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ABSTRACT 

 

The role of research in the overall national development of a country cannot be ignored. Research plays a significant 

role in the overall national development of a country. The purpose of this current study was to identify barriers in the 

way of research in the public and private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. Eight universities 

(four each in public and private sector) were randomly selected as a sample for this study. The sample consisted of 

640 respondents including four each from natural and social sciences disciplines. 521 responses out of 640 were 

received. A questionnaire comprising 50 items and one open ended question was designed. Quantitative data was 

analyzed by using Mean and t –test while Content Analysis Method was used to analyze data obtained through the 

open-ended question. The findings of the study reveal that majority of the respondents (supervisors and scholars) 

admit that there are five main barriers including supervisory, financial, personal, social and administrative barriers 

which are creating hurdles in conducting research at postgraduate level at public and private sector universities of 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. The study is focused only on supervisory barriers. A significant difference of opinions was 

observed in the views of the respondents of both the sectors about the role of supervisors. The nature of particular 

programs didn’t prove to be a strong variable in producing significant change in the opinions about the supervisory 

barriers among the respondents of public sector universities. The status of gender didn’t differentiate the two groups 

in their opinions about supervisory barriers in research execution. The discipline of the respondents showed similar 

results regarding supervisory barriers. The study concludes by identifying and comparing views of the respondents 

about the supervisory barriers which are creating hurdles in postgraduate research at public and private sector 

universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa as well as suggesting areas where future work might build on the findings of 

the study in a conducive environment.  

KEY WORDS: Supervisory Barriers, Higher Education Commission (HEC), Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Postgraduate 

Level Program, Public Sector, Private Sector, Supervisor, Scholar 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Research institutions worldwide contribute a lot to national economic development (Loon, 2005; Etzkowitz et al; 

2000). Sanyal & Varghes, (2006) argue that universities in the developed world pay more attention to research and 

deem research activities as their key responsibility alongside other functions. Despite its importance, research processes 

face a number of issues such as supervision issues, financial constraints, lack of learning resources, limited accessibility 

of information, lack of progress monitoring, gender disparity and so on (Lovitts. 2001; Kohun & Ali, 2005; Maher, 

Ford and Thompson,2004; Ali & Kohun, 2006, 2007; Naveda, 2009; Wao & Onwuegbuzic, 2011; Neumann, 2012). 

Various studies show that there is no single reason that affect research progress but there are multiple interlinked causes 

that lead to delay (Golde&Dor 2001; Lovitts, 2001; Glode, 2005; Nettles & Millett, 2006).  

According to Bair & Haworth, (1999) about 40 to 60 % postgraduate research scholars drop out, not been able to get 

their doctoral degrees. Doctoral scholars silently shift to other occupation without announcing withdrawal.  Sizeable 

literature is available about departure of undergraduate scholars from research studies while there is a shortage of 

literature about doctoral scholars who leave research (Golde, 2005; Lovitts, 2001). Willis & Carmichael (2011) say 

that it is the internal shift in moods and thinking of the scholars due to which the worth and weight age of their 

doctoral degree become less important and they shift to other programs silently. Faculty members are gradually 
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becoming aware that doctoral attrition occurs but are shocked and perplexed when they learn of their own program’s 

high rates (Golde, 2005; Lovitts, 2001). 

Research indicates that three areas can improve completion rates of doctoral candidates including institutional elements 

(nature of discipline, guidelines and a sense of belonging) supervision engagements (consistent feedback from both 

supervisor and scholar, regular meeting schedule and timely initiative) and characteristics such as discipline, entry 

qualifications, psychological factors (Latona & Browne, 2001). There are other researchers who found some other 

factors which could be connected with timely research completion including age, gender and demands of external 

employment, provision of direction and inspiration and indirect assistance like outside contacts and financial aid from 

any source (Wright & Cochrane, 2000; D’ Andrea, 2002; Haksever & Manisali, 2000; Smith et al, 1993). Martin et al 

(2001) identify some other factors in doctoral completion rates such as gender (female has higher completion rate than 

male scholar) and study type (full time scholar has higher completion ratio than part-time). 

There is a dire need for effective supervisory approach during the research activities of the scholar from initial to the 

end of thesis completion stage because scholars face lots of difficulties during the period. Supervision is very crucial 

element in the successful completion of research program. It is a two way interactive strategy which calls for both 

the scholar and the supervisor to keep one another engage with professional spirit. Supervision is a multifaceted 

social engagement where two individuals having diverse interests have to deal with each other. It is necessary that 

these varied interests must proceed in a balanced manner so that research activities can bring fruitful results 

Norhasni Zainal Abiddin et al, 2011). 

Studies conducted by Holbrook & Johnston, 1999; Cargill, 1998; Dysthe, 2002; Woolhouse, 2002; Armitage, 2006 

and Lamm, Clerehan & Pinder,2007, discussed multifaceted aspects of student- supervisor relationship like way of 

management of this relationship, the difference of their viewpoint about what they expect of each other, 

communicative problems, different ways of conducting process of supervision and their difference of perceiving the 

whole process of supervision. Mc Cormack, (2004) through his research work found out that there was a huge 

difference of opinion between supervisor and supervisee. Research scholars consider research pursuit from their own 

point of view while the supervisors have their own expectations from scholars. Resultantly, timely completion of 

research endeavors may get affected. Discussing the role of planning in supervision, Armitage, (2006) stressed the 

need of proper planning before resuming the task of supervision. The requirement of conducting planning before 

launching dissertation is viewed in the literature as a universal topic.  

This research study is focused on the supervisory barriers keeping in view its importance in the smooth conduction 

of the research activities at postgraduate level programs.  

 

Objectives of the study  

This study aimed to achieve the following objectives: 

1) To compare the opinions of supervisors and scholars of public and private sector general universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa about the supervisory barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level program. 

2) To compare the opinions of PhD and M Phil scholars about the supervisory barriers affecting research activities at 

Postgraduate level program in Public and private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.   

3) Male and female scholar’s comparison about the supervisory barriers in conducting research in public and private 

sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.  

4) Comparison about the opinions of Natural and Social Sciences respondents (Supervisors and Scholars) about the 

supervisory barriers in conducting research at Postgraduate level in Public and Private Sector Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa.     

 

Hypothesis  

H(1) : No significant  difference exists among the opinions of supervisors and scholars about the supervisory 

barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level program in public and private sector universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. 

H(2)No significant  difference exists among the opinions of PHD and M PHIL scholars about the supervisory 

barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level program in public and private sector universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. 

H (3) No significant difference exists among the opinions of male and female scholars of public and private sector 

universities about the supervisory barriers in their research at postgraduate level.   

H (4) No significant difference exists among the opinions of the respondents of natural and social sciences in public 

and private sector universities about the supervisory barriers in research at postgraduate level. 
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METHODOLOGY 

 

    Population 

  All the MPhil/PhD scholars and their research supervisors of Public and Private sector general universities 

of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan constituted the population of the study.  

  Sample 

A study sample of 521 respondents in three stages was carried out by using Multistage sampling technique. 

At the first stage, eight universities were randomly chosen out of the 30 general type public and private 

sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. Out of the eight selected universities, 4 were selected 

from public while 4 from private sector universities.  At second stage, 8 departments, four each from 

natural and social sciences were randomly selected from each university. At the third and last stage 521 

respondents (research supervisors and MPhil/PhD scholars) were selected conveniently from selected 

departments of all the eight universities. Sample size was determined in the light of by Gay (1996) that 

when the population size is more than 5000, a sample size of 400 to 500 will be adequate. 

Data Collection Instruments 

A questionnaire which consists of two parts was developed and administered to the subjects; MPhil/PhD 

scholars and research supervisors. The first part of questionnaire having different independent variables 

viz: status of university, status of scholars, status of supervisors, and nature of department, gender, and 

enrollment in program according to their demographic characteristics. Part- II of the questionnaire was 

same for both respondents. This part of the scale consisted of 50 Likert-type items, responded on a 5 

point rating scale from "Strongly agree to strongly disagree", carrying a value of 5 to 1 respectively. 

Items designated positively are scored by 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1 respectively. Items designated negatively are 

scored in the reverse manner. Omitted or invalid responses are given a score of 3 while the last one item 

was open-ended wherein the respondents were asked to mention at least two barriers. 

Reliability of the questionnaire  

For the purpose of reliability of the scale, 54 participants (27 supervisors and 27 MPhil/PhD scholars) 

from two universities were taken randomly from Khyber Pakhtunkhwa respectively. This number was 

excluded from the final study. Reliability of the questionnaire was found .82. 

Data collection procedure 

To obtain the opinions of the respondents through questionnaire, the selection of enrolled scholars and 

their research supervisors was done conveniently. The main reason for selecting this method of 

collecting data from the respondents was that they were all highly educated to understand questions in 

the printed form and were the major stakeholders who had gone through research activities at different 

levels and had experienced various barriers themselves.  

Data Analysis 

The observed data was analyzed by statistical techniques such as Mean, Independent-Samples t-test. 

The following mean score are presented in three different categories: 

 (1) 1--2.49 = disagree 

 (2)  2.50--3.49 = Agree 

 (3) 3.50--5.00 = strongly agree  

In order to determine the principals’ instructional leadership role Enueme & Egwunyenga (2008) 

categorized Mean scores into four categories, which are presented in the following: 

3.50 – 4.00 = Very high extent 

2.50 – 3.49 = High extent 

1.50 – 2.49 = Low extent 

0.00 – 1.49 = Very low extent 

In order to determine the difference between the views of MPhil/PhD supervisors and scholars, natural and social 

sciences supervisors, male and female supervisors and scholars, natural and social sciences MPhil/PhD scholars, the 

t-test was used. This test enables us to find out that there is any significant difference between the samples means; 

such typical value for the significance level set for testing null hypothesis was 0.05.  For all type of research study in 

associated to social sciences, the alpha level of statistical significance is used at .05 (Stevens, 1996). 

     In order to find out the significance of difference in each aspect between the categories and also significant 

different within the categories, the independent Samples t-test was utilized because most of the cases are classified 

into two groups and a test of Mean difference was performed for specified variables Mangal (2004). Typical values 

which are chosen for the significance level for testing null hypothesis are .05 and .01. Means are compared for 
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independent samples. The open-ended statement was analyzed by frequency distribution. The SPSS statistical 

software package, version 16, was used to analyze the quantitative data.  

 

RESULTS 

 

The following tables present and describe the results of this study in detail: 

 

Table 01. Sector wise comparison of views of supervisors and scholars about supervisory barriers: 
Sector Respondent N Mean SD  t df p-value 

 

Public  

Supervisor 139 3.37 0.87  2.99 291 0.00 

Scholar 172 3.65 0.75  

 

Private 

Supervisor 80 3.65 0.76  3.06 309 0.00 

Scholar 130 3.84 0.66  

Note: The result is significance if (p-value) ≤ 0.05 level  

 

  Table 1, shows that the mean score of the supervisors is 3.37 and scholars of public sector universities is 3.65 

respectively at p = 0.00. So, No significant difference exists among the opinions of supervisors and scholars about 

the supervisory barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis stated above H(1) is 

therefore rejected. The above table shows that the mean score of the supervisors is 3.65 and scholars of private 

sector universities is 3.84 respectively at p= 0.00. So, no significant difference exists among the opinions of 

supervisors and scholars about the supervisory barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of supervisors and scholars in private sector 

universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore rejected. 

 

Table 02. Sector and program wise comparison of views about supervisory barriers: 
Sector Respondent N Mean SD   t df p-value 

 

Public  

PhD 61 3.70 0.71  0.85 167 0.39 

MPhil 108 3.69 0.75  

 

Private 

PhD 26 4.00 0.59  1.42 128 0.15 

MPhil 104 3.99 0.62  

Note: The result is significance if (p-value) ≤ 0.05 level 

 

Table 2, shows that the mean score of the PhD is 3.70 and M Phil respondents of public sector universities is 3.69 

respectively at p = 0.39. So, no significant difference exists among the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents 

about the supervisory barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis H(2) is 

therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the PhD is 4.00 and M Phil respondents is of private sector 

universities is 3.99 respectively at p= 0.15. So, no significant difference exists among the opinions of PhD and M 

Phil respondents about the supervisory barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis H (3) is therefore accepted. 

 

Table 3.Sector and gender wise comparison of views about supervisory barriers: 
Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 
Public  

Male  238 3.61 0.86 1.69 309 0.09 

Female 32 3.66 0.66 

 
Private 

Male 147 3.72 0.71 1.55 208 0.12 

Female 63 3.89 0.69 

Note: The result is significance if (p-value) ≤ 0.05 level 

 

Table 03, shows that the mean score of the male respondents is 3.61 and female respondents of public sector 

universities is 3.66 respectively at p = 0.09. So, no significant difference exists among the opinions of male and 

female respondents about the supervisory barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents in public 

sector universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the male is 3.72 and female of private sector universities is 3.89 

respectively at p= 0.12. There is no significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents 

about the supervisory barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null hypothesis that there is 

181 



J. Appl. Environ. Biol. Sci., 7(8)178-186, 2017 

 

no significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents in private sector universities about 

the supervisory barriers is therefore accepted. 

 

Table 4. Sector and discipline wise comparison of views about supervisory barriers: 
Sector Respondent N Mean SD  t df p-value 

 

Public  

Natural science 167 3.52 0.83  0.13 308 0.89 

Social science 143 3.53 0.80  

 

Private 

Natural science 63 3.59 0.82  2.41 209 0.01 

Social science 148 3.84 0.64  

Note: The result is significance if (p-value) ≤ 0.05 level 

  

Table 4, shows that the mean score of the natural sciences respondents is 3.52 and social sciences respondents of 

public sector universities is 3.53 respectively at p = 0.89. So, no significant difference exists among the opinions of 

natural sciences and social sciences respondents about the supervisory barriers in research completion in public 

sector universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of natural 

sciences and social sciences respondents in public sector universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore 

accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the natural sciences is 3.59 and social sciences respondents of private 

sector universities is 3.84 respectively at p= 0.01. There is significant difference between the opinions of natural 

sciences and social sciences respondents about the supervisory barriers in research completion in private sector 

universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of natural sciences and 

social sciences respondents in private sector universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore rejected. 

The in-depth analysis of the views of the opinions of the respondents reveals that until and unless the barriers are 

addressed properly, research activities can’t flourish in the Province. In this situation the responsibility lies on the 

shoulders of HEC as well as on Provincial Government to take corrective measures and set a strong based research 

culture in the terrorism –hit Province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

The results of the study highlight that majority of the respondents (Supervisors and Supervisees) of both the Public 

and Private sector general universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa have similar concerns about the supervision at 

postgraduate levels which create hurdles in research activities. However, a difference exists among the views of 

public sector universities about the barriers which may be due to the following reasons;  

1) Availability of research supervisors in public sector universities may be one of the causes of 

differences in opinions as some established universities have sufficient number of supervisors 

whereas there are some newly established universities where there is a shortage of 

supervisors. 

2)  Research scholars at postgraduate level are increasing day by day at public sector universities 

as compared to the available number of supervisors. 

3) Research incentives to supervisors are not up to the academic worth of the supervisors.   

4) Natural Science scholars have greater attachments with advisors due to the nature of research 

as compared to Social Sciences and Humanities’ scholars. These findings are in line with 

findings reported by Ives & Rowley (2005). 

Similar difference of opinions exist among the views of private sector universities about supervisory barriers during 

research work which may be due to the following reasons: 

1) Supervisor is usually engaged part-time at university. Both supervisor and supervisee have limited 

time for academic discussion. 

2)  Supervisors of private sector universities are paid very low for supervision as compared to public 

sector universities which loses interests of the supervisors.    

3) Private sector universities have lack of research facilities (library, laboratory and ICT) that badly 

affected research activities. No proper funding from government is available for developing 

infrastructures of these institutions.  

Nature of program of the respondents (PHD & MPHIL) in both the sectors doesn’t differentiate them about the 

supervisory barriers as they have on the same page. These findings are in line with the previous studies conducted 

by Philps & Pugh, 2002 and Carmichael, 2011.   

 Nature of gender doesn’t separate the respondents of both the sectors about the supervisory barriers as they have the 

same views. These findings show close similarity with the studies conducted in the field by Lovitts, 2001; Oswalt & 
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Riddock, 2007 & CGS, 2008 who identified almost the same supervisory barriers in smooth conduction of research 

at doctoral level programs.  

 There is a complete unanimity among the respondents (Natural & Social Sciences) of Public sector universities 

about the supervisory barriers. These findings are in line with the study already conducted in the field by McAlpine 

and Norton (2006) and Muborakshoeva, (2013) who recorded the same barriers in their research work. 

The data shows that there is significant difference among the views of the respondents of natural and social sciences 

about supervisory barriers in conducting research at private sector universities. The difference may be: 

1) The difference of opinions among the respondents of private sector universities about supervisory 

barriers may exist because in some programs independent thoughts and creativity are valued while 

in others, persistence and hard work may be appreciated. 

2) Social sciences tend to take more individual approach to research while basic sciences favor more 

team based research. Consequently, scholars of social sciences have usually less attachments with 

their supervisors as compared to the scholars of natural sciences. 

3) There may be a large number of supervisors and financial support available for supervising 

scholars of natural sciences as compared to the disciplines of social sciences. 

These findings are in line with the previous study conducted by Basset (1979); Ivankova & Stick, 2007; Nettles & 

Millet, 2006; National Science Foundation, 2009 and Wao & Onwuegbuzie 2011 who conducted a cross-

disciplinary research studies which showed that education graduates had poor preparation of research skills prior to 

starting research work as compared to the scholars of other disciplines and needed to provide proper guidance and 

training before embarking of research. 

 

 Conclusion  

The findings of the study reveal that the respondents (supervisors and scholars) are well aware of main barriers 

including supervisory, financial, personal, social and administrative which are creating hurdles in smooth 

conduction of research at postgraduate level in public and private sector universities. The present study only focuses 

on supervisory barriers. 

   Respondents of public and private sectors have almost similar views about supervisory barriers as they admit that 

these factors are creating difficulties in research work. However, there exists some differences among the views of 

the respondents of both the sectors which may be due to the availability of resources, nature of disciplines, follow-

up of HEC set rules and University administrative procedures.  

Findings of the study show that supervisors have some reservations about the scholars like passive attitude of the 

scholars, lack of comprehension, academic writing and application of statistical tools. The scholars have also 

reservations against the supervisors including lack of research expertise of the supervisor, administrative 

responsibilities, non-availability, delayed feedback, irregular meeting schedule.  

The study shows that female research scholars are facing various issues related with supervision during research, 

like balancing domestic issues with research, facing social constraints during collection of data and attending regular 

meetings with the supervisor. 

 

Recommendations           

      On the basis of the findings, the following recommendations are proposed to establish a conducive research 

environment at Public and Private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa;  

1) HEC should allocate sufficient funds to both public and private sector universities to set up a research 

friendly environment. Research related funds should be utilized effectively to get the desired results. 

Supervisors need to be paid with the amount compatible with their profession. 

2)  It is a dire need of the day to regularly improve the intellectual development of the research supervisors in 

the disciplines both of Social and Natural sciences. HEC must arrange regular workshops, seminars, 

symposia and short courses focusing mainly on research methodologies, techniques and research related 

issues confronting the researchers.  

3) To overcome the shortage of experts in research, the HEC may hire the services of experienced national as 

well as international researchers to introduce innovative research methodologies to keep abreast the 

supervisors of new research trends.  

4)  HEC Supervisor-Scholar supervision ratio needs to be strictly followed so that the work load may be shared 

equally. Research and administrative responsibilities may be separated from each other in the department so that 

the supervisor may focus solely on research. 
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5) To maintain the international standards, the existing research facilities at public and private sector 

universities be upgraded by equipping the labs and libraries with hi-tech state of the art scientific equipment, 

updated reference books, journals for citation and Information and Communication Technology(ICT) facilities. 

6)  HEC needs to induct more faculty through its Interim Placement Program in both Public and Private sector 

Universities to overcome the shortage of supervisors. 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Ali, A., &Kohun, F. (2007). Dealing with social isolation to minimize doctoral attrition: A four-stage framework. 

International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 2, 33-49. Retrieved from 

http://www.ijds.org/Volume2/IJDSv2p033-049Ali28.pdf  

Armitage, A., (2006). The roles, expectations and experiences of master’s degree dissertation supervisors. In: C. 

Rust, (Ed.), Improving student learning through assessment. Proceedings of the 13th improving student 

learning symposium, Imperial College, London, 5-7 September 2005. Oxford: Oxford Brookes University. 

Bair, C. R., & Haworth, J. G. (1999, November). Doctoral student attrition and persistence: A Meta-synthesis of 

research. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Association for the Study of Higher Education, San 

Antonio, TX. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED437008). 

Cargill, M. (1998). Cross-cultural postgraduate supervision meetings as intercultural communication, in: M. Kiley& 

G. Mullins (Eds.), Quality in postgraduate research: managing the new agenda, (175-187) Adelaide, 

University of Adelaide. 

Council of Graduate Schools. (2008). Ph.D. completion and attrition: Analysis of baseline program data from the 

Ph.D. completion project. Washington, DC. 

D’Andrea, L.M. (2002). Obstacles to completion of the doctoral degree in colleges of education. Educational 

Research Quarterly, March 

Dysthe, O. (2002). Professors as mediators of academic text cultures: an interview study with supervisors and master 

degree students in three disciplines in a Norwegian university.  Written Communication, 19(4):  485–536. 

Enueme, C., & Egwunyenga, E. J. ((2008). Principals’ instructional leadership roles and effect on teachers’ job 

performance: A case study of secondary schools in Asaba Metropolis, Dela State Nigeria. Journal of Social 

Science, 16 (1), 13-17. 

Etzkowitz, H., Webster, A., Gebhardt, C., & Terra, B. (2000). The future of University and University of the future: 

Evaluation. 

Gay, L. (1996). Educational research: competencies for analysis and application ((5th ed ed.). Merill an imprint of 

Prentice Hall. 

Glode, C. M. (2005). The role of department and discipline in doctoral student attrition: Lessons from four 

departments. Journal of Higher Education; 76, 669-700  

Glode, C.M; & Dore, T.M. (2001). At cross purposes: What the experiences of doctoral students reveal about 

doctoral education Philadelphia: The Pew charitable Trust. 

Haksever, A. M., and Manisali, E. (2000). Assessing supervision requirements of PhD students: The case of 

construction management and engineering in the UK. European Journal of Engineering Education, 25(1), 

19-32. 

Holbrook, A., & Johnston, S. (1999). The many facets of research supervision in education. In A. Holbrook & S. 

Johnston, (Eds.), Supervision of postgraduate research in education, Review of Australian Research in 

Education No. 5, Sydney: Coldstream 

184 



Iqbal et al.,2017 

 

Ivankova, N. V., & Stick, S. L. (2007). Students’ persistence in a distributed doctoral program in educational 

leadership in higher education: A mixed methods study. Research in Higher Education, 48(1), 93-136.  

Ives, G., & Rowley, G. (2005). Supervisor selection or allocation and continuity of supervision: Ph.D. students’ 

progress and outcomes. Studies in Higher Education, 30(5), 535-555. Ivory tower to entrepreneurial 

paradigm.Research Policy, 9(2), 313-333.  

Kohun, F., & Ali, A. (2005). Isolation feelings in doctoral programs: A case study. Issues in Information Systems, VI 

(1), 379-385. University Press. 

Lamm, R., Clerehan, R., & Pinder, J. (2007). Guides and Climbers: Development of an online resource for thesis 

writers and supervisors. South African Journal of Higher Education, 21: 1166-1183 

Latona, K., & Browne, M. (2001). Factors associated with completion of research degrees. Higher Education Series, 

37, (Canberra, Department of Education, Science and Training). 

Loon, V. (2005). Universities and living standards in Canada. Canadian Public . 

Lovtts, B. E;(2001). Leaving the ivory tower: The causes and consequences of departure from doctoral study, 

Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield  

Mangal, S. K. (2004). Statistics in Psychology and Education (Vol. 2nd ed). New Delh: Prentice Hal. 

Maher, M. A., Ford, M. E., & Thompson, C. M. (2004). Degree progress of women doctoral students: Fac-tors that 

constrain, facilitate, and differentiate. The Review of Higher Education, 27(3), 385-408.  

McAlpine, L., & Norton, J. (2006). Reframing our approach to doctoral programs: A learning perspective. Higher 

Education Research and Development, 25(1), 3-17. doi:10.1080/07294360500453012.  

McCormack, C. (2004).  Tensions between student and institutional conceptions of postgraduate research.  Studies 

in Higher Education, 29(3): 319-334. 

Martin, Y. M., Maclachlan, M., & Karmel, T. (2001). Graduate Completion Rates. Occasional Paper Series, Higher 

Education Division, DETYA (now DEST). 

Muborakshoeva, M. (2013). Islam and Higher Education: Concepts, Challenges and Opportunities. Abingdon: 

Routledge.    

National Science Foundation. (2009). Doctorate recipients from U.S. universities:  Summary Report 200708.  

Chicago, IL: National Opinion Research Center.   

Naveda, v. l (2009), Research in Indian Universities: A critical Analysis. Retrieved on 22.01.2010 

http://www.cluteinstitute.com/programs/lasveqas 2009/Article % 20267.pdf  

Nettles, M.T; & Millett, C. M. (2006). Three magic letters: Getting to Ph. D. Baltimore: The Johns Hospkins 

University Press.  

Neumann, R. (2012). The doctoral education experience: Diversity and complexity. Retrieved from Mac-quarie 

University, Evaluations and Investigations Programme Research, Analysis and Evaluation Group. 

http://www.dest.gov.au/NR/rdonlyres/873B3698-F3BA-4D86-869C-0C3C6DB95658/804/03_12.pdf  

Norhasni Zainal Abiddin et al, 2011, “Effective supervisory approach in enhancing postgraduate research studies”, 

International Journal of Humanities and social sciences, vol.1 No. 2; Feb. 2011 

Oswalt, S., &Riddock, C. (2007). What to do about being overwhelmed: Graduate students, stress and university 

services. College Student Affairs Journal, 27(1), 24-44. 

Phillips, E. M., and Pugh, D. S. (2000). How to Get a PhD- A Handbook for Students and Their Supervisors. 

Buckingham: Open University Press.  

185 



J. Appl. Environ. Biol. Sci., 7(8)178-186, 2017 

 

Sanyal, B., & Varghes, N. (2006).Research capacity in Higher Education sector in developing countries. Paris: 

UNESCO. 

Smith, P. and West-Burnham, J. (1993). Mentoring in the Effective School. Essex: Redwood Books.  

Stevens, J. P. (1996). Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (3rd ed ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence 

Erlbaum Associates, Publishers. 

Wao, H., & Onwuegbuzie, A.J. (2011). A mixed research investigation of factors related to time to the doctorate in 

education. International Journal of Doctoral Studies, 6, 115-134. Retrieved from 

http://ijds.org/Volume6/IJDSv6p115-134Wao320.pdf. 

Willis, B., & Carmichael, K. D. (2011). The lived experience of late-stage doctoral student attrition in counselor 

education. The Qualitative Report, 16, 192-207  

Woolhouse, M. (2002). Supervising dissertation projects: expectations of supervisors and students, Innovations in 

Education and Training International, 39(2): 137–144. 

Wright, T. & Cochrane, R. (2000). Factors Influencing Successful Submission of PhD Theses. Studies in Higher 

Education, 25 (2), 181-195. 

 

 

 

186 


