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Abstract

This thesis is concerned with graduate students’ thesis/dissertation supervisors’
interpersonal approaches. As its framework, the study adopted Glickman, Gordon
and Ross-Gordon (2013) four approaches to supervision: directive control, directive
informational, collaborative, and non-directive. The purpose of this explanatory
mixed method study is to describe students’ perceptions of the approaches used, their
satisfaction with these approaches, and whether satisfaction differed based on
students’ gender, degree sought, or concentration. The study was conducted by
distributing a questionnaire to all graduate students at one of the United Arab
Emirates universities who have written a thesis/dissertation during 2015-2017
(N=213), and then, interviewing a group of them (N=16). The study revealed that the
most used supervisory approach by the supervisors was the collaborative
interpersonal approach and the least used one was the directive informational
approach. The level of graduate students’ satisfaction with their supervisors’
approaches was satisfied to highly satisfied. There was no significant difference
according to the degree sought and concentration, but for gender, female students
believed that the supervisors used the collaborative approach more than the male
students. There was a relationship between the supervisor interpersonal approach and
student satisfaction. The more collaborative the supervisor was, the more satisfied
the student became. In contrast, the more the supervisor uses the non-directive

interpersonal approach, the less satisfied students became.

Keywords: Supervision, graduate students, interpersonal approaches, thesis,

dissertation, student satisfaction.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Overview

Thesis writing is viewed as the last stage in accomplishing the graduate
degree, and has been recognized the pinnacle of college studies, as the process of
thesis writing develops vital research skills (Ho, Wong, & Wong, 2010; Ylijoki,
2001). Thesis completion as part of graduate students’ curriculum can boost and
refine students’ research oriented skills. It can also enhance their critical and
reasoning capabilities, so the absence of a thesis in a professional curriculum, could
weaken the success of students research abilities at graduate level (Drennan &
Clarke, 2009). However, , the challenging process of completing the thesis has also
contributed to student anxiety, an increase in the duration of study, and even

students’ withdrawal from graduate studies (Ylijoki, 2001).

An important factor that determines how successfully a student navigates the
challenges inherent in the thesis writing process, is their relationship with their
supervisor. Students are well-aware of the crucial role the supervisor plays in
achieving the desired academic degree (Erichsen, Bolliger, & Halupa, 2014,
McAlpine & McKinnon, 2013). In one study, students identified the relationship
with thesis’s supervisor as the key feature of the research supervision process (de

Kleijn et al., 2014).

Even though some supervisors may prefer to maintain a formal relationship
with their students, many often become personally involved in their students’
master’s thesis projects. They tend to play an active role in maintaining student

satisfaction (de Kleijn, Mainhard, Meijer, Pilot, & Brekelmans, 2012). In fact,
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supervisors’ communication and support is positively correlated with students’
academic performance (Ismail, Jui, Sham, Faqgih, & Abdullah, 2015). Conversely,
when supervisors do not spend enough time with their students, and if the
relationship lacks continuous communication and feedback, the result is student
dissatisfaction (Abo-Daf, 2002; Alawi, Jabr, & AboSamra, 2008; Shatnawi, 2006).
So maintaining a productive, positive relationship has been identified as important
for preventing graduate student dissatisfaction and also reduces dropout rates from

the program (Parker-Jenkins, 2016).

Many efforts have been made to classify the type of supervisor-learner
relationship into different approaches, and models of supervision, which affect
graduate supervision, have been developed (McCallin & Nayar, 2012). In this study |
have adopted Glickman, Gordon, and Ross-Gordon’s (2013) three main interpersonal
approaches: directive, collaborative and nondirective, which were extracted from
three main philosophies: essentialism, experimentalism, and existentialism. These
approaches were adopted to investigate the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach in a governmental university in

the United Arab Emirates (UAE).

1.2 Statement of the Problem

The graduate thesis is viewed as the most suitable form of assessment leading
to positive student outcomes in research ability (Drennan & Clarke, 2009). However,
a large proportion of students exit their graduate program without having completed
their thesis (Gosling & Noordam, 2011). A focus on improving the supervision

process can improve student satisfaction, and thereby increase student retention rates.
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Many studies have broadly emphasized the importance of the supervisor-
student relationship and its impact on students’ educational outcomes and
satisfaction (e.g., Aguinis, Nesler, Quigley, Suk-Jae-Lee, & Tedeschi, 1996; de
Kleijn, Meijer, Pilot, & Brekelmans, 2014; Erichsen, Bolliger, & Halupa, 2014
Ismail, Jui, Sham, Faqgih, & Abdullah, 2015). More specifically, “research confirms
that graduate students’ satisfaction with doctoral training - particularly the
dissertation experience - hinges on satisfaction with the primary advisor” (Johnson,
2016, p. 147). In particular, the supervisor feedback is one of the essential elements
of the supervision process and also plays a critical role in students’ satisfaction (de

Kleijn et al., 2014).

The key role of the supervision in postgraduate study makes it a pertinent
subject for research. Despite its importance however, little research has been
conducted to examine supervision in the context of the UAE. Hence, | carried out a
preliminary study to explore the situation in one of the universities in the UAE
universities. The study drew on responses from interviews with six graduate
students: four master graduates (two in Curriculum & Instruction, one in
Environmental Sciences, one in Civil Engineering) and two PhD graduates (one in
Translation and the other in Business Administration). In this university, the master’s
thesis is an optional requirement in some colleges, but is obligatory for all the PhD

programs (except Pharmacy).

An early small-scale study conducted on the supervision process as
experienced by graduate students provided some interesting preliminary insights. A
major finding that arose from this earlier study was that some supervisors were

controlling and did not give students the freedom to make important decisions related
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to their studies, such as topic selection, and methodology. To illustrate, one master’s

student made the following comment:

He said you have to do your research about this topic, | said | do not
want, he said no, no, no this is easier, and insisted, and you have to ...
He choose the methodology, I told him that | asked other professors
and they suggest to add another instrument ... but he said no no no it is
not necessary, you do not have to listen to anyone, follow what | am

saying.

Of more concern from this preliminary study were some of the reports of
negative interactions with supervisors. Some supervisors’ were reportedly using
coercive power, at times shouting at students. One PhD student described her
interaction with her supervisor as follows: “His attitude was shouting... the attitude
was very bad, not only with me.” Students’ concerns about not getting sufficient or
timely feedback were also raised repeatedly in preliminary study. One PhD student
reported that “He was delaying the revision of my writing ... what happened, I
submit the chapter, and he does not check it.” while another student complained,
“There was no proper guidance regarding the methodology.” Lack of timely
feedback in turn delayed students’ completion of their theses. One student reported,
“I was able to finish my thesis very earlier if he gave me the right feedback.”
Similarly, another student stated, “Writing my thesis took very long time, it took
more than it supposed to take ... if he gave me feedback about every chapter from

the beginning, I would finish my thesis earlier.”

In addition to late feedback, supervisors’ feedback was reported to be

sometimes vague. One master’s student reported, “My supervisor problem is that his
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feedback was not very detailed, it was very, very shallow ... when I submit a part of
my work, he usually says elaborate, elaborate in what exactly!,”. Another master’s

student also highlighted a similar concern:

For example, he said there is a problem with the problem statement,
or chapter one, okay, where is the problem? ... You said there is
something wrong, where is it? He does not clarify for me, this made
me feel uncomfortable that 1 do not know where, where is the

problem.

Such serious concerns contributed to dissatisfaction with the quality of their
supervision. This also forced them to change supervisors sometimes more than once,
though in this university, doctoral students may not change advisors after beginning
their dissertation research. Changing supervisors was also a disruptive, and delaying
process. One student reported the negative effect of changing supervisors on the
length of candidature: “changing the supervisor affected me in terms of the time and

how I feel, I was supposed to graduate three years ago.”

To sum up, the findings from the preliminary study highlighted, from
students’ perspectives, some of the issues that arise in the supervision process. These
findings however also further highlighted the need to examine in more depth, the
approaches of thesis/dissertation’s supervisors. By researching these approaches, we
can gain a deeper understanding of how these approaches may affect students’

satisfaction, particularly in the UAE context.



1.3 Purpose of the Study

The study aims to understand the relationship between the supervisor’s
interpersonal approach and the level of graduate student satisfaction from students’
perspective. The study will thus describe students’ experiences with their supervisors
in order to find out the most used interpersonal approach by the supervisors and
students’ satisfaction with these approaches. This was achieved by distributing a
questionnaire to all graduate students (Masters and PhD) who had written a
thesis/dissertation during 2015-2017 in one of the universities in the UAE.
Questionnaire completion was followed by a semi-structured interview with a

representative group of students.

1.4 Research Questions

The study was guided by the following research questions:
1. What are the supervisory approaches used by faculty members and how satisfied

are graduate students with these approaches?

2. Is there a significant difference in the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach according to the gender, level of

education (Masters or PhD), and concentration (Sciences or Arts) of students?

3. How do students perceive the relationship between the supervisors’ interpersonal

approaches and their satisfaction with using these approaches?

1.5 Significance of the Study

Few studies have been conducted in the UAE regarding graduate students’

satisfaction with their thesis/dissertation supervision experience. Thus, this study
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adds to the literature about supervision and supervisor-student relationship in higher
education in general and in the UAE particularly. Findings from this study are also
important as they can give this higher education institution more insight about
approaches used by their supervisors, which of these are most likely to lead to
increased graduate satisfaction with their supervision experience. This insight would
assist this university in better planning and offering suitable training for supervisors.
Subsequently, this institution would be able to achieve a higher rate of

thesis/dissertation completion, which means an increase in the graduation rates.

Currently, this university has a teacher evaluation system in place, which
allows graduate students to anonymously evaluate their teachers’ course delivery,
teaching styles, personalities and their general satisfaction with the course. This
happens via an automatic email at the end of every semester, which includes links of
all courses in which the student has enrolled for that semester. However, courses
with fewer than four students, which include thesis/dissertations courses, are not
allocated evaluation surveys, since the professor can guess the students’ identities.
Hence, there is no official measurement of students’ satisfaction with their
thesis/dissertation supervision experience in this university. Therefore, this study will
also emphasize to university administration, the need for a thesis/dissertation course
and professor evaluation, or some type of student satisfaction measurement to

improve this course.

1.6 Limitations

As a study that has been conducted in one case study institution, there are a
number of inherent limitations that need to be considered. Firstly, conducting the

study in one higher educational institution is one main limitation of this study, as the
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results cannot be easily generalized to other institutions. This study also is limited to
the graduate students who have written their thesis/dissertation from 2015 to 2017.
This period of time was chosen to ensure that students were still able to clearly
recollect the supervision experience in detail. Hence, the results represent the
experiences of this particular group of students, which might be different if the study
had involved data from a larger number of students over a more extended period of
time. Furthermore, the study is limited by the nature of self-reported questionnaire in
that some students may prefer to provide answers they perceive may be more
acceptable, especially when referring to their professors. To address these potential
limitations that arose, | used qualitative data helped provide triangulation of data and

minimize overly negatively or positively biased responses.

1.7 Definition of Terms

This section provides in-depth definitions of the most commonly used terms
in this thesis namely: student supervision, interpersonal approach, student

satisfaction, feedback, master thesis, and doctoral dissertation.

Student supervision:

a professional relationship, or personal/professional/political
relationship, than that of tutor, friend or colleague, and it relies on
more than goodwill and spare time. It needs to be, and in many cases
is, the focus for development and ‘training’... students at all levels
need guidance, modelling and managing so that they can start to

develop as independent researchers. (Wisker, 2012, pp. 40-41)
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Interpersonal Approach: “it is a range of interpersonal behaviors that are available to
a supervisor who is working with individuals and groups” (Glickman, Gordon, &
Ross-Gordon, 2013, p. 90). It is the supervisor’s behaviors with the graduate student

during writing his/her thesis/dissertation.

Student satisfaction: the favorable experiences of a student within an educational

context (Letcher & Neves, 2010, as cited in Green, 2016).

Feedback: “when someone provides their thoughts to another person on their
behavior. The thoughts given may be positive or they may point out something that

needs to be improved” (Sillett, 2016, p. 5).

Master’s thesis: A research study based on data that is produced by experiment or
observation that is an original piece of work by a graduate student, representing the

student’s culminating research and writing abilities (Bui, 2014).

Doctoral dissertation: A formal document, quite substantial in length, that has a
comprehensive body of original data which supports a particular thesis or supposition

with appropriate evidence (Gosling & Noordam, 2011).
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Chapter 2: The Literature Review

The purpose of this chapter is to review literature related to thesis/dissertation
supervision, the approaches supervisors use with graduate students during this stage,
and graduate students satisfaction about it. Thus, the chapter covers three main parts.
The first part is the conceptual framework, where an explanation of the essentialism,
experimentalism, and existentialism philosophies along with Glickman et al. (2013)
three main approaches is provided. The second part is previous studies that had
investigated the graduate students’ supervision from different facets. It also draws on
the different supervision approaches that have been researched by different
researchers. It includes the relationship between the supervisor’s approach and
graduate student satisfaction and discusses the supervisor’s feedback influence on
student’s satisfaction. The last part focuses on graduate student supervision in the

United Arab Emirates (UAE) context.

2.1 Conceptual framework

Supervision is a personal and professional relationship whereby a more
experienced faculty member acts as a guide, facilitator, role model and informer of a
student. A supervisor provides the supervisee with knowledge, advice, counseling,
challenge, and support in the supervisee’s development of becoming a full member
of a particular profession (Johnson, 2016). According to Wisker (2012), graduate
students supervision is “a professional relationship ... that focuses on development
and training... Students at all levels need guidance, modeling and managing so that
they can start to develop as independent researchers” (pp. 40-41). As in any other

relationship, the supervisor and supervisee might have communication obstacles
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because people are different. However, being aware of these barriers is the beginning
of overcoming them, so the supervisor can act professionally, being a better listener,
playing a role model by actions, and provide and ask for feedback to ensure
successful communication with the student (Sullivan & Glanz, 2005). Every
supervisor has his/her own interpersonal approach in dealing with his/her student.
The interpersonal approach “is a range of interpersonal behaviors available to a
supervisor who is working with individuals and groups” (Glickman et al., 2013, p.
90). The supervisors who are aware of the strengths and weaknesses of supervision
approaches are more likely to enjoy and benefit from the supervision experience (Lee

, 2008).

For this study, | am using three main supervisory approaches that emerged
from three educational philosophies. These three key philosophies are essentialism,
experimentalism, and existentialism. The main difference among these philosophies

is related to the nature of knowledge, truth, and reality (Glickman et al., 2013).

Essentialism tells that knowledge, truth, and reality exist outside of humans.
Knowledge does not change, it is complete and absolute. The purpose of education is
to train the mind to think logically (Glickman et al., 2013), because there is a logic
behind everything that happens in the universe (Apps, 1973). This philosophy is
founded by Bagley in 1938 (Glickman et al., 2013). It is sometimes called the

traditional philosophy as in Apps (1973) study.

Essentialism advocates that there are essential subjects or knowledge that
students should learn, and the educator is the main source of this knowledge
(Kessinger, 2011). Thus, from the essentialist perspective, the supervisor is the

expert who transfers the knowledge mechanistically to a student or trainee. As
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students follow the supervisor directions, they become closer to be good learners

(Glickman et al., 2013).

This philosophy leads to the first main interpersonal supervisory approach;
the directive approach. The directive approach is divided into two types; directive
control and directive informational. Directive control means that supervisor directs
the student to what to be done, with standardizing specific time and criteria that
ensure the expected results. The supervisor also reinforces the student by telling the
positive or negative consequences of his/her actions. On the other hand, the directive
informational means that the supervisor directs the student to the available
alternatives where he/she need to select from them. Then, the supervisor standardizes
the time and criteria of expected results after the student made his/her selection from
the options. In the directive approaches (control or informational), the supervisor is
the source of knowledge and has the power, s/he is the one who takes the decisions
and responsibility, but the degree of freedom in the first approach is far less than in

the second one (Glickman et al., 2013).

Experimentalism (or its variant progressivism) emphasizes that reality,
knowledge, and truth are not absolute and continuously changing depending on what
works after testing (Glickman et al., 2013). This philosophy confirms that people are
born with limitless possibilities for development, growth and they can have more
satisfying life, through scientific method and experimental thinking in the right
environmental situations. The scientific method in progressivism can also be named
the problem-solving method, which was described by Dewey (1916) and others as
the explanation of a problem to be solved, the development of ideas or hypotheses

about this problem, and the testing of these hypotheses by an examination of
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experimental evidence (Elias & Merriam, 1995). Briefly, learning about reality
happens by experiments and interacting with the environment (Glickman et al.,

2013).

Experimentalism emphasizes that education is “the reconstruction of
experiences through interactive processes with one’s environment” (p. 61).
Therefore, experimentalists believe that the traditional educator-learner relationship
where the educator is the only source of knowledge is not sufficient (Elias &
Merriam, 1995). Supervision in experimentalism happens when the supervisor works
democratically with student to test old hypotheses and try new ones (Glickman et al.,

2013). This represents the collaborative interpersonal approach.

Collaborative interpersonal approach means that the supervisor and student
have the same level of power, and they make joint decisions and bear equal
responsibility. The supervisor listens, clarifies what the student says, and encourages
the student to speak his/her mind (Glickman et al., 2013). According to Dewey
(1916), the educator’s role is to organize, motivate, encourage, and evaluate the
highly complex process of education, where learning is something students do for
themselves. The educator and the learner should plan and learn from each other so
the relationship between them becomes mutual (as cited in Elias & Merriam, 1995).
In addition, the supervisor presents his/her own ideas by participating in the
discussion, solving problems by asking the student to suggest possible actions, and
negotiate them to find a shared option that satisfies the supervisor and the student

(Glickman et al., 2013).

Existentialism is built on the belief that humans are the source of reality,

truth, and knowledge. It emphasizes that there is no absolute knowledge or logic
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because this will prevents humans from discovering existence and then it will keep
them ignorant (Glickman et al., 2013). According to Feibleman (1973), Soren Aabye
Kierkegaard (1813-1855), the father of existentialism, believed that the individuals
should have the complete freedom to select and become what they would like to
become (as cited in Koirala, 2011). Existentialism encourages individuals to create
their own meaning about the world around them and engage in self-discovery
(Glickman et al., 2013). Existentialism advocates that an individual cannot follow
readymade ideas about existence; instead, he/she must form his/her own ideas.
Therefore, education should make learners more aware and conscious of themselves

and the responsibilities they ought to take in life (Koirala, 2011).

Existentialists consider that every student is unique, and education should
count for the individual differences (Koirala, 2011). Thus, supervision in
existentialism means that the supervisor helps the student to explore his or her own
capabilities to make decisions freely. The supervisors are facilitators and help when
it is needed merely (Glickman et al., 2013). The non-directive interpersonal approach

to supervision is extracted from this philosophy.

The non-directive interpersonal approach means that the student is the one
who lead the supervision process and has the power to take responsibility and
decision. The supervisor’s role is to facilitate the student autonomous learning
(Glickman et al., 2013). Hence, the student should be asked questions by the
supervisor to clarify his/her ideas and refine his/her answer; then asking him/her
again, and the learning process is pushed to come up with acceptable results (Koirala,
2011). So, the supervisor role is to sit and listen to the student, elucidate what the

student says, and encourages him/her to explain his/her interests (Glickman et al.,
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2013). Figure 1 illustrates the different philosophies and Glickman et al. (2013)

approaches to supervisions that guide this study.

Educational Interpersonal Supervisor Power over the
Philosophy Approach Behaviors thesis experience

Directive Dlrec(:fmg. .
. Control Sta_n ar_ 8
o S ith supervisor
‘ Directive Directing

Informational Alternatives

Standardizing

Experimentalism » Collaborative

Presenting Shared by
Problem- supervisor and

solving student
Negotiating

Listening

Claﬂfying ’ With student
Encouraging

Existentialism » Nondirective

Reflecting

Figure 1: Theoretical Framework

Glickman et al. (2013) approaches were originally used to explain the
supervisors’ approaches with teachers. However, | believe that the same approaches
can be used to explain how the thesis/dissertation supervisor could work with the
graduate student. So this study had adopted mainly Glickman et al. (2013)
interpersonal approaches; directive control, directive informational, collaborative and
non-directive to investigate the relationship between graduate student satisfaction

and supervisor interpersonal approach.
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2.2 Previous Studies

As this might be the first study that utilizes Glickman et al. (2013)
approaches to explain supervisor-graduate student relationship, there are no previous
studies found related to Glickman et al. (2013) approaches with graduate students
because as mentioned, their approaches were mostly used to describe supervisor-
teacher relationship. However, there are many research studies on the supervisor-

graduate student relationship.

In literature, graduate students supervision approaches have been investigated
and framed in three main ways: 1) reviewing literature, 2) investigating students
and/or supervisors experiences and opinions, and 3) adopting existing theories and
approaches from a different field and applying them on supervision (as is the case in
this study). Moreover, the supervisor feedback, as part of supervision process, is
playing a critical role in student’s satisfaction with supervision as well, so literature
also discussed this side of supervision in details. Presentation of previous studies will

follow the same order.

2.2.1 Studies on approaches derived from literature

Lee (2007) used the literature (other researchers written work such as Brew
conceptions of research (2001)) to list five supervisory models based on a belief that
the concepts that supervisor holds will affect the way they supervise and the kind of
researcher will emerges at the end of the supervision process. These five supervisor
models were: functional, enculturation, critical thinking, emancipation, and
developing a quality relationship. The functional model means the supervisor helps

the doctoral student to have a reasonable progress throughout the research phases.
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The supervisor also agreed on the importance of student’s obedience. In the
enculturation model the supervisor encourages the student to be self-aware as well as
a contributing member to the research community. The role of the supervisor is to
coach the student to help him/her overcome his/her deficiencies. The critical thinking
model is where the student is encouraged to think outside the box and to question
his/her work. Emancipation model is when the student is encouraged to be
independent and improve him/herself. In this model, it is important to recognize the
dependency stage at the beginning and build on it by inspiring the student with a
sense of self-experience and self-discovery. The absence of demand for control is
what distinguishes it from enculturation. Developing a quality relationship model is
involved in developing a constructive and healthy student-supervisor relationship. In
this last model, the supervisor’s emotional intelligence and flexibility play a large

part in the successful completion of postdoctoral student’s research.

Lee (2007) concludes with recommending that supervisors should be aware
of the concept that they are adopting, and try to improve it or even adopt some
approaches from the other concepts to enhance their supervision skills. A continuous
professional development might be the tool to update the supervisors with the recent

and various ways of supervision.

Lee (2008) conducted a subsequent study by implementing the five
supervisory models. The study purpose was to examine the influences that affect the
supervisor’s approach in dealing with doctoral students by following the five
concepts that explain the supervisor’s approach in supervision (i.e., functional,
enculturation, critical thinking, emancipation, and developing a quality relationship).

The study proposed that two main factors influenced supervision. The first influence
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was the supervisors’ concept of research supervision, and the second one was the
supervisors’ previous personal “experience as a doctoral student” (p. 267). Semi-
structured interviews were conducted with 12 supervisors who have been chosen
purposefully from different disciplines in a UK university. For clarity and to check
the validity, the data collected from supervisors’ interviews were “compared to
interviews with two PhD students and a discussion group of PhD students” (p. 269).
A main finding of this study was the significant impact of the supervisors’ own
experience as doctoral students on their approaches of supervision. The study also
showed that supervisors tend to use the functional approach and one other approach,
and current students reported that they have been supervised by one or two
approaches. The study also extracted the strengths and weaknesses of each approach
and concludes that the supervisors who were aware of these strengths and

weaknesses were more likely to enjoy and benefit from the supervision experience.

Acker, Hill, and Black (1994) outlined two supervision models based on the
available literature. The authors used several related qualitative researches that
studied the student research experience. The two models were the technical
rationality model and negotiated order model. The technical rationality model was
where supervision priority was given to procedure or technique issues whereas the
negotiated order model assumed that supervision was “a process open to negotiation
and change” (p. 483). The technical rationality model must be carried out in a
succession of predictable steps that would structure the students’ growth in the
research field, leaving them passive participant. In the negotiated order model, the
students and supervisors shared their responsibilities and based it on their respective

past and present experiences, and the interactions of one another. The model prepares
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the students to be active participants in negotiating and understanding the research

meanings.

Acker et al. (1994) tested the two models through conducting semi-structured
interviews that lasted around forty-five minutes to two hours with participants from
education and psychology department in three UK universities. The participants
consisted of 67 students, 56 supervisors and 14 key individuals (such as
administrators or heads of departments ...etc.). The technical model was the one
expected to be in research setting and the negotiated model provided a better
description of what happened in practice. An interesting finding was that students
had the tendency to cope with any offered situation even if they were not satisfied
with the supervision. Only very few student interviewees seek to change their
supervisor and usually after multiple attempts to improve the relationship. This
helped some of them to be independent, or to decide that academic life is not suitable
for them. The negotiated order model provided an accurate description of what really
succeeds in the social science supervisory process than the technical rationality.
However, some degree of control and direction were needed to have a successful
outcome in the research experienced by both the students and supervisors. In
addition, it should be noted that supervisors cannot be trained by single supervisory

strategy since different student capabilities require different supervisory strategies.

There are also other studies that used literature as an attempt to categorize
graduate students supervision approaches such as Yob and Crawford ( 2012), who
framed the conceptual framework of graduate students’ mentoring by reviewing the
literature from 2005 to 2012. The researchers have listed 55 mentor behaviors and

characteristics of successful mentors that support students’ success based on the
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previous studies results. Then, they classified them into two main domains: academic
and psychosocial. The academic domain has four clusters: competence, availability,
induction, and challenge. The psychosocial domain has three clusters namely:
personal qualities, communication, and emotional support. However, testing this
conceptual framework in various contexts and different participants is needed in

order to validate this conceptual framework.

Another example is McCallin and Nayar (2012) who reviewed and analyzed
the literature from 2000 to 2010 to discuss what influence postgraduate supervision
in the New Zealand. The scholars discussed four main influences; research context,
faculty issues, supervision pedagogy and models of supervision. They suggested that
supervisors should have enough training to follow up with research supervision
changes and practices to improve research excellence and increase doctoral degree
completion rates. They suggested also that not only supervisors need training, but
also students. They prefer that students training should follow the mixed model of
supervision where students could be supervised in different ways: student-supervisor,
student-student, and mixed of both depending on the number and level of students.
The authors emphasized the importance of that universities should pay attention to

the approach that used to manage doctoral research students.

2.2.2 Studies on approaches derived from existing approaches

Aguinis, Nesler, Quigley, Suk-Jae-Lee, and Tedeschi (1996), have
implemented French and Raven (1959) power taxonomy to examine the relationship
between the supervisor power and students’ educational outcomes such as students’
perceptions, intentions, and behaviors. The taxonomy has five bases of power: 1)

referent, based on graduate student desire to be associated with the supervisor, 2)
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coercive, based on graduate student belief that the supervisor has the ability to punish
him/her, 3) expert, based on graduate student belief that the supervisor can provide
him/her with special knowledge, 4) legitimate, based on graduate student perception
that the supervisor has legitimate right to influence the student and that he/she is
obligated to obey, and 5) reward, based on the graduate student belief that the

supervisor has the ability to provide him/her with desired benefits.

The researchers mailed surveys to all the 967 graduate students with
assistantship duties in a large university. The studied sample was composed of
students with assistantship duties because they have more frequent interaction with
their supervisors. The total number of completed surveys was 346 (35.8%). The
authors have stressed on the important role of the power relationship in student-
faculty relationship and interactions. The study concluded that the expert power was
positively associated with students’ educational outcomes, and the coercive power
was associated negatively with students’ educational outcomes. These power bases

are “critical to graduate students’ experiences, satisfaction, and success” (p. 292).

Raven (2008) added one more power base to the French and Raven (1959)
power taxonomy, the informational power. It means that supervisor explains how
things should be done in different ways with logical reasons and the supervisee
understands and accepts the supervisor alternative changes and its reasons. For the
old five bases of power, the author added that in the reward power, the supervisor
motivates the supervisee by telling him or her the positive consequences of
obedience without undesirable outcomes in case of noncompliance. On the other
hand, the coercive power is the opposite, where the supervisor threatening the

supervisee with the negative costs of his or her disobedience. The author addressed
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that there is no base of power that is more effective than the others, as it depends on
the nature of the supervisor, supervisee and the context. He also mentioned that there
was one organization study found that the reward power is leading to higher
supervisee satisfaction. He commented that as there are interactions among humans,
they should use numerous power strategies. He emphasized that supervisors who are
more aware of these power strategies and its influences become more effective and

successful in the supervision process.

Armstrong (2004), have used known theories and approaches to conduct his
research. He has investigated the influence of supervisors’ cognitive styles on the
research supervision quality in one university business school in the UK. The main
cognitive styles in this study were two; analytic and intuitive. The analytic means
that supervisor use the logic, structured and step by step method with student. On the
other hand, the intuitive means that the supervisor tends to use his/her feelings to act
regardless to the conscious reasoning. The Cognitive Style Index was the instrument
that used in this study to determine the cognitive styles of the supervisors, and “the
Thurstone attitude scale was used to measure students’ perceptions of the quality of
supervision” (p. 599). The participants were 118 supervisor-student dyads. The
findings showed that the more the supervisor is analytic the more the students
perceive the quality of the supervision and “achieved significantly higher grades for
their dissertation” (p. 599). The author has recommended that as the cognitive styles
of supervisors impact the supervisor-student relationship and student performance, it
is important to select the research supervisors carefully and select the analytic
supervisors particularly. 1t would be helpful also if the supervisors with intuitive

cognitive style got some training to help them to be aware of different strategies that
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could improve their relationship with students and their students’ performance. It is
also important that the concerned personnel in the university needs to avoid pairing
intuitive cognitive style student with intuitive cognitive style supervisor. Instead,
pairing him/her with a supervisor who has analytic cognitive style would be good

strategy.

Fernando and Hulse-Killacky (2005) investigated the supervisory styles that
impact counseling students at master’s-level in terms of self-efficacy and satisfaction
with supervision. There were three main specified supervisory styles; Attractive,
Interpersonally Sensitive and Task-Oriented. The 33-item Supervisory Styles
Inventory (SSI) measurement, created by Friedlander and Ward (1984), was used to
determine the supervisory styles. It has three main subscales representing the
different supervisory styles that have mentioned earlier. The Attractive supervisory
style means that supervisor is friendly, trusting, and supportive. The Interpersonally
Sensitive style means the supervisor is more intuitive, invested, and reflective. The
Task-Oriented style means the supervisor is more structured, goal oriented, and
evaluative. Another instrument was the Supervisory Satisfaction Questionnaire
(SSQ) to measure the students’ satisfaction about the supervision experience that was
modified by Ladany, Hill and Nguyen (1996). The third instrument was the
Counseling Self-Estimate Inventory (COSE) for measuring the self-efficacy of the
students, that was created by Larson (1990) and Larson et al. (1992). The participants
were 82 counseling students from different six programs from different universities

around the US, who were enrolled in a weekly internship class.

Fernando and Hulse-Killacky (2005) study results were tested by comparing

the scores of the SSI with SSQ, SSI with COSE, and SSQ with COSE. The
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interpersonally sensitive style was the main style found statistically significant in
predicting satisfaction with supervision. The study also mentioned that the attractive
style had impact on supervisees’ satisfaction too. On the other hand, the task-oriented
style was the only style that was statistically significant in predicting the students’
self-efficacy. There was no relation between the students’ satisfaction and their self-
efficacy. The study recommended that even though supervisors may prefer particular
style, it would be beneficial to adopt more than one style for better supervision
experience. Supervisors also need to be aware that the supervisory styles that they
using can impact supervisees’ satisfaction and perceived self-efficacy. The study
results also can help supervisors and researchers deliver effective supervision and

develop the supervision training.

2.2.3 Studies investigating students and/or supervisors’ perceptions

Abdallah, Hillerinch, Romero, Topp, and Wnuk (2010) interviewed an
experienced professor who supervised 100 students within the past 20 years in
LUND University in Sweden. The aim of this study was to discuss the supervision of
undergraduate students who are conducting a master’s project. This study focused on
the roles and relationship of the supervisor and student. The model of Bartlett and
Mercer (2000) used in this study had three approaches. The first one was “creating in
the kitchen” where the supervisor is the leader of this relationship, and have a close
relationship. The second approach was the “digging in the garden”, where the
relationship between the supervisor and student is loose and they do not work
together, and the supervisor just give advice to the student. The third approach was
the “bush walking”, where the supervisor and student have equal power and have

very close relationship. The results were that supervisors can impact the supervision
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process by organizing the communication process with students. Controlling the
communication style by being formal is necessary but not being too formal.
Supervisors should not give the student ready answers, instead, they should show
them the ways to overcome any project related problems. The study assumed that the
“creating in the kitchen” model was the most suitable approach to deal with the
students. However, there is no ultimate, standardized model that can be perfect for
supervision. Being aware of the difficulties that could arise during the supervision
process from the beginning and learning about them is the key to solve them and
improve the supervision experience. It is also important to have a “learning contract”
between the supervisor and student that states a clear scope and clear goal to show
both parties engagement with the project, to reach the successful master’s project
supervision experience. The main last result was that supervisors should support
students during their writing master’s project journey with allowing them to be

independent but not leaving them standing alone.

Another example of approaches extracted by studying students’ experiences
and opinions was Ylijoki (2001), who has identified the issues surrounding thesis
writing, from the point of view of students. In this study, 72 students from different
fields of study, from a Finnish university, were interviewed. Based on the
experiences of those students, four core cultural narratives were developed: the
heroic, tragic, businesslike and penal stories. Each story presents a different way of
viewing the importance of thesis writing, the relationship between the supervisor and
student, and study problems. It was seen that every student subconsciously lived a

story, with a certain idea about his or her thesis.
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The first narrative is the heroic narrative includes the student viewing the

thesis writing stage as mythical, as the highpoint of their story, something that
determines their worth as student, and measures their ability to hold their own in the
real world; the student feels the need to work alone, and views the supervisor as a
colleague or a friend to have discussions with, rather than someone to get guidance
from. Their story has the typical happy ending, where their hard work pays off in the
end with a more or less excellent thesis. It changes them, and they become much

more confident in their abilities.

The second one is the tragic narrative, although had the student see thesis
writing as mythical, they feared it. The student never feels capable enough to rise to
the challenge. Like the hero, this student has high hopes and ambitions, and has been
a top student and highly self-dependent. This makes it difficult for them to ask for
guidance if they are stuck at some point in the process. Also, if the supervisor does
not understand their difficulty, it makes them feel lonely, depressed, and makes them
avoid further interaction with the supervisor. The resulting delay in graduation highly
affects their self-esteem, and the story has an unhappy ending. They usually drop out

due to other commitments. They are left with trying to console themselves.

The third narrative is the businesslike which is different from the above two
in that thesis writing, for the student, is not mythical. It’s just another course
requirement, and not the top of their college studies. According to the student, it
doesn’t require superhuman intelligence or inspiration to get the thesis done; all it
requires is persistence and hard work. The student has a set routine for the writing
and systematically finishes a part of the work daily. They regularly visit their

supervisors, and try to get as much feedback from them as possible. Upon the
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completion of the thesis, they feel reasonably pleased with themselves, and feel

competent enough to take on the real world.

The last narrative is the penal which is similar to the businesslike in that the
student considers thesis writing as not mythical. However, while the businesslike
student views thesis writing as something that can help them improve their skills and
is required like other courses, the student with the penal narrative views it as a
punishment. They think that it is irrelevant to the job they will do in the industry.
Thesis writing, according to them, lacks practical application, and is only meant for
those aiming for a future in academia. For others like themselves, it is suffering. The
supervisor for them is a prison guard who wants to make things difficult for them.
Finally, they end up putting minimal effort for the thesis, and do a poor job only to

finish it and be free again.

Ylijoki (2001) study concludes that it can be noted that students’ experiences
can be improved by recognizing their core narratives and correcting or encouraging
them during the supervising process. Moreover, for enhancing the relationship
between the students and the supervisors, it is essential for them to belong to the

same narrative.

Another study was Franke and Arvidsson (2011) that aimed to analyze the
different ways that supervisors use to supervise doctoral students. Semi-structured
interviews were conducted with 30 supervisors from different faculties in a Sweden
university, who were selected randomly. The study revealed two main supervision
structures; research practice-oriented supervision (lower percent of the sample used it,
33.3%) and research relation-oriented supervision (higher percent of the sample used it,

43.3%). Research practice-oriented supervision means where supervisor and student
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share mutual research practice, so the supervisor and doctoral student share the topic
area and/or methodology. On the other hand, the research relation-oriented
supervision means the supervisor and student lack clear connection between their
research practices, problems and approach. In addition, the results also showed that

around 23.3 percent of supervisors use both structures.

2.2.4 Studies on supervisor feedback

Another concern regarding thesis/dissertation supervision also is the
influence of the supervisors’ feedback on students’ satisfaction. Some researchers
conducted studies that focused on the supervisor’s feedback during the
thesis/dissertation supervision. For example, de Kleijn, Mainhard, and Meijer (2013)
investigated student perceptions of supervisor one-on-one and face-to-face feedback
regarding thesis projects. Their aim was to find out what kind of feedback students
perceive they received from their master’s thesis supervisor, and the factors behind
these perceptions, and how these factors related to students satisfaction with
supervision (SSS) and perceived supervisor contribution to learning (PSCL). The
authors focused only on the master’s thesis project because it differs from the
coursework in general with the duration that the project takes, the one to one
interaction nature of the supervision, and the multi goals of the thesis. The study also
discussed what students consider as feedback and how they act upon it. The authors
mentioned that to support students learning, the feedback content should focus on the
task rather than on the learners, the content of feedback should be goal-related, and
elaborated. The sample was 1016 students from three cohorts who were working on
their thesis or finished it recently. The instrument that used in this study was an

online questionnaire of 23 items covering the feedback focus, goal-relatedness, and
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elaboration, two items to measure the SSS, and five items to measure the PSCL. The
main findings were that students perceive more focus on task, more negative
feedback, and less focus on self-regulation and little feed up (feed up means the
expectations, what they are going to do). It also showed that there is no contribution
of the negative elaboration and focus on self-regulation to the SSS and PSCL.
Further, it showed that the feed-forward, feed up (was minimally provided) and
positive elaborated feedback were positively related to SSS and PSCL, and suggested
that supervisors should invest in providing more of these three. Finally, it showed
receiving positive and goal-related feedback from the supervisor during working on

the master’s thesis project is essential for students.

Another study was conducted by de Kleijn, Meijer, Pilot, and Brekelmans
(2014). The aim of the study was to investigate students’ perceptions of their
relationship with supervisors and supervisors’ feedback in master’s thesis projects.
Master’s students studying in three different departments of a Dutch university were
asked to fill an online questionnaire. With a response rate of 30%, 1016 of them
completed the questionnaire. The instrumentation for feedback perceptions and
perceptions of student-supervisor relationship were modified questionnaires, and for
the quality of the supervision process, a seven-point scale was used to measure the

Student Satisfaction (SS).

de Kleijn et al. (2014) found that students viewed the relationship as the most
key feature of the process. Students needed to feel that their supervisor supports
them, especially through assigning personal time for resolving their issues. Thus,
giving special attention to the student’s progress to support their research goals

contributed positively in meeting the required outcome measures like the students
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satisfaction. Secondly, it was found that there is high correlation between feedback
and student perception of feedback, and perceived supervisor contribution to
learning. Therefore, the more beneficial the feedback is, the more the students feel
that the supervisor supports their learning and growth. Furthermore, statistical
analyses point out certain interactions between relationship and interpersonal control.
Thus, not only should students feel comfortable with their supervisor, but also
supervisor feedback must give their work a clear direction. The research has shown
that student perceptions change over the duration of the project. Hence, future
research must examine how the change occurs. Thirdly, as mentioned above, student
satisfaction and perceived supervisor contribution to learning are used as outcome
measures. Even though students are highly capable of appreciating the contribution
of supervisor feedback towards improving their work, they might not be able to
understand fully certain teaching techniques that used by supervisors to achieve
consistent results in the long-term. Finally, this study should be generalized with
caution, since different university departments have different characteristics that
cannot always be generalized. The context also must be kept in mind, especially

when compared to doctoral studies.

Obviously, there is no one standardized set of approaches for graduate
students’ thesis/dissertation supervision. Nevertheless, we can notice some general
similarities between them and Glickman et al. (2013) approaches. For example, the
“functional model” (Lee, 2007), “informational power” (Raven, 2008), “expert
power” (Aguinis et al., 1996), “technical rationality model” (Acker et al., 1994) and
“creating in the kitchen” (Abdallah et al., 2010) styles are almost similar to the

directive approaches. Where having equal power between the supervisor and student
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such as “negotiated order model” (Acker et al., 1994) and “bush walking” (Abdallah
et al., 2010) are representing the collaborative approach. Leaving the leadership of
the project to the student as the “digging in the garden” (Abdallah et al., 2010) and
“emancipation model” (Lee A. M., 2007) are more closely to the non-directive

approach.

Based on different studies’ findings, it is difficult to determine the best
practices that supervisors should approach. There is no doubt that there are good
supervisory models that were very useful, but it is context-specific, so it cannot be
useful for everybody. In other words, there is no ‘best practice model’ that can be
used in all institutions (Parker-Jenkins, 2016). Using control power by supervisor and
positive relationship will make students satisfied, learn better and have higher grades.
The control power is more positively related to the students’ grades and learning,
where the positive relationship leads more to students’ satisfaction (de Kleijn,
Mainhard, Meijer, Pilot, & Brekelmans, 2012). This means the academic support of
the supervisor will improve the student productivity, and the psychosocial support
will increase student’s satisfaction with the supervisor mainly and the program in
general (Forehand, 2008, as cited in Yob & Crawford, 2012). The literature also
confirms the important impact of supervisor feedback on students’ satisfaction.
Expectations, roles and boundaries of the supervisory relationship must be made
expressive at the beginning of a program to avoid any misunderstanding among all
parties which will lead to higher rates of successful completion (Parker-Jenkins,

2016).
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2.3 The United Arab Emirates Context

The field of higher education is a focus of interest to many countries around
the world, including ambitious country as the United Arab Emirates (UAE). Higher
education in the UAE is managed by two authorities; Ministry of Higher Education
and Scientific Research (MOHESR) since 1993 and the Abu Dhabi Education
Council (ADEC) that was established in 2005. However, recently, the MoHESR
became part of the Ministry of Education. There are two levels of authorities, the
local (at the Emirate level) and the federal which include all Emirates. ADEC is in
charge of Abu Dhabi Emirate, which includes three main regions: Abu Dhabi, Al Ain
and Al Dhafra. The Ministry of Education operates at the federal level which

includes all of the Emirates (Higher Education, 2017).

This study is conducted in one federal institution that is funded by the federal
government. This institution is one of the first universities that give graduate studies
very high attention in the country. It has 37 master programs and 9 PhD programs
(Retrieved from the university under investigation website, 2017). It is also one “of
the largest Higher Education Institutions in Abu Dhabi in terms of students’

enrolment” (Higher Education, 2017).

The admissions of the graduate programs are published in details, but
individual colleges can also add some conditions. However, for the
thesis/dissertation’s supervisor role, there is no official announced list of
thesis/dissertation supervisor duties. The only published information is that every
graduate student will have an academic advisor who will help student on all
academic matters concerning the student’s program of study (Retrieved from the

university under investigation website, 2017). Not all the master programs require a
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thesis, but it is an obligatory for the PhD degree to write a dissertation except the

Pharmacy program.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This study aims to describe the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach at one university in the United
Arab Emirates (UAE). This chapter includes a description and justification of the
study methodology. It covers the following main parts: study design, instruments,

population and sample, procedures, data analysis, and ethical considerations.

3.1 Study Design

This study does not only aim to explore the relationship between graduate
student satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach, but it also to aims to
examine students’ perceptions of supervision behaviors during the process of writing
their thesis or dissertation. The mixed method utilized in this study allows for
drawing on the strengths of both quantitative and qualitative research methods to
better understand, and to gain a more complete insight into a phenomenon (Gay,
Mills, & Airasian, 2011). This study used an explanatory mixed method, where |
started to collect the quantitative data first, and then the qualitative data to better
understand the quantitative results. Using a mixed method for this study enabled a
more detailed understanding of the topic at varying levels of depth. On the one hand,
the quantitative data provided information from a large sample of graduate students
concerning their perceptions of approaches of supervision adopted by the advisors
and their satisfaction. On the other hand, the qualitative data provided more in-depth

data and more detail of their experience.
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3.2 Instruments

This is a mixed research design and therefore the instruments used were a
closed questionnaire and semi-structured interview. Questionnaire (see Appendix
A), which addressed the themes of the first and second research questions guiding
my study. These questions were: What are the supervisory approaches used by
faculty members and how satisfied are graduate students with these approaches?
And, is there a significant difference in the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach according to the gender, level of

education (Masters or PhD), and concentration (Sciences or Arts) of students?

The questionnaire had two main sections: demographic data and supervisory
practices and graduate student satisfaction on every practice. The demographic data
covered gender (male or female), level of education (Master or PhD), number of
supervisors (worked with one supervisor or more than one), college (nine colleges
grouped later into sciences and arts), and status (already graduated or about to
graduate). The supervisory practices questions covered six main phases of writing
thesis/dissertation, which were selecting the research topic, formulating the research
problem, framing the literature review, deciding on the research methodology,
providing feedback, and writing the discussion chapter. Then, a final question was
asked about the overall approach that the supervisor used and the overall satisfaction

level of student.

For questions about the approaches used, students selected from four choices:
directive control, directive informational, collaborative, and non-directive. For the

sub-questions of satisfaction, a six level satisfaction scale was used ranging from not
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satisfied at all = 1 to totally satisfied = 6. One open question gave participants the

chance to clarify any point in the questionnaire.

In the second phase of the study, semi-structured interviews were conducted
to again a deeper and more detailed understanding of the supervisor-students
relationship in the research supervision process. The interview questions (see
Appendix B) addressed the third research question: How do students perceive the
relationship between the supervisors’ interpersonal approaches and their satisfaction

with using these approaches?

The semi-structured interview gave me, as the interviewer the chance to ask
questions that had been prepared in advance to collect the targeted information from
the interviewees, and at the same time, it gave me the chance to improvise as needed

(Wengraf, 2001).

The semi-structured interview had two main sections: demographic data and
supervisory practices. The demographic data collected were similar to those in the
questionnaire. The questions about the practices covered the six main phases of
writing thesis/dissertation (selecting the research topic, formulating the research
problem, framing the literature review, deciding on the research methodology,
providing feedback, and writing the discussion chapter), and the overall approach
that their supervisor used during the thesis/dissertation writing. All the main
questions had four sub-questions to confirm which approach the supervisor used. A
question about the participant’s level of satisfaction was placed below every

question.
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3.2.1 Validity and reliability

To check the validity of the instruments, the questionnaire and interview
questions were reviewed by six academics with experience in the field of education
and research. For the questionnaire, the feedback was positive, with most
commenting that it was well written. There were recommendations for minor
adjustments to the questionnaire and interview questions, especially with regard to
clarifying the language, and these were addressed. For instance, one academic
recommended that | better clarify the differences between the four approaches to
supervision. After meeting with her, | ensured that the differences between the

approaches were more explicitly stated.

To measure the reliability of the instrument | used test-retest method by
distributing the questionnaire to a group of 15 graduate students who were not
included in the research sample. | subsequently redistributed it after 10 to 14 days to
the same group. | asked the pilot group not to disregard their answers from the first
administration, and to but to answer the questionnaire as they felt at that present
moment. Then, I used Pearson’s correlation coefficient to measure the correlation
between their responses in the pre-and post-test for the supervisory practices.
Following this, 1 used Cronbach's Alpha to test the reliability of the satisfaction

scale. Table 1 and table 2 below show the results of the tests.

Table 1: Supervisory Practices (Pearson Correlation Coefficients)

Pearson Correlation Coefficients

Question 1 0.960
Question 2 0.882
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Question 3 0.831
Question 4 0.928
Question 5 0.844
Question 6 0.867

Table 2: Satisfaction ( Cronbach’s Alpha)

Questions 1 to 6 Cronbach’s Alpha
Pretest 0.951
Posttest 0.958

As shown in table 1, Pearson Correlation Coefficients scores were very high
(0.831 to 0.960) which means that there is a high correlation between the first and

second administration; indicating a high reliability of this part of the questionnaire.

In table 2, Cronbach’s Alpha scores for satisfaction were very high (0.951 and

0.958). These results indicated that the instruments were reliable.

3.3 Population and Sample

The target population for the study comprised of both master’s and PhD
graduates, who had written or were about to finish writing their thesis/dissertation
between 2015 and 2017 at one university in the UAE (N= 213). The master’s
graduates were 175 students and the PhD graduates were 38 students. I intentionally
targeted this group of students as they were more likely to remember their
thesis/dissertation supervision experience than those students who had graduated
earlier, or those who had not yet reached the final stages of their thesis/dissertation.

The sample included both male and female students.
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The questionnaire was sent to all graduated and enrolled graduate students.

The number of participants who completed the questionnaire was 124 respondents
with a 58.2% response rate. Table 3 below summarizes the demographic profiles of
the respondents. Overall, the sample consisted of 45 males (36.3%) and 79 females
(63.7%), with the majority enrolled in the science colleges (91students), compared to
a smaller number in the arts colleges (33 students). Of the 124 respondents, 105 were
master’s students who had written or were in the process of writing a thesis, while
the remaining 19 were PhD students. The number of participants who had been
supervised by only one main supervisor was 83, while the number who reported
changing their supervisors once or more was 41. The majority of participants

(61.3%) had already graduated, whereas 38.7% were about to graduate.

Table 3: Demographic Data of the Sample

N Frequency Percent Valid
) o Percent
Valid Missing
Male 45 0 45 36.3 36.3
Gender Female 79 0 79 63.7 63.7
Total 124 0 124 100.0 100.0
Master 105 O 105 84.7 84.7
Degree PhD 19 0 19 15.3 15.3
Total 124 0 124 100.0 100.0
One 83 0 83 66.9 66.9
supervisor
Number of
supervisors  More than one 41 0 41 33.1 33.1
Total 124 0 124 100.0 100.0
Arts 33 0 33 26.6 26.6
College
Sciences 91 0 91 73.4 73.4
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Total 124 0 124 100.0 100.0
Already 76 0 76 61.3 61.3
graduated

Status About to 48 0 48 38.7 38.7
graduate
Total 124 0 124 100.0 100.0

For participants in the semi-structured interviews, they were selected from
the quantitative sample based on their willingness to sit for the interview. Everyone
was asked to provide contact information in the questionnaires and 25 participants
did so. Of these, 16 were purposively selected based on how cooperative they were
during the quantitative data collection. Table 4 shows the demographic data of the

interviewees.

Table 4: Demographic Data of Interviewees

Gender Degree College
Participant 1 Female Master Arts
Participant 2 Female PhD Arts
Participant 3 Female Master Sciences
Participant 4 Male PhD Arts
Participant 5 Female Master Arts
Participant 6 Female Master Sciences
Participant 7 Female PhD Sciences
Participant 8 Female Master Sciences
Participant 9 Female Master Sciences
Participant 10 Female Master Arts
Participant 11 Male Master Arts

Participant 12 Female Master Sciences
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Participant 13 Female PhD Arts
Participant 14 Female Master Sciences
Participant 15 Female Master Arts
Participant 16 Female PhD Sciences

3.4 Procedures

Important procedures were undertaken to ensure proper ethical, institutional
approval was sought and gained. | submitted all the requested papers to the Research
Ethics Committee in the university to get approval to start distributing the
questionnaire. | got the approval within two weeks (see approval letter in Appendix
C). Then, the English version of the questionnaire was translated into Arabic. I
established two electronic versions of the questionnaire (using Google Forms), one in
English and another in Arabic. | contacted the Registration Department at the
university under investigation to get the contact information of students who had
graduated, and those who were in their last semester. The students’ information was
very essential, especially the students who already graduated. The Registration
Department provided me with this information after | gained the approval from the

department’s head and director.

After these important procedures were implemented, | sent the links for the
questionnaires as text messages to all 213 students to invite them to participate in
this study. The electronic questionnaire required the informed consent of the
participants, which was confirmed by clicking a button to indicate agreement to
participate in the study before beginning the questionnaire. This was one advantage
of using an electronic questionnaire. Another advantage was the possibility of

making all the questions obligatory, so I did not have any missing data. The only
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non-obligatory question was the open question at the end of the questionnaire. After
sending them the link, | sent another text message as a reminder, to get a higher

response rate.

Willing participants from the quantitative sample (who provided me with
contact information) were subsequently contacted to sit for a semi-structured
interview (N=25). | sent a text message to all 25 participants and 16 of them agreed
to conduct the interview. The average duration of each interview was from 12 to 35
minutes. Most of the interviews were face-to-face and recorded, while a few were
phone interviews, because these students were from distant cities, where notes were
taken during the interview. For the face-to-face interviews, | asked participants to
sign the informed consent form and gave them a copy of it. For the phone interviews,
the informed consent form was sent to participants prior to the interview. All

interviews were then transcribed.

3.5 Data Analysis

For the quantitative study, | used frequencies (mainly percentages) to identify
the most common approaches for supervision. Students’ levels of satisfaction were
assessed using a six-point Likert-type scale, ranging from not satisfied at all =1 and
totally satisfied = 6, and the means, medians, modes and standard deviations were
then calculated to ascertain the overall satisfaction level. The Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences (SPSS) software was used to extract these frequencies and

analysis of the data.

To find out the relationship between the supervision approach used and

students’ satisfaction level, One-Way ANOVA and Tukey tests for Post Hoc were
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used for the analysis of each question. Here, the supervisor approach counted as the
independent variable and the student satisfaction as the dependent variable. | used
Mann Whitney test to find out the differences in the relationship between graduate
students satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach according to the level of

education, gender, and concentrations.

For the qualitative data, verbatim transcriptions of the interviews were
completed as Word documents and printed out. A thematic analysis was then
conducted to examine students’ perceptions of their experience of working with the

faculty supervisor during the thesis/dissertation writing process.

3.6 Ethical Considerations

The Research Ethics Committee approval was obtained as mentioned above,
before distributing the questionnaire. The university Registration Department head
and director gave me the necessary approval to contact the students. All participants
were informed that their participation was voluntary and all the information provided
will remain confidential and anonymous. There was no anticipated physical or
psychological risk to the participants. They were informed that they have the right to

withdraw from the study at any time.
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Chapter 4: Results

This study aims to describe the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach at one governmental university in
the United Arab Emirates (UAE). The fourth chapter presents the results that were
based on the quantitative and qualitative data analysis. For the quantitative data
analysis, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) software was the tool
to conduct the needed calculations. For the qualitative data, a thematic analysis was
used to describe students’ perceptions of their experience working with the faculty
supervisor during the process of writing their thesis/dissertation. These data analyses

answer the following research questions.

1. What are the supervisory approaches used by faculty members and how satisfied

are graduate students with these approaches?

2. Is there a significant difference in the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach according to the gender, level of

education (Masters or PhD), and concentration (Sciences or Arts) of students?

3. How do students perceive the relationship between the supervisors’ interpersonal

approaches and their satisfaction with using these approaches?

4.1 Results of Question One

What are the supervisory approaches used by faculty members and how satisfied are

graduate students with these approaches?

Supervisory approaches: Table 5 displays the approaches that supervisors

used with graduate students in percent (%). For selecting the research topic phase,
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the collaborative approach was the most used approach with 32.3%, then with also
high percentage, the non-directive approach 29%, and the least used approach was
the directive informational with 16.9%. For formulating the research problem phase,
the most used approach was also the collaborative 51.6%, and the least used
approach was the directive informational approach that was used with 11.3% of
participants. As for the framing literature review phase, the most used approaches
were the collaborative approach and the non-directive approach with equal
percentage (37.9%), and the least used approach was the directive informational
approach that was used with 10.5% of participants. While deciding on the research
methodology phase, supervisors used collaborative approach 46%, then the directive
control approach 21%, and the least used approach was the directive informational
14.5%. Regarding providing feedback, 52.4% of the supervisors used the
collaborative approach, and 21.8 % of the supervisors used the directive
informational approach, and the least used approach was the directive control 11.3%.
As far as the sixth phase is concerned, which is writing the discussion chapter, the
most used approach by the supervisors was the collaborative approach 54.8%, and

the least used approach was the directive control approach 9.7%.

Table 5: The approaches that supervisors used with graduate students in percent (%)

Directive Directive Collaborative ~ Non-directive
control Informational Approach Approach
Approach Approach

1. Selecting the 21.8 16.9 32.3 29.0

research topic.

2. Formulating 20.2 11.3 51.6 16.9

the research

problem.

3. Framing the 13.7 10.5 37.9 37.9
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literature review.

4. Deciding on 21.0 14.5 46.0 18.5
the research
methodology.

5. Providing 11.3 21.8 52.4 14.5
feedback.

6. Writing the 9.7 12.9 54.8 22.6
discussion
chapter.

7. Overall 13.7 11.3 57.3 17.7
approach.

After identifying the most and least used approach in every phase in writing
the thesis/dissertation, 1 compared the results for question seven, overall approach,
and the average of the approaches used during the six phases (answers of question
one to question six). To calculate the average of the used approach for the six phases,
| divided the total percent of all the phases for each approach on six, as shown in
table 6. For the overall used approach, the collaborative approach was the highest
used approach 57.3%, followed by the non-directive approach 17.7%, and the least

used approach was the directive informational 11.3%.

All phases average percentages were fairly consistent with the percentage of
the overall approach, i.e., they have the same order, but with different percentages.
The collaborative approach ranked the highest used approach 45.8%, followed by the
non-directive approach 23.2%, and the least used approach was the directive

informational 14.7%.
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Table 6: The approaches that supervisors used with graduate students in percent (%)

Directive Directive Collaborative Non-directive
control Information Approach Approach
Approach Approach

All phases  16.3 14.7 45.8 23.2

average

Overall 13.7 11.3 57.3 17.7

approach

In general, the most dominant approach used by the supervisors from the
participants’ perspective was the collaborative approach. On the other hand, the
directive informational approach was the least popular approach used by the

supervisor.

Students satisfaction: Results of participants’ satisfaction level with their
supervisor interpersonal approach at every phase of the thesis/dissertation are
reported in table 7. Six level satisfaction scale was used where the means from 1 —
1.83 means not satisfied at all, 1.84 — 2.66 unsatisfied, 2.67 — 3.49 somewhat
unsatisfied, 3.5 — 4.32 somewhat satisfied, 4.33- 5.15 satisfied, and 5.16 — 6 is totally

satisfied.

Table 7: Students satisfaction level with each thesis/dissertation phase and the overall
satisfaction level

N Mean  Median Mode  Std.
Valid Missing Deviation
1. Satisfaction with 124 0 531 6 6.00 .95
selecting the research
topic.
2. Satisfaction with 124 0 511 5 5.00 1.07

formulating the
research problem.

3. Satisfaction with 124 0 5.11 5 6.00 1.05
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framing the
literature.

4. Satisfaction with 124 0 5.18 5 6.00 1.03
deciding on the

research

methodology.

5. Satisfaction with 124 0 5.01 5 6.00 1.25
providing feedback.

6. Satisfaction with 124 0 512 5 6.00 1.16
writing the

discussion chapter.

7. General 124 0 5.13 5 6.00 1.19
satisfaction with
supervisor approach.

In general, students were satisfied with their supervisors’ approaches. The
means were from 5.01 to 5.31. These mean scores indicate that the students reported
a level of satisfaction between satisfied and totally satisfied with the supervisor
interpersonal approach. They were totally satisfied with selecting the research topic
(M=5.31) and deciding on the research methodology (M=5.18), and they were
satisfied with the rest (formulating the research problem, framing the literature,
providing feedback, and writing the discussion chapter). They had highest
satisfaction level was with selecting the research topic while the lowest satisfaction

level was with providing feedback (M=5.01).

To check the stability of the overall satisfaction of participants with the
supervisor approach, I compared the general satisfaction level results in question
seven and the average of the satisfaction level for the six phases (from question one

to question number six). To calculate the cumulative satisfaction level mean of the
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six phases, | divided the total means of all phases satisfaction level on six, as shown

in table 8.

Table 8: Students satisfaction level with each thesis/dissertation phase and the overall
satisfaction level statistics

Mean Std. Deviation

General Satisfaction with supervisor approach. 5.13 1.19

All phases satisfaction level 5.14 1.08

The general satisfaction level of participants with their supervisor
interpersonal approach is 5.13, and the overall satisfaction level of all phases is 5.14.
There is no big difference between the two means, indicating that students were

satisfied in general.

4.2 Results of Question Two

Is there a significant difference in the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach according to the gender, level of

education (Masters or PhD), and concentration (Sciences or Arts) of students?

To answer this question Mann-Whitney U test was performed to find
significant differences based on gender, level of education, and concentration. The
results of the test indicated that there was a significant difference based on gender
(p=.019). For the interpersonal approach of the supervisor, female students
(M=67.61) believed that the faculty supervisor used the collaborative approach more

than male students (M=53.52) (See tables 9 and 10). For the level of satisfaction both
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male and female students were satisfied, therefore, there was no significant

difference.

Table 9: Mean difference between male and female for the used interpersonal
approach

Ranks

Gender N Mean Rank  Sum of Ranks
Overall, during the writing Male 45 53.52 2408.50
of my thesis/dissertation, | Female 79 67.61 5341.50
believe: Total 124

Table 10: Test Statistics a

Satisfaction of students based on gender

Mann-Whitney U 1373.500
Wilcoxon W 2408.500
Z -2.343

Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 019

a. Grouping Variable: Gender

The test results also indicated that there was no significant difference in the
relationship between graduate student satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal
approach according to the level of education and concentration. To conclude, table

11 provides a summary of the question two results.

Table 11: Significant difference in the relationship between graduate student
satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach

Supervisor interpersonal Student satisfaction

approach
Gender Yes No
Level of Education No No

Concentration No No
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4.3 Results of Question Three

How do students perceive the relationship between the supervisors’ interpersonal

approaches and their satisfaction with using these approaches?

Quantitative and qualitative data were collected and analyzed to answer this
question. Quantitative data results were presented first, and then the qualitative data

results were presented.

4.3.1 Quantitative data results

One-Way ANOVA and Tukey tests for Post Hoc analysis were performed to
test if there is a relationship between supervisors’ interpersonal approach and
students’ satisfaction level. The supervisor approach is the independent variable and

the student satisfaction is the dependent variable.

First, 1 conducted a One-Way ANOVA test to check if there is a relationship
between supervisor interpersonal approach and graduate student satisfaction level.
Then | followed it with a Tukey post hoc test to check which approach particularly is
related to more students’ satisfaction level. I did the One-Way ANOVA and Tukey
post hoc tests for every question of the six main phases of writing thesis/dissertation
namely: selecting the research topic, formulating the research problem, framing the
literature review, deciding on the research methodology, providing feedback, and
writing the discussion chapter, and | did the test also for the overall approach and

satisfaction.

The tests results indicated that there was no statistically significant
relationship between the supervisor interpersonal approach used and graduate student

satisfaction level regarding the selection the research topic (p=.427) which means
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that students satisfaction was not affected by any approach the supervisor used in

helping the student select the research topic.

The analysis of variance showed that there was a statistically significant
relationship between the use of the supervisor approach and student satisfaction level
regarding formulating the research problem, F (3. 120) = 5.563, p=.001 (table 12).
Multiple comparisons showed that the collaborative approach is related positively to
students’ satisfaction, while the directive control approach is related negatively with

student satisfaction in formulating the research problem (table 13).

Table 12: ANOVA table of graduate students satisfaction level with the supervisor’s
approach in “formulating the research problem”

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 17.293 3 5.764 5.563 .001
Groups
Within 124.344 120 1.036
Groups
Total 141.637 123

Table 13: Post Hoc Tests 1

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable:  How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in
“formulating the research problem”?

Tukey HSD

() 2: (J) 2: Mean Std. Sig.  95%
Formulating the Formulating the Difference Error Confidence
research research (1-J) Interval
problem: problem:

Lower Upper
Bound Bound
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Directive Control Directive -.76571 33980 .115 - .1196
Informational 1.6510
Collaborative -.88625*  .24008 .002 - -.2607
1.5118
Non-Directive -.24190 30132 .853 - 5431
1.0270
Directive Directive Control .76571 33980 .115 -.1196 1.6510

Informational )
Collaborative -.12054 30034 .978 -.9030 .6620

Non-Directive 52381 35122 446 -.3913 1.4389

Collaborative Directive Control .88625* .24008 .002 .2607 1.5118

Directive .12054 .30034 .978 -.6620 .9030
Informational

Non-Directive .64435 25600 .062 -.0226 1.3113
Non-Directive Directive Control .24190 30132 .853 -5431 1.0270

Directive -.52381 35122 446 - .3913
Informational 1.4389
Collaborative -.64435 .25600 .062 .0226

1.3113

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The analysis of variance exhibited that there was a statistically significant
relationship between the use of the supervisor approach and student satisfaction level
regarding framing the literature, F (3. 120) = 3.004, p=.033 (table 14). Multiple
comparisons showed that the collaborative approach is related positively to students’
satisfaction, in contradiction to the non-directive approach which is related

negatively to student satisfaction in framing the literature (table 15).
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Table 14: ANOVA table of graduate students satisfaction level with the supervisor’s
approach in “framing the literature”

Sum of df F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 9.531 3 3.177 3.004 .033
Groups
Within 126.889 120
Groups
Total 136.419 123

Table 15: Post Hoc Tests 2

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable:

“framing the literature”?

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in

Tukey HSD
() 3: Framing (J) 3: Framing Mean Std. Sig.  95%
the literature the literature Difference Error Confidence
review: review: (1-J) Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Directive Directive -.21267 37887 .943 - 7744
Control Informational 1.1998
Collaborative -.50563 29103 .309 - .2526
1.2639
Non-Directive 11139 29103 .981 -.6469 .8696
Directive Directive Control .21267 37887 .943 -7744 1.1998
Informational )
Collaborative -.29296 32224 800 - .5466
1.1325
Non-Directive .32406 32224 746  -5155 1.1636
Collaborative Directive Control .50563 29103 .309 -.2526 1.2639
Directive .29296 32224 800 -5466 1.1325

Informational



Non-Directive

Non-Directive Directive Control

Directive
Informational

Collaborative

.61702* 21212

29103
32224

-.61702* 21212

.022
981
746

.022
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0644  1.1697
-.8696 .6469
; 5155
1.1636
; -.0644
1.1697

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Moreover, the analysis of variance showed that there was a statistically

significant relationship between the use of the supervisor approach and student

satisfaction level regarding deciding on the research methodology, F (3. 120) =

8.167, p=.000 (table 16). Multiple comparisons showed that the collaborative

approach is related positively to students’ satisfaction, while the non-directive

approach is related negatively to student satisfaction in deciding on the research

methodology (table 17).

Table 16: ANOVA table of graduate students satisfaction level with the supervisor’s
approach in “deciding on the research methodology”

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 22.058 3 7.353 8.167 .000
Groups
Within 108.039 120 .900
Groups
Total 130.097 123

Table 17: Post Hoc Tests 3

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable: = How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in




“deciding on the research methodology™?
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Tukey HSD
() 4: Deciding (J) 4: Deciding Mean Std. Sig.  95%
on the research on the research Difference Error Confidence
methodology: methodology: (1-9) Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Directive Control -.39316 .29094 532 - .3649
Informational 1.1512
Collaborative -67679* 22455 016 - -.0917
1.2618
Non-Directive 40635 27161 .443 -.3013 1.1140
Directive Directive Control .39316 29094 532 -3649 1.1512
Informational )
Collaborative -.28363 .25654 .687 -.9520 .3848
Non-Directive .79952* 29860 .042 0215 1.5775
Collaborative Directive Control .67679* 22455 016 .0917 1.2618
.28363 .25654 .687 -.3848 .9520
Informational
Non-Directive 1.08314* .23439 .000 .4725 1.6938
Non-Directive Directive Control -.40635 27161 443 - .3013
1.1140
- 79952* 20860 .042 - -.0215
Informational 1.5775
Collaborative -1.08314* .23439 .000 - -4725
1.6938

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The analysis of variance displayed that there was a statistically significant

relationship between the use of the supervisor approach and student satisfaction level

regarding providing feedback, F (3. 120) = 22.514, p=.000 (Table 18). Multiple

comparisons showed that the collaborative approach is related positively to students’
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satisfaction; however, the non-directive approach is related negatively to student

satisfaction in providing feedback (Table 19).

Table 18: ANOVA table of graduate students satisfaction level with the supervisor’s
approach in “providing feedback”

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 68.784 3 22.928 22.514 .000
Groups
Within 122.207 120 1.018
Groups
Total 190.992 123

Table 19: Post Hoc Tests 4

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable:

“providing feedback™?

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in

Tukey HSD
M 5 (@) 5. Mean Std. Sig. 95% Confidence
Providing Providing Difference  Error Interval
feedback: feedback: (1-9)
Lower  Upper
Bound Bound
Directive Directive -.25397 33236 .870 -1.1199 .6120
Control Informational
Collaborative  -.61978 29734 .164 -1.3945 1549
Non-Directive 1.57937* 35961 .000 6424 25163
Directive Directive .25397 33236 .870 -.6120  1.1199
Informational  Control
Collaborative  -.36581 23105 .392 -9678  .2362
Non-Directive 1.83333* .30708 .000 1.0333 2.6334
Collaborative  Directive .61978 29734 164 -1549  1.3945
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Control

Directive .36581 23105 .392 -2362 .9678
Informational

Non-Directive 2.19915* .26878 .000 1.4989 2.8994

Non-Directive Directive -1.57937* .35961 .000 -2.5163 -.6424
Control
Directive -1.83333* .30708 .000 -2.6334 -1.0333

Informational

Collaborative  -2.19915*  .26878 .000 -2.8994 -1.4989

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

The analysis of variance showed that there was a statistically significant
relationship between the use of the supervisor approach and student satisfaction level
regarding writing the discussion chapter, F (3. 120) = 9.752, p=.000 (table 20).
Multiple comparisons showed that the collaborative approach is related positively to
students’ satisfaction, while the non-directive approach is related negatively to

student satisfaction in writing the discussion chapter (table 21).

Table 20: ANOVA table of graduate students satisfaction level with the supervisor’s
approach in “writing the discussion chapter”

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 32.378 3 10.793 9.752 .000
Groups
Within 132.807 120 1.107
Groups

Total 165.185 123
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Table 21: Post Hoc Tests 5

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable:  How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in
“writing the discussion chapter”?

Tukey HSD
(1) 6: Writing the (J) 6: Writing the Mean Std. Sig.  95%
discussion discussion Difference Error Confidence
chapter: chapter: (1-9) Interval
Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Directive Control Directive -.68750 40174 322 - .3592
Informational 1.7342
Collaborative -1.02941* 32940 .012 - -1712
1.8876
Non-Directive .14286 36298 .979 -.8028 1.0886
Directive Directive Control .68750 40174 322 -3592 1.7342

Informational

Collaborative -.34191 29231 .647 4197

1.1035
Non-Directive .83036 32969 .062 -.0286 1.6893
Collaborative Directive Control 1.02941* 32940 .012 .1712 1.8876

Directive .34191 29231 .647 -.4197 1.1035
Informational

Non-Directive 1.17227* 23622 .000 .5568 1.7877

Non-Directive Directive Control -.14286 36298 979 - .8028
1.0886
Directive -.83036 32969 .062 - .0286
Informational 1.6893
Collaborative -1.17227* .23622 .000 - -.5568
1.7877

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.
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The analysis of variance showed that there was a statistically significant

relationship between the use of the supervisor approach and student satisfaction level

in general, F (3. 120) = 17.770, p=.000 (table 22). Multiple comparisons showed that

the collaborative approach is the most approach that was related positively to the

students satisfaction, while the non-directive approach was related negatively to

student satisfaction (table 23).

Table 22: ANOVA table of overall satisfaction level of graduate students with their
supervisor’s approach

Sum of df Mean F Sig.
Squares Square
Between 53.503 3 17.834 17.770 .000
Groups
Within 120.432 120 1.004
Groups
Total 173.935 123

Table 23: Post Hoc Tests 6

Multiple Comparisons

Dependent Variable:

In general, how satisfied are you with your supervisor’s

approach?
Tukey HSD
() 7: Overall, (J) 7: Overall, Mean Std. Sig.  95%
during the writing during the writing Differenc  Error Confidence
of my of my e (I-J) Interval
thesis/dissertation thesis/dissertation
. | believe: . | believe: Lower Upper
Bound Bound
Directive Control  Directive -.47059 3615 56 - 4714
Informational 5 4 1.412
6
Collaborative -1.11848* 2705 .00 - -4137

1.823



Directive
Informational

Collaborative

Non-Directive

Non-Directive

Directive Control

Collaborative

Non-Directive

Directive Control

Directive

Informational

Non-Directive

Directive Control

Directive
Informational

Collaborative

0
52941 .3235
0
47059 .3615
5
-.64789 2929
5
1.00000*  .3425
0
1.11848* .2705
0
.64789 2929
5
1.64789* 2444
5
-.52941 3235
0
-1.00000* .3425
0
-1.64789* 2444
5

-.3134

-4714

-1.411
1077
4137
-.1154

1.011
0

1.372

1.892

2.284
8
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1.372
1.412

1154

1.892
1.823
1.411
2.284

3134

-.1077

1.011
0

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

4.3.2 Qualitative data results

Thematic analysis was conducted to present the qualitative results. Seven

main themes were created namely: selecting the research topic, formulating the

research problem, framing the literature review, deciding on the research

methodology, providing feedback, writing the discussion chapter, and overall

supervisor approach.
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Theme one: Selecting the research topic

When selecting the research topic, students provided different opinions. But
overall, students were satisfied with the way their supervisors worked with them to
select the topic of their research. Some of them (N=4) agreed that their supervisors
gave them the chance to select the topic as they wanted and they were satisfied with
their supervisors’ approach. One of them said, “He was very cooperative, he gave me
chance to select and decide what | want to study based on my interests and needs as a
novice researcher... So, the degree of satisfaction with my supervisor is very high”
(Participant 5). Another participant explained, “It was on my own choice... The
supervisor was 100% supportive in that stage... and I am totally happy with that”

(Participant 7).

Half of the interviewed participants (N=8) were satisfied because their
supervisors selected the research topic for them or at least interfered in the selection
process. One of them mentioned, “He had given me so many choices... He sat with
me and said this is a big topic you can select it and then you dig deeper... the general
topic was his concept. And I am fully satisfied” (Participant 3). Another said, “After

several meetings, we agreed on the topic... [ was really satisfied” (Participant 12).

However, two students were not satisfied because their supervisors selected

the topic for them, the first one said,

My supervisor selected my topic. | had another topic for my thesis,
but he said no, it will take time... I am not satisfied because I
continued with this topic and I hated it... I have discussed this issue

with him more than once, but he refused to change it (Participant 1).



63

The other student illustrated that, “He said, as you did not select a topic yet, |

prefer you select this topic, and | agreed. At that time, | needed a topic so | can
graduate, I was not satisfied that much” (Participant 10). Another two students were
on the opposite side; they were not satisfied because their supervisors did not help

them to select the topic. One of them said,

| had the complete freedom from my advisor to choose the topic and
he was supportive to put my thoughts about the topic in the correct
lane. I wasn’t satisfied completely with the way of my supervisor,

because | suffered too much to choose my topic (Participant 15).

Theme Two: Formulating the research problem

For formulating the problem, half of the students (N=8) mentioned that their
supervisors used the directive approach (control or informational) and they were all
satisfied. Participant 8 said, “He is a specialist, so he knew where the problem is,
then he explained the idea to me and then I added to it... and I was satisfied with
this.” Another said, ““ I was totally satisfied especially that he taught me how to write

it and then gave me a chance to write alone” (Participant 12).

The other half of participants (N=8) believed that their supervisors used the
non-directive interpersonal approach. However, not all of them were satisfied with
this approach. Participant 2 mentioned, “The supervisor did not have a role in
formulating my research argument. But | am satisfied that she gave me the freedom
to write it as I want.” Another participant explained that, “In the beginning, he did

not ask me for a research problem so I wrote it alone... I was not satisfied at all
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because the problem statement was a critical part of the research, he should check it

before the defense” (Participant 11).

In general, the majority of students (N=14) were satisfied with their

supervisors interpersonal approach during formulating the research problem phase.

Theme Three: Framing the literature review

For framing the literature review, half of students (N=8) believed the
directive approach (control or informational) were the most used approach, as their
supervisors provided them with resources and gave them clear guidelines to frame
the literature review chapter. All of them were satisfied except Participant 1 who
explained, “He told me how to do it, and I just did it... I felt that he is controlling me
and what should I write... Honestly, I was not satisfied.” But this is seen differently
by Participant 9, “He gave me steps to follow and I wrote few pages then I showed
him. Then, if | was wrong he would correct me, and | did the same with every

portion of the chapter... I was happy with this way.”

Some of the participants (N=5) thought that their supervisors used the non-
directive approach. Three of them were not highly satisfied with such an approach
but moderately satisfied. Participant 8 mentioned, “I am the one who wrote the
literature review... he just approved it when I finished it... I wished that he could
have guided me, but | was satisfied as he provided me with some resources.”
Another participant said, “He wasn’t actually much involved in this chapter, he gave

me the freedom to write. And that was fine” (Participant 3).

While the rest of the participants (N=3) believed that their supervisors used

the collaborative approach and they were all highly satisfied. Participantl3, for
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example, mentioned, “I discussed with my supervisor my ideas of how to frame my
research and then he provided me with additional insight on how to write better the
framework.” But in general, the majority of students (N=12) were satisfied with the

supervisors’ interpersonal approaches during framing the literature review phase.

Theme Four: Deciding on the research methodology

For deciding on the research methodology, half of students (N=8) believed
that their supervisors used the directive approach (control or informational). Most of
them were satisfied but some of them were not highly satisfied with this approach.
Participant 12 illustrated, “My supervisor suggested the research methodology for
my research and he told me that it will be great if I had any suggestion and

contribution to it... I really appreciate his way.” Participant 13 added:

My supervisor agreed that | use qualitative methods but at the same
time he urged me to use mixed methods and include quantitative
methods even when I wasn’t fully convinced... I’'m quite satisfied
with how my supervisor agreed on my usage of the qualitative
methods, but I am not satisfied with how | was urged to use
quantitative methods when 1 personally thought it wasn’t much

needed in my study.

Another group of students (N=5) thought that their supervisors used the non-
directive approach. Only one of them was not highly satisfied and the rest were
highly satisfied. Participant 5 mentioned, “He let me design each instrument myself

without his intervention... he was a facilitator and a guider...I am really satisfied.”
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Participant16 said, “The literature had a great existing knowledge on my topic, which

made it easier for me to choose research methodology.”

Two of the participants said that their supervisors used the collaborative
interpersonal approach, and they were also satisfied. Participant 3 said, “That was
also both sides’ decision... I did the experiment fully, he suggested some things and |
suggested other things to come up with this method... It was perfect.” Therefore,
overall, the majority of the students (N=12) were satisfied with the supervisors’

interpersonal approach in deciding on the research methodology phase.

Theme Five: Providing feedback

For providing feedback, half of students (N=8) believed that their supervisors
used the directive approach (control or informational). Most of them were satisfied
but two of them were not satisfied with this approach. Participant 15 mentioned, “My
supervisor gave me feedback on each single word | wrote. | am totally satisfied with

his invaluable feedback and notes.” Another illustrated,

This is how it went. | would usually write up a section of the study.
Take it to the supervisor—we would read it together and while
reading it my supervisor would give me feedback. And then | had to
go make necessary changes and modifications based on his
feedback... My supervisor gave me a lot of feedback, but I only chose
to work on areas in which I thought were crucial... I’d have to say |
wasn’t very satisfied with the feedback. I rather felt that my
supervisor gave me broad and vague feedback, rather than specific

ones (Participant 13).
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Six of the students believed that their supervisors used the collaborative
approach in providing them with feedback, and all of them were satisfied. Participant
4 explained, “Actually he gave me precise and accurate feedback and asked me
either to reflect on it, either to do them or say why you cannot do them... I am very

satisfied.”

Only two students mentioned that their supervisors used the non-directive
approach, and they both were not satisfied. Participant 14 said, “The supervisor’s
feedback was too slow and delayed, I did most of the thesis without his feedback... I
am not satisfied.” But overall, the majority of the students (N=12) were satisfied with

the supervisors’ interpersonal approach in providing feedback.

Theme Six: Writing the discussion chapter

For writing the discussion chapter, a number of students (N=7) believed that
their supervisors used the directive approach (control or informational). Most of
them were satisfied, only one of them was not highly satisfied with this approach.

Participant 15 mentioned,

The supervisor advised me to have each research question and use my
data to answer it and relate what | got to the theories I discussed in my
study. Then, he gave me his feedback and | made the modification he
recommended. | was totally satisfied with the way he dealt with this

chapter... he made it very easy to me.

Participant 6 said, “I wrote the discussion chapter then I sat with my supervisor and

she told me what to modify... She asked me to delete a part from it but I liked that
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part and tried to convince her to keep it but she refused... so I was kind of not

satisfied.”

Four students believed that their supervisors used the collaborative approach
and all of them were satisfied. According to Participant 3, “It was a brainstorming
and we actually sat together and we discussed like after this you can write this,
experimentation, implementation, discussion... and this is the best possible way I

suppose.”

Five students of thought that their supervisors used the non-directive
approach, two of them were satisfied and the rest were not satisfied. Participant 5
mentioned, “This is the only chapter that I wrote without my advisor’s feedback or
any instructions... Of course I was satisfied, because he provided me with self-
confidence, how to be a good researcher how to think like a researcher, how to

connect ideas how to provide or justify your results.”

But Participant 14 viewed it differently, “The discussion chapter was written
by me without any guidance from the supervisor, | was led by previous studies to

write it... I was not satisfied.”

In general, the majority of the students (N=12) were satisfied with the

supervisors’ interpersonal approaches in the phase of writing the discussion chapter.

Theme Seven: Overall supervisor approach

For the overall supervisor approach, students had different opinions. Most of
them (N=10) believed that their supervisor had mixed between more than one

approach, and they were all satisfied. Participant 15 illustrated:
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My supervisor didn’t accept everything I wrote. Sometimes he gave
notes and we discussed them but other times he rejected some points
and justified his rejection. Therefore, as a novice researcher I can’t
insist on things I didn’t know if they were right at the first place. I
think that my supervisor was directive and rarely collaborative and
that was because my shallow experience in the research field. | was
satisfied with his way of supervising and that was proved by the few

points highlighted by the discussion committee.

Participant 13 mentioned, “Honestly, I feel it was combination of all, but mostly it
was a non-directive approach. And with the methodology part it was a directive
approach.” Participant 16 added, “It was a combination of all approaches with more
of independent work from my side, and more of positive and supportive guidance

from my supervisor’s side, and the result was a great deal of learning outcome.”

Three students out of the 10 mentioned that their supervisors started with the
directive approach (two said control and one informational) especially in selecting
the topic, then they moved to the non-directive approach. All of them were not
highly satisfied. Participant 14 said, “He used the non-directive approach, | tried to
contact him so many times to follow up with me without any response... He started
the supervision very well then he started to ignore my calls and emails.” Participant
11 mentioned also that, “He selected the topic, then he gave me the complete
freedom to do all the research sections alone... I am not satisfied at all, because this

way made me spend very long time writing my thesis.”

Another three students out of the 10 students said that their supervisor moved

from the directive approach (one said control and two informational) to the
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collaborative approach, they all were satisfied. Participant 5 explained, “He provided
me support at the beginning and tried slightly to remove this support until | became

an independent learner... I was satisfied for sure.”

Participant 6 also said, “She was directive in the beginning, and then she moved to

the discussion approach. I am very satisfied with her behaviors.”

The rest of the students (N=6) believed that their supervisors used the
collaborative approach during the whole process, all of them were satisfied.

Participant 2 elaborated:

Generally, for each chapter, | drew the outline and then discussed it
with my supervisor to get her feedback on it. After writing, | gave her
a part or a whole chapter to comment on. Whenever | have a problem
regarding my research, I asked her for a meeting to discuss and make
things clear... So it is mostly discussion... I am very satisfied. She is

very helpful.
Also Participant 12 commented,

It was collaborative approach in which he allowed me to write with
my own effort and then discussed all what | wrote. | think this helped
me a lot to enhance my writing techniques in this scientific way...

Also, his suggestions made my thesis strong.

In general, students were satisfied. However, most of them felt more satisfied
when they have directions or discussions with their supervisors during every phase of

their thesis/dissertation writing process. On the other hand, they were less satisfied
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when their supervisors gave them the complete freedom to do what they wanted

without any interference.

4.4 Summary

This chapter presented the results of the quantitative data collected from 124
graduate students and qualitative data collected from 16 students who had written or
about to finish writing a thesis/dissertation during 2015-2017 at one university in the
UAE. The results showed that students perceived that the collaborative approach was
the mostly used approach by their faculty supervisors. In addition, graduate students
in the sample reported that they were satisfied with their supervisors’ approaches. In
some cases, they are highly satisfied such as in selecting the research topic and
deciding on the research methodology. The results indicated also that there was a
relationship between the level of their satisfaction and the approach used by the
supervisors. In general, the more collaborative faculty supervisors were, the more
satisfied students became. In addition, using the non-directive supervision approach

could lead to less satisfaction.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

The purposes of this study were twofold. Firstly, the study explored the
different supervision approaches used by faculty members with graduate students
during the process of writing the thesis or dissertation. Secondly, it investigated the
relationship between the supervisor’s interpersonal approach and graduate student
satisfaction from students’ perspectives at one university in the United Arab Emirates
(UAE). This study adopted as its theoretical framework, Glickman, Gordon and
Ross-Gordon’s (2013) interpersonal approaches identified as directive control,
directive informational, collaborative and non-directive. It also utilized a mixed
method approach where quantitative and qualitative data were collected and analyzed
to study the topic in detail. This chapter presents a discussion of the study results,

makes recommendations for stakeholders, and identifies areas for future research.

5.1 Results discussion

5.1.1 Question one: What are the supervisory approaches used by faculty
members and how satisfied are graduate students with these
approaches?

The main results of question one indicate that overall, the majority of students
indicated the collaborative interpersonal approach was adopted by their supervisors,
while the least commonly identified used approach was the directive informational
approach. As for student satisfaction levels with supervisors’ approaches, these were

mostly rates as satisfied to highly satisfied.

Based on the interview results, the majority of the students (13 out of 16
interviewees) believed that their supervisors used a collaborative interpersonal
approach during their thesis/dissertation writing process. Six of them stated that their

supervisors used a collaborative interpersonal approach all the time, while three of
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them reported that they used it during the later phases of the thesis/dissertation
writing process, as they moved from directive interpersonal approach to the
collaborative interpersonal approach. On the other hand, four of them stated that the

supervisors used it alongside the other three interpersonal approaches.

It may be the case that, students might be reporting on the latest approach
most used by their supervisors, in their responses, to the overall used approach
question in the questionnaire. Hence, the collaborative interpersonal approach was
mentioned as the most commonly used approach but it was probably not the only
approach used. This means that when supervisors give students equal power in the
thesis/dissertation writing process, and adopt discussion as a way of reaching
agreements on decisions, it tends to increase students’ satisfaction. This confirms
what was found previously in the “negotiated order model” (Acker, Hill, and Black,
1994) and the “attractive supervisory style” (Fernando & Hulse-Killacky, 2005),
where the supervision process was identified as one that is based on negotiation,
change, and support by supervisor. In addition, when comparing the percentages of
the overall used approaches across the different phases of the thesis/dissertation
writing process, to average percentages of used approaches, a decrease is found in
the use of collaborative approach. Furthermore, an increase is evident in the other
three approaches (directive control, directive informational and non-directive). This
confirms that supervisors tended to use more than one approach during the
thesis/dissertation writing process in general, but used the collaborative approach

more often.
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5.1.2 Question two: Is there a significant difference in the relationship between
graduate student satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal approach

according to the gender, level of education (Masters or PhD), and
concentration (Sciences or Arts) of students?

Results of question two indicate that there was no significant difference in the
relationship between graduate student satisfaction and supervisor interpersonal
approach according to the level of education (Master’s or PhD), and concentration of
study (Arts or Sciences). These results agree with previous studies, which also found
no significant difference based on the level of education and concentration of study

(Shatnawi, 2006).

According to Glickman’s developmental supervision, it was expected that
Master’s students would be more satisfied with directive approaches than PhD
students. As for the Master’s students, it was most likely their first experience of
writing a thesis, so it was expected that they prefer to have more directions. It is
expected that supervisors should be adopting the directive approach at the beginning,
especially for first time graduate students till students gradually adapt to research
procedures and build their research skills. Then, the supervisors might switch to the
collaborative approach. According to Glickman et al. (2013), the best time to use the
directive approach is when the learner does not have the knowledge about an issue
and the supervisor possesses this knowledge. In this study, many students especially
at the master’s level can be considered first-time graduate students, who do not have
the knowledge of thesis/dissertation writing process, while the supervisor has this
knowledge; therefore, it is perhaps better to use the directive approach at this stage,

then to gradually move towards the collaborative approach.

On the other hand, a significant finding in the data was related gender

differences. Although both male and female students were equally satisfied with their
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supervision, more female students believed that the supervisors used the
collaborative approach compared to the male students. This finding may be attributed
to a number of different factors, one of which may be that female students tended to
be more committed to attend supervision meetings, which might mean that they had
more discussions with the supervisor than their male counterparts. This in turn would
affect their perceptions of the interpersonal approach used. It is important to note that
previous studies have not identified a correlation between the students’ evaluation of
supervisors’ performance and gender (e.g., Abo-Daf 2002; Alawi, Jabr & AboSamra
2008; Shatnawi, 2006 ). Therefore, further research would be valuable to further

investigate this.

5.1.3 Question three: How do students perceive the relationship between the
supervisors’ interpersonal approaches and their satisfaction with using
these approaches?

For question three the study found that there is a relationship between the
supervisor’s interpersonal approach and student satisfaction. Findings indicated that
more collaborative the supervisor was, the more satisfied the student became.
Conversely, the more the supervisor used the non-directive interpersonal approach,
the less satisfied the student became. In collaborative supervision, there is more
discussion as students are permitted to express their opinions and get feedback,
unlike the other two approaches where they are either given directions or left to fend
for themselves. Therefore, the study indicated that when there was a two-way
channel of communication, students tended to be more satisfied with their

SUpervisors.

Many studies encourage supervisors to be trained and to use different

approaches depending on individual student capabilities, as different student
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capabilities would require different supervisory strategies for a better supervision
experience (e.g., Abdallah et al., 2010; Acker et al. 1994; Armstrong 2004; Fernando

and Hulse-Killacky 2005; Lee 2008; McCallin and Nayar 2012; Raven 2008).

Some studies conducted regionally in different universities showed that
students evaluated the human relation side of the supervisor at a very high level (e.g.,
Abo-Daf 2002; Alawi et al. 2008; Al-Sakraan 2016). Taking this into consideration,
supervisors’ high level of human relations might also have contributed to students’
evaluation of the approach used and their level of satisfaction, leading students to

perceive that their supervisors had used a collaborative interpersonal approach.

Likewise, when the supervisor listens, and clarifies what the student says, and
encourages the student to speak his/her mind, they are able to mutually negotiate and
find a shared option that satisfies both parties (Glickman et al., 2013). This can make
students have high level of satisfaction. On the other hand, as the study found,
students become less satisfied when they were not given any directions from their
supervisors. This result is supported by Abdallah, Hillerinch, Romero, Topp, and
Wnuk’s (2010) study which argued that supervisors should support student
independence, but should also provide enough guidance and support for a successful

supervision experience.

This study focused on students’ satisfaction with their supervisors’
interpersonal approaches, which means their satisfaction with the supervisors’
interactions and behavior with them. However, it is important to point out that some
students might be satisfied with the supervisors’ interpersonal approach used but not
with the thesis/dissertation itself. According to Fernando and Hulse-Killacky (2005),
no relationship was found between students’ satisfaction and their self-efficacy.

Although the current study did not incorporate a focus on self-efficacy, it disagrees
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with the findings of other studies which, highlight the positive relationship between
students’ general outcomes such as satisfaction and grades, and the role of
supervisors as the source of knowledge and from whom students follow instructions,
For example, Aguinis et al. (1996) used the concept of “expert power” to described
how students see their supervisors as the source of information, while, Abdallah et al.
(2010) adopted the metaphor of “creating in the kitchen” style to express the
continuous advice and monitoring of a supervisor to a student. In a similar vein,
Fernando and Hulse-Killacky’s (2005) study found that a task-oriented style, which
is similar to the directive approach, was the only one that was statistically significant
in predicting the students’ self-efficacy. Hence, if the concern is student satisfaction,
collaboration could lead to more satisfaction; however, when the focus is on
finishing in a timely manner, and promoting self-efficacy, a directive approach is
more suitable. However, it is important to give students’ satisfaction full attention
even if they are not satisfied with the thesis/dissertation itself. This is because
students’ satisfaction will “create long-term institutional advocates” (Johnson, 2016,
p. 11) which means that students will advocate for these institutions/programs among

their relatives, friends, and colleagues.

To conclude, figure 2 provides a summary of discussion points of this study
and shows the positive relationship between using a collaborative interpersonal

approach and students’ satisfaction. It also summarizes the possible reasons for this
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relationship.

Sl Collaborative More
Satisfied Commonly

Used

Directive '

Less
Used

Figure 2: Summary of Discussion

)

Less
Satisfied

*Supervisor Interpersonal Approach

5.2 Recommendations

This study has shown that various types of supervision must be adopted to
deliver the best supervision practice to students. As the collaborative approach was
the most satisfying approach, supervisors are recommended to start with the
collaborative approach with PhD students or students who have previous experience
with research until they are able to find out what type of approach suits student best.
Supervisors might start with the directive approach and move to the collaborative
approach gradually with novice researchers. Students also should be clear with their
supervisors from the beginning by stating their needs, interests, preferences, and
abilities, so supervisors could be guided on which approach to use from the
beginning. Higher educational institutions in the UAE are encouraged to offer
different types of supervision training so supervisors can gain different strategies of

supervision.
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5.3 Future research
For future research, the following aspects could be investigated:

- Future studies should examine the relationship between students’ satisfaction
with the quality of thesis/dissertation and the supervisor’s interpersonal
approach. This is important in order to evaluate whether there is a difference
between students’ satisfaction with their thesis/dissertation and satisfaction
with supervisors’ interpersonal approach.

- A research focus should be extended to cover other UAE governmental and
private universities to better understand the relationship between supervisors’
interpersonal approach and student satisfaction in other educational contexts.

- It is important for future studies to consider the perspectives of supervisors
concerning the relationship between their interpersonal approach and student
satisfaction.

- Even though gender, level of education, and concentration (field of study) of
students were not found to affect the students’ satisfaction, researchers should

continue to inspect these variables in a more in-depth manner.
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Appendix A

Dear Participant:

| aim to investigate the relationship between Master’s and PhD graduates’ level of

satisfaction with supervision. You only need 10 to 15 minutes to complete the
questionnaire. All the information provided will remain confidential and anonymous,
please do not include your name. Completion and return of the questionnaire will
indicate your willingness to participate in this study.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need clarifications or have questions.

Thank you for your contribution.

Dalal Al Dosari,

Master’s Candidate

Mobile: 0502004227.

E-mail: 200719912@uaeu.ac.ae
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Graduate students’ satisfaction with their supervisors’ approaches:
A study on one university in the UAE

Directions: Please check one choice for each of the following:

Section 1: Demographic data

Gender: Level of education: Status: Worked with:
(] mMale [ Master O Graduated (finished the  [] One supervisor
] Female [] DBA thesis/dissertation) [ More than one
[] PhD [] About to finish the
thesis/dissertation
College:
[] Food and Agriculture [] Business and Economics [ Law
[] Engineering ] Humanities and Social [] Science
Sciences
[] Medicine and Health  [] Information Technology [] Education

Section 2: Supervisory practices

Directions: Below are sets of four sentences. Check which statement best describes
your thesis/dissertation supervisor. If you worked with more than one supervisor,
consider your latest supervisor only. You may choose only one of the four options.

1: Selecting the research topic:
[] My supervisor directed me to a certain topic to study.

[] My supervisor gave me some ideas for topics and asked me to select one to
study.

[] My supervisor and | discussed different topics and we made a decision
together to study one.

] My supervisor gave me complete freedom to select the topic.

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “selecting the research

topic”?
Totally Satisfied ~ Somewhat = Somewhat Not Not satisfied
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied satisfied at all

[]6 s [] 4 ] 3 ]2 1
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2: Formulating the research problem:

[] My supervisor understood the problem in a certain way and | had to follow
his/her understanding.

[] My supervisor showed me different ways to frame the problem and |
selected one.

[] My supervisor and | reached an agreement on how to formulate the
problem.

[] My supervisor gave me complete freedom to frame the problem.

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “formulating the
research problem”?

Totally Satisfied Somewhat  Somewhat Not Not satisfied
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied satisfied at all
[]6 05 [] 4 ] 3 ]2 1

3: Framing the literature review:
[] My supervisor had a viewpoint on the literature and | had to cope with it.

[[] My supervisor suggested different ways to frame the literature and | made
my selection.

[] My supervisor and I discussed different ways to frame the literature and we
made a decision together to adopt one.

[] My supervisor gave me complete freedom to frame the literature as |
understand it.

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “framing the
literature”?

Totally Satisfied ~ Somewhat  Somewhat Not Not satisfied
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied satisfied at all
[]6 05 [] 4 ] 3 ]2 1

4: Deciding on the research methodology:
[] My supervisor preferred a certain methodology and I had to use it.

My supervisor told me about the different research methodologies and asked
me to select one to use.
[] My supervisor and | reached an agreement on the research methodology.

[] My supervisor gave me the freedom to select the methodology of my study.

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “deciding on the
research methodology”?

Totally Satisfied ~ Somewhat = Somewhat Not Not satisfied
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied satisfied at all
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[]6 05 ] 4 ] 3 ]2 1

5: Providing feedback:
[] My supervisor gave me direct feedback and | had to do as he/she directed.

[] My supervisor gave me a lot of feedback and | was allowed to select the
ones | see suitable.

[] My supervisor gave me enough freedom to discuss his/her feedback and we
agreed on the things I should change.

[] My supervisor did not give me direct feedback. | felt that | was the one who
led the feedback process and s/he was supportive of this attitude.

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “providing feedback”?

Totally Satisfied ~ Somewhat = Somewhat Not Not satisfied
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied satisfied at all
[]6 [ 5 ] 4 O 3 ]2 1

6: Writing the discussion chapter:
[] My supervisor directed me to produce the discussion chapter in a specific

way and | had no choice but to agree on his/her requirements.

[] My supervisor gave me some alternatives for writing the discussion chapter
and I selected one to follow.

[] My supervisor and | reached an agreement on the way of writing the
discussion chapter and s/he accepted some of my ideas.

[] My supervisor gave me complete freedom to write the discussion chapter as
in my way.

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “writing the discussion

chapter”?

Totally Satisfied ~ Somewhat  Somewhat Not Not satisfied
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied satisfied at all

[]6 15 [] 4 O 3 ]2 1

7: Overall, during the writing of my thesis/dissertation, | believe:
] My supervisor used the directive approach: giving me specific ideas and

steps to follow.

My supervisor used the alternatives approach: giving me options and asking
me to select from them.

My supervisor used the collaborative approach: giving me complete chance
to share my ideas and we agree together on what to be done.

My supervisor used the non-directive approach: giving me complete

O O d
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freedom to write the thesis/dissertation as | like.

In general, how satisfied are you with your supervisor’s approach?

Totally Satisfied Somewhat  Somewhat Not Not satisfied
satisfied satisfied unsatisfied satisfied at all
[]6 s [] 4 ] 3 ]2 1

Please clarify any points from the above or add any comments on the way your
supervisor worked with you.
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Appendix B

Graduate students’ satisfaction with their supervisors’ approaches:
A study on one university in the UAE

(Semi-structured Interview)

Demographic data:

Gender: Level of education: Status: Worked with:
[] Male [ Master ] One supervisor

[] Female [] DBA o G_radl_Jated (f_inished the I More than one
[] PhD thesis/dissertation)
[ ] About to finish the
thesis/dissertation
College:
[] Food and Agriculture [] Business and Economics [ Law
[] Engineering [] Humanities and Social [] Science
Sciences
edicine and Healt nformation Technology ucation
[] Medicine and Health  [] Inf ion Technol [] Educati

Supervisory practices:

1 - How did you select your thesis topic?

Sub-questions:
Did your supervisor direct you to a certain topic? Or
Did your supervisor give you some ideas for topics and you selected one? Or

Did you discussed different topics with your supervisor and you made a
decision together to study one? Or

Are you the one who selected the topic alone? (Your supervisor gave you the
complete freedom)

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “selecting the research
topic”?
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2 - How did you formulate the research problem?

Sub-questions:

Did your supervisor direct you to a certain way to formulate the problem and
you had to follow it? Or

Did your supervisor show you different ways of formulating the problem and
you selected one way to write it? Or

Did you reach an agreement with your supervisor on how to formulate the
problem? Or

Did your supervisor give you the freedom to formulate the problem the way
you want?

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “formulating the
research problem”?

Sub-questions:

Did your supervisor had a viewpoint of the literature and you had to cope
with it? Or

Did your supervisor suggested different ways to frame the literature and you
made your selection? Or

Did your supervisor and you discussed different ways to frame the literature
and you made a decision together to adopt one? Or

Did your supervisor give you complete freedom to frame the literature as you
understand it?

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “framing the
literature”?
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4 - How did you decide on the research methodology?

Sub-questions:
Did your supervisor prefer a certain methodology and you had to use it? Or

Did your supervisor told you about the different research methodologies and
asked you to select one to use? Or

Did your supervisor and you reach an agreement on the research
methodology? Or

Did your supervisor give you the freedom to select the methodology of your
study?

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “deciding on the
research methodology”?

Sub-questions:

Did your supervisor give you direct feedback and you had to do as he/she
directed? Or

Did your supervisor give you multiple feedback and you were allowed to
select the ones you see suitable? Or

Did your supervisor give you enough freedom to discuss his/her feedback and
you agreed on the things you should change? Or

Are you the one who led the feedback process and your supervisor did not
give you direct feedback?

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “providing feedback”?

6 - How did you write the discussion chapter?



Sub-questions:

Did your supervisor direct you to produce the discussion chapter and you had
to follow his directions? Or

Did your supervisor give you some alternatives for writing the discussion
chapter and you selected one to follow? Or

Did your supervisor and you reached an agreement on the way of writing the
discussion chapter? Or

Did your supervisor give you the complete freedom to write the discussion
chapter in your way?

How satisfied are you with the supervisor’s behavior in “writing the discussion
chapter”?

7 - Overall, during the writing of your thesis/dissertation, what the approach
that your supervisor used?

Sub-questions: Is it....?
Directive approach: giving you specific ideas and steps to follow.

Alternatives approach: giving you options and asking you to select from
them.

Collaborative approach: giving you complete chance to share your ideas
and you agree together on what to be done.

Non-directive approach: giving you complete freedom to write the
thesis/dissertation as you like.

In general, how satisfied are you with your supervisor’s approach?
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The decisions available to the Committee are defined as follows:

“Favourable with standard conditions"” means that the study has ethical approval o
proceed, as long as local management approval isin place prior to the study starting

“Favourable with Additional Conditions” means that the study has ethical approval in
principle but there are certainissues, which need to be addressed prior to the study
starting such as a minor change to participant documentation. It is the responsibility of the
Principal Investigator to ensure that additional conditions are met.

“Provisional Opinion"” means that there are more substantial changes, which need to be
made before the study starts. These changes would require further ethical review on the
basis of which a favourable or unfavourable opinion would be given by the Ethics
Committee,

Unfavourable Opinion_means that the study does not have ethical approval to proceed
and a further application would need to be submitted should the applicant choose to
proceed with the study. Advice and guidance will be provided by the Committee setting out
the reasons for their decision and suggesting changes which would mean that a favourable
opinion on resubmission would be more likely. For applications processed through the
Proportionate Review® Service an unfavourable opinion is only given where the application
is of such poor quality thatit is probable that an unfavourable opinion would be given ifit
were to be reviewed ata full meeting,

No Opinion (Proportionate Review® only), means that the Proportionate Review sub-
committee (3 members) have deemed that the proposed study does have material ethical
issues and will therefore need to be reviewed by a full committee,

*The aim of proportionate review is for studies which present minimal risk or burden for
participants to be reviewed by a proportionate review sub-committee within 14 days of
receipt of a valid application.
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