Education 2004),

the management of research becomes an integral task for any institution, and thus,

in line with other operational practices, it has to be strategically driven. Applied to
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research, this means that research activities have to adapt ± though obviously not

uncritically ± to the conditions and challenges it faces (both externally and

internally) in such a way that the outcomes keep the institution on target.

Otherwise, the researchers undermine their own existence.

This perspective gives rise to a number of questions, namely: What are the

conditions and challenges facing research? How does one adapt to meet

productivity targets, both long-term and short-term, without losing sight of

broader social responsibility and characteristics of good research communities of

practice? What management and support systems will best ensure this adaptation?

From the authors' point of view it is clear that managerial systems based on

technical-rational theories of change are not in themselves sufficient to warrant the

desired outcomes. The power to effect change should not be confused with the

processes of change (Sarason 1982, 29, here from Knight and Trowler 2001, 18±

19). The mushrooming of research management and administrative structures at

most higher education institutions has not resulted in a concomitant increase in

outputs. In fact, according to (Mouton 2002), there has been a stagnation of

measurable research outputs between 1995 and 2004. `Scientific production has

most likely reached a solid state and is likely to start declining soon' (Mouton

2002). Unless the authors claim, esearchers manage to facilitate the continuation

and building of intellectually engaging communities of practice. This requires

initiatives of a different nature.

Knight and Trowler (2001, 17) the technical-rational attempt to drive

academics' behaviour will almost inevitably have deleterious consequences'.

They mention the likely resistance of officials and teachers `alienated by tight work

controls' which results in low emotional energy and reduced commitment. If

management responds with still further controls, the situation is exacerbated.

`Resulting low-trust relationships may set in train a spiral of attempts to assert

control and avoidance behaviour, with a corresponding diminution in intrinsic

motivation and hence in commitment'(Knight and Trowler 2001, 18). The

emotional energy is diminished. This trend is certainly experienced among many

colleagues, who in private conversations voice concerns that their productivity has

decreased and their commitment to their institutions has been replaced by feelings

of alienation after having been chastised or subjected to interrogations and tight

control measures. Clearly, a punitive approach does not yield the desired results.

By far, the major challenge for research in higher education institutions in

South Africa, seen from within the current framework of measurables, is the low

participation rate, especially across racial and gender groups. (Of course one has to

bear in mind that higher participation does not imply nor is implied by higher

outputs.) In the South African context, higher participation has more than anything

to do with improving access to cultural capital for the new generations. These

historically founded inequalities have immense implications for access to research

involvement for years to come, and changing these, hinges on improving the

educational system from nursery to university.1 Yet, one finds that it also has to do
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with breaking down the myths mentioned previously (Christiansen and Slammert

forthcoming), so that the real purposes of research can be pursued and enjoyed,

and research take forms more inclusive to truly South African perspectives. It has

more to do with the building of intellectually engaging communities than with

providing incentives and financial support for the few already steeped in research

activities.

The second major challenge comes from time constraints. In a workshop

conducted by one of the authors on starting research projects, attendants were

asked what they considered to be the greatest hindrance to sustained research

activity. The by far most common answer was `time'. This pattern also dominated

workshops in which the authors were the participants. In particular at the previous

Technikons and colleges, the heavier teaching loads put strong limitations on

research. But many historically advantaged institutions also suffer under heavy

teaching loads ± which seem to increase with the technical-rational managerialism

spreading in higher education. Accountability is necessary, but tight control

measures are not only demotivating, they also take time and attention from the real

tasks ('if you yank up the carrots all the time to see how much they are growing,

you are not getting very big carrots', as one colleague said about assessment).

Furthermore, there are other strong demands on those who are likely to be

central agents in the establishment or continuation of research communities. For

example senior academic staff members are victims of extreme pressures that are

derived from the never-ending restructuring of the higher education system in the

country. Often, professors are tied up in administrative posts, and add to this

mergers and general restructuring that implicate most staff members, even contract

staff, in developing and re-developing programmes and modules with the related

need for materials development and so forth. For the individual, the only way out

of this is to generate sufficient research funds to `buy one-self out of teaching'.

This possibility is generally only open to the few already established researchers,

but does provide the opportunity for less experienced researchers to join a project

and enter the relevant community of practice that way.2 However, it creates a

tension between contributing to the education of the nation and producing the

research on which one's recognition and promotion rests.

Another challenge that has already been mentioned is the nature and extent of

the support that is in place. Here, researchers experience a real need to consider

how they can best further their participation in communities of practice. For

instance, funding for new researchers to attend conferences depends on the

acceptance of a paper ± but this in some cases denies the upcoming researcher

access to the research communities as they contribute to both the cultural capital

and the emotional energy of the researcher.

Accountability requirements and assessments serve more than ensuring that

expenditure pays off. They can serve to keep researchers focused, to keep

teleological aspects in mind, and to assess the impact of any measures put in place

for the purpose of research development. In other words, they are also feedback to

22

I. M. Christiansen and L. Slammert



23

A multi faceted approach to research development (II): Supporting communities of practice

management about the quality of the support they provide. If research outputs are

stagnating, it says something about the way South African higher education has

been going about managing its research development ± and is of course

intrinsically related to how South Africa has been going about developing among

others, the economic and the cultural capital of its people.

4 M N N RE ARMENTORING IN RESEARCH

As regards mentoring, the point of departure is the assumption that research and

graduate provision take place in social configurations of communities of practice

(cf. Christiansen and Slammert 2005). These shape which enterprises are defined

as worth pursuing and what is recognised as competence (Wenger 1998). The

practices are redefined and reproduced through ensuring new generations of

members. They include both the explicit and the tacit.

As argued by Delamont et al. (2004), a central component is training

researchers' own judgement, in other words helping them develop the necessary

discrimination of their own research. This implies, among others, engaging the

postgraduate students or novices in peer assessment practices as well as in using

theoretical frameworks, critique of the work of others as entry points for reflection

on their own work.

Within this perspective, mentoring does not refer to what takes place between a

promoter and a graduate student, or between a more experienced and a novice

researcher, though all of these can be components of mentoring activities. It refers

more broadly to any engagement in communities of practice centred on, at least to

some extent, research.

In the research formulation and planning phases3, discussions with other

researchers can help to clarify the researcher's position, research questions, and

how the research can move forward. Often, the formulation of new research

projects springs from discussions of general topics or from existing projects in and

across established communities of practice. Groups of researchers may decide to

work together in order to formulate inter-disciplinary research projects. Also,

contacts to practices outside of research can be inspiring. Seminars can be arranged

to discuss various topics open-endedly, in order to inspire new investigations.

Study groups can also be formed to engage in reading of various materials.

Novice researchers can obtain assistance from the mentoring group in arranging

and chairing meetings with external contacts. They can also receive guidance and

assistance in writing applications in accordance with the criteria of funders.

In particular in the so-called non-exact sciences, validity often refers to the

credibility of inferences or to construct validity ± the extent to which a construct

developed in a study matches the empirical evidence. The validity is best

approached through transparency of inferences, and researchers in these fields rely

on their peers to assist in ensuring these forms of validity; this is actually not much

different from how mathematicians ensure the validity of one another's proofs. In



these contexts, general methodological issues of validity, reliability and what

counts as methodological quality are discussed. From such interactions among

researchers, spring the recognition of the need for changes in methodologies and

the roots from which new methodologies are developed.

Research can be presented at a final stage in the process or when still underway,

it can be presented in written or oral form, it can be presented with the intention of

delivering results or with the intention of obtaining feedback. The latter serves both

to bring the research forward and as a practice run for presenting results in more

formal settings. Support groups, where the team members present work in

progress, serve as mentoring in facilitating research dissemination.

The authors have initiated support and reading groups at a number of higher

education institutions to facilitate the establishment of small-scale communities of

practice. This could provide entry points into research and allowing degrees of

peripherality. Within this framework, the authors have also provided mentoring in:

formulation of new research projects, clarification of existing research projects,

methodological issues of research, and dissemination of the research results. A

`side effect' has always been the promotion of general academic discussions and

the establishment of shared knowledge bases, thus contributing to both emotional

energy and access to cultural capital of the participants. Judging from the

outcomes, it is a very fruitful approach. It has helped research communities to get

established and flourish. Postgraduate students and inexperienced researchers alike

report on the resulting `grounding' and sense of belonging it gave them. It has also

led to an increase in directly measurable outputs ± such as postgraduate degrees

among staff members, number of publications, and number of patents to name but

a few.

In one unit of a particular institution where this approach was applied to be

consistent with administrative support structures, several research projects were

formulated after support groups had been formed. Staff members who had no

research experience managed to develop manageable projects and get their results

published. The number of publications increased from one to 29 within three years

of the mentoring programme. Many staff members registered for postgraduate

degrees and have later completed their courses.

However, the strong focus on research productivity in terms of measurable

outcomes could impact on the mentoring situation as well. In order to ensure

publication, less experienced researchers often try to publish together with already

recognised, experienced researchers. This is often part of a strategy of the stronger

and/or more experienced researchers, who in that way can both increase their

expertise and their output. If, however, the focus on outputs takes overhand, the

nature of the mentoring could change the participation of the new researcher, and

not necessarily for the better.
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5 EN AGE WI H O T DU T P O M SENGAGEMENT WITH POSTGRADUATE PROGRAMMES

It is obvious that participating in a postgraduate programme as a student will

contribute to the student's identity as a researcher, membership of research

communities, experience with research and all its components, and lead to some

research outputs.4 It is also possible that participation in postgraduate programmes

is likely to promote research among the supervisors.

Individual supervision of doctorate or Masters students is often what keeps

more experienced researchers on their toes; it forces them to keep up with the latest

work in their field, it challenges them to consider new and reconsider old questions

and theories, it forces them to learn about recent developments in methodology

(and technology), and it often leads to the formulation of new research questions.

If more experienced researchers take part in collaborative supervisory/

mentoring activities, as in the seminar based models or the one-project-many-

students model prevalent in the natural sciences, the effects mentioned above are

often enhanced significantly. In the seminar model, they will experience, among

others, different styles of supervision, different perspectives or approaches to

issues they thought straightforward. Consequently, the former will improve their

supervisory skills and thus become better supervisors.5 This is particularly true for

staff who are first-time supervisors or just about to assume that role. The latter will

contribute to the general orientation of the researcher, cultivating the critical

attitude that is central to quality research. Finally, it brings researchers together

across fields of expertise and levels of experience, and in that sense is an important

contributor to the development of research environments where different

perspectives converge.

6 IN EN I EINCENTIVES

Offering of incentives for the individual to engage in research will probably

contribute to the emotional energy of the researcher. A combination of intrinsic and

extrinsic motivation works best for undergraduate students (Deci, Knoester and

Ryan 1999), and there is no reason to believe that this would be different for

anyone else. Financial incentives, changes in workload, and benefits are mainly

incentives for the individual or smaller groups of researchers. Obtaining degrees

and in other ways improving qualifications, awards and merits, as well as

externally funded projects will also reflect on the institution.

The possibility of attending conferences or buying new materials, among

others, for research productivity, is a strong incentive for many researchers. This is

facilitated by the current productivity award system, where outputs lead to research

funds that can be used for these purposes. However, for this to function reasonably,

in particular for new researchers, the current two year through-put rate from when

a paper has been accepted to the research funds being released needs to be

significantly reduced.



The focus on quantity, which is currently the norm, encourages researchers to

engage in short-term projects and small-scale projects. Projects that monitor

change over a decade or those that correlate factors over large numbers of

participants or sites become less attractive to researchers. This already has had

serious consequences on the quality of research, and there is a concern about the

impact this will have on research practices that over time.

Only the centrality of the epistemic interest to most researchers counters this

trend. The strong focus on incentives, rewards and demands on research outputs by

most higher education management and government structures, implicitly and

explicitly treats researchers as if they are mainly driven by external motivation.

This ignores social responsibility and the desire to produce knowledge that will in

one way or another, contribute to the world ± whether this is possible or not. Thus,

there is a profound clash with the identities of most researchers (cf. Lindholm

2004).

77 R O ESRESOURCES

As mentioned earlier, time is vital resource that one needs to engage in research.

Human resources such as support staff (laboratory assistants, research assistants to

code large quantities of data, collect qualitative data, transcribe interviews and

recordings and so on) ensure that the work continues to develop, even if it may

take unexpected turns. Physical resources, particularly in the sciences, are often a

requirement without which the research activities would come to a halt. All these

resources depend on the availability of financial resources.

However, real expenditure on research and development has been stagnating

for the past ten years (Mouton et al. 2002). As a result, classic forms of research

(both basic and applied research) are increasingly being replaced by more

consultancy-type research-based activities (cf. Department of Science and

Technology 2005). Authors believe that if too much of researchers' energy is

taken up by ensuring consistent outputs and funding, it will impact negatively on

the emotional energy, the space created for developing further cultural capital, and

the inclination to undertake, however relevant, long-term or large-scale research

projects.

As argued under `support', it is vital to consider resources that are not narrowly

linked to the production of specific outcomes within a short to medium time frame,

but resources that are orientated towards the establishment and continuation of

strong research communities. This implies, among others, sufficient resources to

enable networking, regular visiting researchers or visits to other institutions. This is

one area in which most South African higher education institutions seem to lag far

behind their international counterparts.

26

I. M. Christiansen and L. Slammert



27

A multi faceted approach to research development (II): Supporting communities of practice

8 CRE T N RE EA I I IACREATING RESEARCH INITIATIVES

All the areas of research development that have been discussed all assume the pre-

existence of research communities, or at least some level of research activity at the

institution. However, the research activity and outputs vary greatly from institution

to institution. Not the least because some higher education institutions ± such as

the previous Technikons or colleges ± did not have research as a central part of

their activities, or in some cases even were discouraged from engaging in research.

For this purpose, it is vital in the South African context to create research

initiatives.

To some extent, research initiatives can be promoted externally to the sprouting

community, which must carry out the actual research. For instance, specific

funding initiatives can create the frame within which researchers meet. Initiatives,

amongst others, such as inviting visiting professors for lengthy periods of time,

setting up exchanges of academic staff members, sending staff on extended visits

to other institutions, encouraging staff to get doctoral degrees from research-

orientated heavy institutions, can kick-start the establishment of projects and

communities.

Institutions' formulations of specific research visions can function as core

initiatives. By this, it is not meant visions about management of research, but about

specific orientations of research. The suggestion for the new Universities of

Technology (previously Technikons) to make a niche out of researching `what

works in practice' is an example (Cape Technikon 2002). Another is the strategy of

formulating research questions in the no-man's land in-between existing

disciplines(cf. Christiansen and Slammert 1999). Visions can stress redefining of

excellence, practice-driven research, relevance to societal problems, or foundation

research. If most academic staff members in a unit can gather around a shared

approach, set of problems, perspective, or the like, it will accelerate the

development of research communities. It is highly possible We strongly feel that

many institutions, faculties, departments or units could benefit from creating such

more specific research visions and agendas.

Vital, however, is that the researchers at these institutions or units within

institutions are given the opportunity to participate in communities of practice as

legitimate, yet peripheral if necessary, participants. To some extent, mergers force

such boundary work upon its staff. It remains to be seen if that is sufficient to

facilitate the desired research capacity development.

9 CO C N RECONCLUDING REMARKS

In this article, six areas of research development have been outlined. These areas

are critical to creating a research culture, which in turn would lead to increased

productivity and optimal outputs in the medium-to long-term. It is argued that a

spectrum of developmental initiatives need to be balanced with each other in order

to build intellectually engaging communities, which can make strong contributions



to the social and scientific issues of the day and which can produce research

outputs on a continual basis. In particular, the technical-rational managerial

approach has been challenged in favour of a stronger emphasis on building

intellectually engaging communities. Implied has also been a critique of the strong

individual orientation in South African research development.

Given the nature of research and what drives the individual researcher inhis or

her endeavour, it becomes clear that the question of resources is only the tip of the

iceberg. However, many funding opportunities are provided, without the right

support, competencies, and the directed effort to develop a research culture and

environment, little may come of it. In particular, the social nature of research, and

the importance of participating in what Collins (2000) refers to as interaction

rituals implies the necessity of supporting interactive, mutually supportive and

mentoring research communities.

Hopefully, our discussions of the various areas of research development,

however brief, will also serve as inspiration to those, across all levels, who wish to

engage or who are already engaged in research.

The focus of this article has been only on the promotion of research. However,

the other main activity of higher education faculty is teaching. Of great concern is

that the productive researcher who knows how to play the system and obtain a high

number of productivity award units will be rewarded with more research time,

while those who are less focussed on research will have to do more teaching.

(When the authors first drafted this article, this was but a fear they held. Lately,

however, they learned that this is indeed a pattern among many of the National

Research Foundation (NRF) ± rated/funded researchers (personal communica-

tion)).

Not only does this counter the desire to overcome the ageing of our researchers

and promote racial diversity, it also affects the teaching of students not set to

become researchers. Stack's recent study shows that `when the distribution of

citations is corrected for skewness, a significant positive relationship between

research productivity and student evaluations of teachings emerges' (2003, 539).

So, it is problematic for students who will not benefit from being taught by the

best researchers. In addition, it means that the link between teaching and research,

which is a rationale behind the university construct, is severed. It is time to

reconsider the values which inform ± intended or not ± the changes in the higher

education sector.

AC N WL ME TACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Thank you to Callie Grant, Hilton Heydenrych, Tim Houghton, Vaugh John, Kathy

Luckett, Susan Mathieson and Morag Peden, all School of Education and

Development, University of KwaZulu-Natal for very constructive comments on an

earlier draft of this article.

28

I. M. Christiansen and L. Slammert



29

A multi faceted approach to research development (II): Supporting communities of practice

ENOTES

1 On a smaller scale, it is reflected in the nature of the support structures that are not often

particularly conducive to research activities. For instance, some higher education

institution libraries have rather restrictive loan policies and do not subscribe to a sufficient

base of journals in most fields. Staff and postgraduate students with economic and social

capital are thus in a better position to obtain access to the newest literature.

2 However, the possibility exists that the senior staff member seeks to increase his or her own

outputs at the expense of younger researchers as in sending them out to do the fieldwork,

but taking over the writing up of the analysis(cf. Dison 2004).

3 We stress plural here, not to separate the formulation of research topics and questions from

the planning, but rather to indicate the recurrent nature of these components of doing

research.

4 Or rather, should be. It does depend on the nature and quality of the `supervision'. Since

the supervisory capacity in South Africa is limited, and the demand for postgraduate

studies is increasing, both the quantity and the quality of supervision is a concern. This

seems to be reasonably recognised, not the least among the new doctorates who are

required to take on doctoral students themselves shortly after their own PhD. There are few,

if any, other domains of practice that operate as if it is assumed that its competencies do not

require specific training though this is changing rapidly in many countries. It is beyond

this article to address it in any detail.

5 Though it has changed over the past two decades in many higher education international

institutions it is still largely assumed by the managerial structures that any staff member

with a doctorate can, and should be, a doctoral supervisor. With Delamont et al. (2004), we

insist that this, too, is a competency which is likely to improve drastically through

reflection and structured learning activities.
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