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ABSTRACT 

Increasing concerns in graduate schools about the quaiity of graduate programs, 

completion rates and their subsequent effect on the supply of new scholars (Holdaway, 

Deblois & Winchester, 1995) have led mearchers to examine the qudity and nature of 

the supervisory relationship (Hill, Acker & Black, 1994). 

The purpose of this study was to identify the most important characteristics 

relevant to the perception of effective supervision in graduate education, and to examine 

the perception of satisfaction and impact with the characteristics among students and 

supmrisors. The most important characteristics were identified by PhD students and 

experienced supervisors by way of structured interviews and a questionnaire and used to 

design parallel forms of the G r a h t e  Supervisory Relationship Scale, which was then 

used to examine satisfaction with and impact of those characteristics. 

Surveys were completed by 12 1 graduate students and 43 of their supervisors. 

Results revealed that a successful supe~sory relationship was thought to be based on 

structure, expertise, belief in the student's ability, role modeling, and d e n t  attitudes. 

Both students and supervisors perceived the academic nature as being more important 

than the personal nature of the relationship. 

Supenison reported greater satisfaction with the supervisory relationship than 

did students. Student satisfacton with the supervisory relationship was positively 

correlated with their satisfaction with graduate education. A linear regression analysis of 

the characteristics w e a l d  that the mpe~sot's schedule, belief in the student's ability 

and feedback on the thesiddissertation accounted for unique variance in predicting 

overall student satisfaction. Female supervisors were more satisfied with student 

iii 



schedules, motivation and attitude than were male supenisors. Male students were more 

satisfied than females with supervisor knowledge of the research topic. Students over 50 

were more satisfied with supervisor availability. In terms of discipline, students in 

Nursing and Medical Science were the most satisfied with overall supervision, while 

students in Cornmunication/Culture, and Science were the least satisfied. A significant 

relationship was found between overall satisfaction with the supervisory relationship and 

role modeling. Findings did not indicate that the decision to pursue an academic career 

or completion rate was influenced by the supervisory relationship. Conclusions and 

recommendations are made for how this data might improve graduate student 

supenision. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Thwrctical Rationale 

Many graduate students in North American universities do not complete their 

degrees for a variety of reasons. Incompletion rates in doctoral programs alone have 

been reported as high as 50% in the United States (Hunt, 1994; McAlpine & Weiss, 

2000) and 43% in Canada (Canadian Association for Graduate Studies, 1996). In 

addition to poor completion rates, there are declining enrolment rates at many 

universities. Baween 1997 and 1998, graduate student enrolment decreased by 6.4 % in 

Alberta universities alone (Statistics Canada, October 1998). Economic change is partly 

to blame for the decline in enrolment. Mtutions of Higher Education are showing the 

strain of downsizing, underfimding and a decline in graduate student and faculty 

compensation (Lovitts & Nelson, 2000) all of which impact a university's overall 

reputation and quality of graduate education. This has an impact on enrolment as 

students tend to be drawn to a particular program based on both the university's 

reputation (Lovitts & Nelson, 2000) and the quality of graduate education (Holdaway, 

1996). Subsequently, this leaves universities facing two challenges: first, attracting 

graduate students to their prognuns and second ensuring they complete their degrees 

successfully. 

Why the concern about enrolment and completion rates? Recent hadies of higher 

education have found that university administrators and faculty members are concerned 

for two reasons. Fist, graduate students increase research productivity at a university 

and research productivity influences the university's overall reputation and placement in 



2 
the hierarchy (Milem, Berga & Dey, 2000). Second, concern exists for the fuhw 

supply of new scholars/teachers in academia (Hill, Acker, & Black, 1994). In Canadian 

universities, close to 50% of full-time university faculty and about 40% of college staff 

will be eligible for retirement in the next 10 years (Statistics Canada, February 2000). 

Specifically then, in addition to program quality, the concern is whether there are 

sufficient graduate students enroled in and completing graduate degrees to become the 

professoriate of tomonow. 

Although several factors can impact program quality and completion, one that is 

becoming more prevalent in the reseach is the quality and name of the relationship 

between supervisor and graduate student (Hill, Acker & Black, 1994; Moses, 1992; 

Powles, 1988). Studies by Powles (1 988), Moses (1984), Willcoxson (1994) and Burnett 

(1999) indicate that successful completion is partly a function of the student's personality, 

motivation, family, and financial circumstances. However a major factor is the degree of 

satisfaction with the supervisory relationship. A recent study by Lovitts and Nelson 

(2000) supports this finding. They found that the single most important factor in student 

decisions to continue or withdraw h m  graduate school was their level of satisfaction 

with the supervision they received. 

Given that the supervisory relationship plays such an important role in graduate 

education, it is imperative to have a clear understanding of what is meant by supemision. 

Gndaite Student Supervision 

Conceptually, there is ambiguity over what c b t e r i z e s  the definition of 

graduate student supervision (Donald, Saroyan, & Denison, 1995). For some researchers, 

it is seen simply as a mechanically m w  process of ensuring that deadlines are 
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established and students complete the required tasks to graduate. For others, supervision 

is believed to be a more complex process, whereby students are not only guided through 

the mechanical details of the program but also helped in becoming members of the 

academic community (Donald, Saroyan, & Denison, 1995). 

The supervisory relationship itself has received little attention in the literature on 

supmision (Kaiser, 1997). What has been examined however, shows that the nature of  

the relationship can have a profound influence on a student, impacting such things as 

quality of work (Kaiser, 1997), self-esteem (Hodgson & Simoni, 1995), and overall 

success (Donald, Saroyan, & Denison, 1995). 

Many supmisory characteristics have been identified in the research on 

supervision. Moses (1992) found that the most challenging aspects of supervision 

included: the amount of help and guidance students should be given considering that their 

research should be original, how topic selection should fit with supervisors' interests, the 

frequency of meetings aud length of meetings, finding a balance between different 

approaches to supervision, and understanding the nature of the personal relationship they 

had with their students. 

In addition to some of the characteristics mentioned above, Hill, Acker, and Black 

(1994) found that students indicated approachability as an essential part of an effective 

relationship. Other researchers have identified supervisors' emphasis, role and focus on 

the topic as being important (McMichacl, 1992). Eggleston and Delamont (1983) 

compiled a list of supervisor desmiptors based on research h m  the literature and then 

asked graduate students to indicate which adjectives might describe the ideal supemisor. 
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Items in the list included: available, caring, critical, enthusiastic, helpful, influential, 

knowledgeable, respectfd, specialist, teacher, and trainer. 

With respect to student characteristics, McMichael(1992) found that supervisors 

prefened students who had the ability to organize and be effcaive with their time, who 

were independent workers, were committed to their work, and who treated their 

supervisor with respect. 

In an attempt to undmtand student-supervisory relationships, researchers have 

focused not only on the characteristics and behaviors of students and supervisors but also 

on demographic variables such as age, gender, and Faculty or Department 

& 

Powles (1988) found that students under 30 were more dissatisfied than students 

over 30 in all aspects of guidance and supervision. With respect to age of supervisor, 

Yerushah (1 993) wrote that as supervisors approach middk age, they might experience 

stagnation, depression, cynicism and pessimism, which can have a negative effect on 

supervision. Supewisors may feel threatened in the presence of younger students aspiring 

to replace them. 

Gender 

Gender issues have become increasingly important in the research on supervision. 

Women report more barriers to successful sqxmisory relationships than do men (Burke 

& McKem, 1996). Male students perceived better relationships with their supervisors, 

regardless of the gender of the supervisor, than female students did. In addition, male 

supervisors also perceived better relationships with students, regardless of student gender, 

than did female supeNis01~ (Worthington & Stem, 1985). 



Faculty or Department 

Research has indicated differences in supmisory practice across the various 

departments and Faculties in graduate education (Donald, Saroyan, & Denison, 1995; 

Moses, 1992). While most Faculties and departments agree on the need for knowledge of 

research area and availability for effective supervision, discrepancies occur in the area of 

providing fecdtack and being sensitive to student needs (Donald, Saroyan, & Denison, 

1995; Moses, 1992; Powles, 1993). To date, research examining the differences in 

perceived supewisory effectiveness and the importance students place on the different 

characteristics of supervision have only been examined in Humanities (Hodgson & 

Simoni, 1995), Natural Sciences (Maor, & Fraser, 1995), Social Sciences (Burgess, Pole, 

& Hockey, 1994), Social Work (Collins, 1993) and ClinicBVCounseling Psychology 

(Friedlander & Ward, 1984; Kaiser, 1992). There does not appear to be any research 

examining the differences in supenision and satisfaction with supervision across all 

Faculties in graduate school, especially in the area of Education, Engineering, 

Kinesiology, Nursing and Medical Science. 

Although the studies mentioned above provide some uuderstanding of the 

supedsory relationship in graduate education, it is clear that many interpretations exist, 

making it difficult to identify the most important chanrteristics of the supervisory 

relationship. Furthermore, it is difficult to know if the characteristics of the relationship 

vary depending on demographic and situational variables. The lack of such information 

makes it difficult for p r o w  sdminirtratars to e m  that effective supervision is 
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Considering the crarcnt concerns about the quality of graduate education and 

completion rates, it is essential that universities understand and promote effective 

supervisory practices within their graduate education programs. This requires an 

understanding of what constitutes effective supervision. Understanding both the nature 

of the supe~sory relationship, and the roles and behaviors of both the supervisor and the 

student within the relationship are critical in attempting to find an operational defiaition 

of effective supervision. This in turn can have an impact on the quality of graduate 

education for all students. 

Given the concerns mentioned above, and the importance of supervision in 

graduate education, it seems reasonable to investigate the relatiouship M e r .  

Purpose of the Study 

The are two purposes to the present study; first, to identify the most important 

characteristics relevant to the perception of effectve supervision, and second, by using 

the most important characteristics, to examine the perception of satisfaction and 

experience with the characteristics in terms of demographic variables. 

The first task will be to determine the most important characteristics of the 

student/supe~sor relationship. Previous studies have identified numerous characteristics 

relevant to supervision, however no study has identified the salient issues specific to the 

relationship between graduate student and supervisor. I f  only the characteristics found to 

be relevant in previous studies on arpmision were used, an assumption would be made 

that they are a l l  e q d y  important. 
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The second task will be to design a survey that captures the satisfaction with and 

impact of the most important c h a r a c ~ c s  on the supe~sory relationship, the students' 

studies and final degree outcome. In addition, the survey wil l  capture demographic 

information on both students and supervisors (e.g. age, gender, Faculty), situational 

idonnation (perceptions within individual student/supe~sor dyads), and overall 

satisfaction with the supervisory experience. 

The third task will be to administer the survey to students and their supervisors to 

examine the quality and nature of the supervisory relationship in graduate education. 

Perceptions of effective and ineffective supervision will emerge from this study and 

contribute to our understanding of the nature of the supe~sory  relationship, which is 

expected to have an impact on successful outcomes in graduate school. 

Significance of the Study 

This study examining the quality and nature of the supewisory relationship in 

graduate education conm%utes to knowledge in five ways. First, it is a step towards 

finding an operational definition of effective supemision in graduate education, which 

does not currently exist. 

Second, current research on student-supervisor relationships has predominantly 

focused on either counseling psychology, psychotherapy or fieid practicurns (Friedlander 

& Ward, 1984; Kaiser, 1992; Musqmski & Akamatsu, 1991). The roles of  the 

supenhrs and students in these areas differ h m  resea~~h supervision in that they 

involve interactions with clients and patients. The literature therefore on counseling and 

field supervision is not applicable to research Npmision in all areas of graduate 
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education. There is currently a paucity of research examining the complex relationship 

across various Faculties and departments within graduate education. This study will 

provide an understanding of the similarities and differences of supervisory practices and 

the perception of effective supervision within and across all Faculties of graduate 

education. 

Third, there do not appear to be any previous studies examining the name of the 

relationship in graduate education by sampling students and supervisors in pairs. 

Researchers examining student perceptions alone have found that conflicting 

expectations and misunderstanding of student needs are significant factors in 

dissatisfaction and/or attrition experienced by students (McAlphe & Weiss, 2000). This 

study will examine perceptions within individual dyads, contributing to our knowledge of 

student needs, expectations, conflict and misunderstanding, within the relationship. 

Fourth, this study contributes to our overall understanding of research supervision 

and graduate education in Canada. In recent years, numerous studies in Britain and 

Ausealia have examined the process of higher degree research supervision and the 

factors influencing completion rates. In Canada, however, very few studies have been 

conducted addressing these issues. 

Finally, this study may provide the foundation for the development of 

instructional opportunities such as workshops and seminars to improve the quality of 

graduate education. Also, it is perhaps the first step in establishing a way of matching 

students with their supemisors based on individual needs and expectations. 



Definition of Terms 

Many terms used in higher education are not universally agreed upon. Terms such as 

supervisor, advisor and mentor are often used interchangeably yet have different 

meanings from one study to the next and h m  one univenity to the next. To avoid 

confusion and to clarify meaning, it was deemed necessary to specifically define several 

tmns used in this study. 

Discipline: The term discipline will be used to sirmifv the students' area of study within 

a department or Faculty. 

Faculty: The term Faculty will be used to signify a single division (e.g., Faculty of 

Nming) or group of departments within the university (e.g. Departments of Psychology, 

Sociology, Political Science within the Faculty of Social Sciences). 

Graduate Education: The term graduate education will be used to signify education 

beyond the undergraduate level involving the pursuit of either a masters or doctoral 

degree. Graduate programs focus primarily on research and scholarship and prepare 

students for careers as university teachers, W-time nsearchers, or professional 

practitioners such as counsellors, psychologists or engineers. 

Graduate StudenUStudent/Supervhcc: The tides of graduate student, student or 

s u e s e e  will be used interchangeably to signify an individual who is registered in an 

approved graduate degm program witbin the Faculty of Graduate Studies. 



Mentor: For the purposes of this study, the term mentor will not be used synonymously 

with supmrisor. Although there may be overlapping characteristics (e.g., guide, teacher) 

and students may view their supervisors as mentors, the term in this study will s i m  an 

individual who guides the student in all aspects of their career above and beyond the 

supemision of their graduate studies. Clarification of the similarities and differences 

between mentor and supervisor will be discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two. 

Supervision: In a general sense, supervision involves acting as a general academic 

tutor, and a judge of the student's performance. Supervision involves advising and 

guiding the student in pursuit of knowledge (Handbook of Supervision and Examination, 

University of Calgary, 1998). A more precise and specific definition of graduate student 

supervision will be determined from this study. 

Supervisor: The title of supervisor will be used to sinrufv a member of the academic 

community who has a continuing Board appointment with the university and has been 

approved by the Faculty of Graduate Studies to supmise graduate students. In very 

general terms, s u ~ s o r s  guide graduate students through their pmgmm of study, serve 

as evaluators in written and otal examinations, and direct dissertations and theses 

( W i n  & Polkosnik, 1984). The term advisor is often used synonymously with 

supervisor, however in this study only supervisor will be used. 



Supervisory Rcl.tionsblp and StudentlSupervitor Rehtionsbip: The terms 

Student/Supervisor Relationship and Supervisory Relationship will be used 

interchangeably to sign@ the academic relationship bmmen supervisor and graduate 

student. 

Overview of Subsequent Chapten 

This chapter sets the context and describes the rationale and purpose for the 

present study. Chapter Two is a summary of the relevant literature, beginning with a 

discussion of Higher Education and Graduate Education in general. The literature review 

then moves on to the role of supervision and the characteristics of the supervisory 

relationship. Chapter Two also presents a review of the research examining supervision 

in terms of demographic variables such as age and gender. A brief explanation of 

differmt measures of supervision is also presented. Chapter Two concludes with the list 

of research questions to be investigated in this study. Chapter ?hm describes the 

participants, the methodology, the survey instruments and the data collection procedures 

used to investigate the research questions. The results of the study are presented in 

Chapter Four. Chapter Five provides a discussion of the results and how they relate to 

the literature on supervision. In addition, Chapter Five presents a discussion of the 

limitations, recommendations and suggestions for future research. 



CHAPTER TWO 

LITERAWRE REVIEW 

This literature review begins with a description of higher education and then 

proceeds to describe the nature of graduate education, including the areas of coccem for 

. . students, faculty and dmmstntoa. This leads into a discussioa on supervision as it 

emerges as an area of concern. Supervision is described in general terms and in terms of 

the graduate student-supervisory relationship. The many c ~ t e r i s t i c s  found to be 

relevant in the relationship are then reviewed to increase understanding of the complex 

nature of the relationship. As part of clarifying the nature of the relationship, the 

literature review includes a section on the similarities and differences between 

supervision and mentoring. The next section of the chapter examines demographic 

variables that have been linked to the perception of effective supervision and overall 

satisfacton with graduate education. Following this, is a brief section on the measures 

and sweys that have been used in previous research to examine supervisory 

relationships, leading to the rationale for developing a new survey that could be used for 

all students and supervisors regardless of Faculty. Chapter Two concludes with a list of 

the research questions to be answered in this study. 

The Nat~rc of Higher Education 

Our present traditions of university education can be traced back to ancient 

institutions such as those at Bologna, Mord, and Paris. These centers of learning were 

refemd to as "studio generolia" (Wilson, 1992). They were geographical locations 
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whcre students and teachers gathered for instruction in the various areas of their 

interest. The students and teachers formed themselves into "societiest' which were 

referred to by the Latin name wriversitas, meaning corporation. This term has been 

adopted to describe the body of scholars and tutors, which has evolved into our present 

day university. 

According to Auld (1996) a university has two primary purposes. The first is to 

educate people and the second is to conduct research. To educate people is to instill 

knowledge in those who attend, in other words, the students. To educate does not 

necessarily mean to teach, becaw students can acquire knowledge through reading, 

listening, and asking. Auld (1996) also asserts that nsearch is not always carried out 

through experiments and questionnaires, but can be developed through the simple act of 

thinking. 

At ow time, universities were simple institutions without rigid timetables, 

classrooms and research assistants. They were comprised mostly of books and 

knowledgeable scholars available for advice. Universities today are not so simple. In 

addition to books, they have CD-ROMs, videos, large lecture halls, and rigid timetables. 

"They have evolved into multi-faceted, complex bur'eaucracies, in part driven by 

technology and, in part, minoring other organizations in society" (Auld, 1996, pp. 15). 

Despite these changes, the university remains a place where people with inquisitive 

minds can pursue their thirst for knowledge. The university provides a path for those 

who ask the "whyt' and "how" questions. It is a place where people can become mined 

in areas such as educating others, diagnosing an illness, or building a bridge. The 

university remains a distinct society. 
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The teaching and learning that occurs within the university, is divided into two 

levels. The undexgraduate level leading to a bachelor's degree and the graduate level 

leading to either a master's degree or a doctoral degree. The focus of this study is on 

teaching and learning at the graduate level. 

The Nature of Graduate Education 

Graduate education, an essential component of universities, refers to the central 

unit, which has responsibility for the overall administration of graduate programs. The 

graduate programs refer to master's and doctoral degrees ofken directed at one of two 

carem. The first is the preparation of future academics and researchers. The second is 

either professional qualifications or professional upgrading, mainly through course-work 

master's d e w s  (e.g., MEd, MBA, MSW or MLS) (Holdaway, Deblois, & Winchester, 

1995). 

The responsibility for graduate education is typically shared among a central body 

(Faculty of Graduate Studies), the Dean's office in individual Faculties (e.g. Social 

Science), and individual departments (e.g. Sociology). In Canada, these offices and 

Faculties of graduate studies work together to perform some or all of the following 

functions: 

a) Provide a central graduate presence and identity on campus; 

b) Develop a database about graduate students; 

c) Assemble a knowledgeable group of academics interested in graduate studies; 

d) Rovide a central body to address the needs of graduate students; 

e) Ensure that proposed new graduate programs meet acceptable standards; 
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f) Communicate with graduate offices in othcr universities and with federal 

granting agencies; and 

g) Rovide quality control over all aspects of graduate education by approving 

admissions, approving supervisors and supervisory committees, examining the 

format of theses, monito~g oral examhations and awarding degrees. 

(Holdaway, 1 996). 

Faculties of Graduate Studies are also responsible for defining what graduate education is 

and what it is not (Gordon, Baker, Crofi, D'Arms, Dimminie, & Sheridan, 1990). 

Generally m g ,  graduate education is said to have thm major characteristics. 

First, it is advanced, meaning that all students have prior post-secotdary education where 

they have ken exposed to new ideas, critical thinling, analytical processes, and 

communication skills. Second, it is focused on a discipline, a profession, a problem, or 

an issue. Finally, graduate education is scholarly, with an evolving knowledge base and 

the generation of new and original ideas and contributions. (Lapidus, 1989). With these 

characteristics, come two predominant goals. The first is to prepare people to practice as 

independent professioaals, and the second is to produce research that is linked to the 

intellectual, social, and economic development of society (Lapidus, 1989). Keeping 

these important goals in mind, and the contribution and impact graduate programs can 

have on national economies (Holdaway, Deblois, & Winchester, 1995), procedures and 

practices within graduate education ate constantly being examined to identify potential 

problem areas (Smith, 199 1). 

In recent years, problem areas that have been identified in graduate education 

relate to completion times, completion percentages, quality of students and quality of 
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programs (Holdaway, Deblois, & Winchester, 1994; Canadian Association for 

Graduate Studies, 1992; Royal Society of Canada, 199 1 ; Smith, 199 1). Such problem 

areas concern university administrators for two reasons. First, graduate d e n t s  increase 

research productivity, which can lead to greater external fimdiag. Increased productivity 

can also influence the overall reputation of the ~versity (Milem, Berger & Dey, 2000) 

which in tum encourages fbrther enrolment If completion rates are low and the quality 

of a graduate program is poor, students are likely to choose an alternate institution. 

The second concern is for the htue supply of new scholars and teachers in 

academia (Hill, Acker, & Black, 1994). As previously mentioned in the introduction to 

this dissertation, Canadian universities will see nearly 50% of full-time faculty and about 

40% of college faculty retiring in the next 10 years (Statistics Canada, February 2000). 

Again, if completion rates are low and attrition high, there may not be sufficient PhD 

graduates pursuing academic careers to replace those that are retiring. 

Although there are several factors that can have a potential impact on completion 

rates (e.g. health, finances, family, motivation), reports have indicated that constant 

supportive supervision is a major key to successful graduate program completion 

(Holdaway, 199 1 ; Holdaway, Deblois, & Wmchester, 1 994). Supervision, therefore, 

plays a critical role in achieving one of the goals of graduate education, which is to 

introduce and prepare students for a scholarly career (Katz, 1976; Powies, 1988). Given 

the importance of supervision in attaining the academic goal of graduate education, it 

seems reasonable to investigate it in greater detail. 
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The Role of Supemision 

In terms of graduate education, research in the last ten years has focused primarily 

on the role of supervision (Holdaway, 1996; Seagram, Gould & Pyke, 1998; Magnuson, 

Wilcoxon & Nomn, 2000; McAlpine & Weiss, 2000). This is not surprising given "the 

critical role of the supewisor in socializing graduate students into the academic 

community: enabling d e n t s  to complete their theses and dissertations, and through this 

process come to understand how to conduct research and participate in the culture of the 

academic" (McAlpine & Weiss, 2000, p. 3). 

In graduate schoois, the supervision of graduate students is just one of many tasks 

university professors undertake. These tasks (including supenision) have often been 

grouped into one of h e  activities: research, senice and teaching (Boyer, 1990). The 

supervision of the graduate student thesis or dissertation is one aspect of teaching. The 

role itself has been described as "the most complex and subtle form of teaching in which 

we engage" (Brown & A-, 1988, p. 1 15). Ironically, approval to s u p e ~ s e  often 

depends heavily upon the record of the faculty member in research and publication and 

little upon teaching experience (Holdaway, 1996). Teaching and supervision are often 

peripheral to the reward systems of the institutions (Hill, Acker & Black, 1994) and too 

often are ignored at the expense of research and sewice. McAlpine and Weiss (2000) 

however, believe teaching, and specifically supervision, is worthy of attention. 

Currently, t h a  is much ambiguity over what characterizes the definition of 

graduate student supc~sion @odd, Saroyan, & Denison, 1995). Across individual 

departments and Faculties, it is interpreted in a multitude of ways, however there are a 

few similar elements. For some researchers, it is seen simply as a mechanical process of 
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"setting deadlines to ensure that d e n t s  complete learning and research tasks" 

@onat& Saroyan & Denison, 1995, p. 72). For others, supe~sion is believed to be a 

more complex process, and is defined as a "process of aiding the graduate student to 

become a member of a research team and by extension, a member of the discipline" 

(Dodd,  Saroyan, & Denison, 1995, p. 72). 

In some human service fields, supervision is commonly seen as a primary avenue 

through which new practitioners Learn the tools of the trade (Kaiser, 1997). In the area of 

social work, Kadushin (1 992) describes supenision as consisting of supportive, 

educational and administrative f'unctiom, in addition to providing a discussion about the 

skills and tasks involved in each. In marriage and family therapy programs and in 

counseling psychology, supervision is seen as a means for teaching practitioners, with a 

focus on educational issues (Bamard & Goodyear, 1992), and ethical and legal issues 

(Goldberg, 1993; Kaiser, 1992). Unlike social work, there is less focus on the 

dmhis~ative aspects. 

In general, the role of supervision in graduate schools is described as "the ability 

to select problems, to stimulate and enthuse students, and to provide a steady stream of 

ideas", in addition to "the mechanics of ensuring that the student makes steady progressn 

(Council of Graduate Schools, 1990, p.1). 

Although there may be a generalized description of supervision within graduate 

education, the mount of emphasis placed on the different aspects of Npmrision varies 

across departments and Faculties. In a study examining the organization and 

administration of graduate programs across Canada, and the rok of Npenrision within 

and across departments, Holdaway, Deblois, & Winchester (1995) found that supemisors 
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in Biology, Physical Sciences, and Health Sciences placed more emphasis than other 

departments on the preparation of journal manuscripts, hence encouraging publications. 

Supervisors in Biology also placed a high emphasis on motivating students. Supervisors 

in the Social Sciences, Humanities, and Education placed linle emphasis on assisring with 

publications and motivation, however they did score high on the emphasis placed on 

learning research methodologies. In the faculty of Business Education, supervisors 

believed that matching personalities of supervisors and students was important, in 

addition to providing support and guidance on personal issues. Interestingly, Social 

Science supervisors placed the least emphasis of all Faculties on providing personal 

fllPPo** 

Several aspects were viewed as important across all Faculties. These included: 

ensuring that students make continuous progress, providing prompt (not defined) 

feedback, and holding regular (also not defined) progress meetings. Based on the above 

findings, and the impact supenision has on satisfacton and quality, it would be 

beneficial to examine whether the emphasis placed on the various aspects of supervision 

has an effect on perceived supervisory effectiveness. This will be addressed in the 

pment study. 

The Supervisory Relationship 

The relationship h e e n  a student and a supervisor is seen as the medium 

thugh which change and growth occurs. The supewisory relationship itself has received 

little attention in the literature on supmrision (Kaiser, 1997). What has been examined 

however, shows that the nature of the relationship can have a profound influence on a 
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student, impacting such things as quality of work (Kaiser, 1997), self-esteem (Hodgson 

& Simoni, 19951, competence (Heppner & Roehllce, 1984), and overall success (Donald, 

Saroyan, & Denison, 1995). In fact, graduate students regard theu relationship with their 

supervisor as the most important aspect of their graduate education (Benassi & Ferland, 

1993; Aguinis, Nesler, Quigley, Lee, & Tedeschi, 1996). 

Ballard and Clanchy (1 993), describe the relationship as involving "a blend of 

academic expertise and the skillful management of personal and professional relations. 

Supervisors are expected to be knowledgeable and skilied in their disciplinary 

specialities, and they are also expected to take the lead in establishing a quality of 

relations which will give their students access to the knowledge and skills they possess." 

@. 61). In this regad, it is similar to an apprenticeship, whereby there is a considerable 

degree of direction and teaching of the graduate student by the supervisor (Holdaway, 

Deblois, & Winchester, 1995). - 

Kaiser (1997), in describing the relationship, identified three core elements that 

exist beween supe~sor and student. These elements are power and authority, shared 

meaning, and truh Power refers to the ability to influence or control another and 

authority refers to the right to exert this control (Kadushin, 1992). Supervisory 

relationships are characterized by a power differential because at some point, the 

supenisor will need to evaluate the quality of the students' work (Collins, 1993). The 

supmisor has authority War to the role of teacher, hence, regardless of past 

experience, age, or position, the supmisee, as student, is placed in the role of learner 

(Rosenb1um & Raphael, 1983). Kadushin (1992) explains how for some graduate 

students the power differential is difiicdt to accept Graduate dent s '  perceptions of the 
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power of Npervisors are assumed to influence the relationship between themselves and 

overall educational outcomes such as: (a) graduate student's satisfaction with the graduate 

program and university environment, (b) students' mood and morale, (c) number of years 

spent to complete the graduate degree, and (d) fiture career success (A-, Nesler, 

Quigley, Lee & Tedeschi, 1996). Despite the above, for effective supervision to occur, 

both the supervisor and the student need to M y  participate in the process recognizing 

and accepting that a power differential does exist (Kaiser, 1997). In extreme situations, a 

student will refuse guidance as a means of removing themselves fiom the relationship 

and the power differential. However with this distancing comes the possibility that the 

supervisor will have a less than positive impact on the student's work and career (Kaiser, 

1997). 

The issue is in determining an appropriate power differential between student and 

supervisor. In other words, what is considered to be too much power and what is too 

little? How much should the student be encouraged to act autonomously and how much 

should the student depend on the supenisor for answers and guidance? Generally agreed 

upon answers to these questions are that good supervisory practice means that the 

supervisor is neither using power in a destructive way (Jacobs, 1991), nor failing to 

acknowledge its existence in the relationship (Kaiser, 1997). The supervisor, for 

example, will be in charge of setting the boundaries ofthe relationship and determining 

the parameters of acceptable behaviour. 

The second element in the relationship is shred meaning about roles and tasks. 

This refers to the mutual understanding and agreement between a supe~sor and a 

student (Kaiser, 1997). Shared meaning essentially means that if clear communication is 
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o c c ~ g  then the message sent by one, is the message received by the other. A 

comment h m  a student in a supervisory relationship where this is not occurring might 

be 'my supmisor never understands me or my needs,' or 'I can never follow what my 

supenisor is saying.' 

Trust, the third element identified by Kaiser, has been documented as imponant in 

achieving effective supervision (Heppner & Roehlke, 1984; Kadushin, 1992). Trust, 

includes safety, which is defined as the student's h d o m  to make mistakes and to take 

risks without the danger of an overly critical reaction fiom the supervisor (Ka~ser, 1997). 

Safety is also important because the vulnerable student will be exposing personal and 

professional skills. Without the exposure of those skills, the supervisor will not be able 

to challenge the student and encourage growth. Teitelbaum (1998) also identified the 

student's need for safety as being paramount in the supervisory relationship. He explains 

that safety does not mean that the supervisor is Limited to positive, supportive, and 

empathic feedback. Instead, if the student feels that hidher strengths are regularly 

acknowledged then the tendency to be defensive in the face of constructive criticism is 

limited. 

In addition to power and authority, shared meaning, and trust, other elements of 

the relationship that have been identified as important are fairness (Eggleston & 

Delamont, 1983), and accountability (Kaiser, 1992). Each of the elements mentioned 

involve mauy supervisory characteristics and behaviors that affect the perception of 

effective supervision. These characteristics and behaviours will now be addressed. 



Characteristics of the Supcrvisoy Relationship 

Many supervisory characteristics have been identified in the research on 

supervision. In fact, the number of variables that could potentially influence the 

supervisory process is very large, (Carifio & Hess, 1987). Moses (1 984) examined 

aspects of the PhD programs coupled with student needs and demographics. In the study, 

supervisors were asked to indicate aspects of the supervisory process that they found to 

be challenging. Topics mentioned fell into five broad categories. 

First, the amount of help and guidance that students should be given, considering 

that their research should be origmal, was a question that f'iequently came up. 

Supervisors were unsure about the amount of independence students should have with 

respect to topic selection and research design. In fact, some universities have a hands-off 

approach to mpmision and prefer the term 'advisor' to 'supervisor', because it implies 

less direction and less involvement in the students research (Holdaway, Deblois, & 

Winchester, 1 995). In other studies such as that by Magnuson, Wilcoxon and Norem 

(2000) a hands-off approach is reflective of 'lousy supemision'. In their study, 

participants emphasized the importance of accurate, specific, and abundant feedback as 

characteristic of effective supervision. 

Second, how topic selection should fit with supervisors' interest was also an area 

of concern* Research has shown that some supervisors place more emphasis on matching 

research interest while othm see personality matching as more important (Holdaway, 

Deblois & Winchester, 1995; Moses, 1984; Powles, 1988). Elton and Pope (1989) claim 

that matching of research interest and personality are equally important and necessary for 

collegiality, which in turn is necessary for effective supemision. 
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Third, the hquency and length of meetings was a major challenge because 

supervisors recognized that student needs varied. In his study, Moses (1984) reported 

that supewisors found it very difficult to define the t m  'regular', for it was too 

subjective to define accurately. Seagram, Gould and Pyke (1998) found that a significant 

relationship existed between frequency of meetings and completion rates. Fast 

completers met more fnqueatly than slow completes did. Although this result seems 

logical, it is not clear as to the meaning of 'met more fnsuently' bebeuse the researchen 

fail to explain this. It can only be assumed that it was aumbcr of meetings over the 

course of a student's entire program of studies. It is important to focus on the quality of 

meetings as well as the f'requency of meetings. Magnuson, Wilcoxon and Norem (2000) 

found that frequency of meetings was irrelevant if the length, quality and focus were 

lacking. Essentially, if time was not wd appropriately, then students were less satisfied 

with the supervisory experience. 

The fourtb challenge identified by Moses (1984) was finding a balance between 

different approaches to supervision, for example, sole versus joint supenision. 

Supervisors questioned whether joint supervision was beneficial to students. This 

concern has been supported by Powles (1988) who asked 160 jointly s u p e ~ s e d  students 

about their experience, and found that only 40% of the students found the supervision to 

be very satisfactory or satisfactory. The remaining 60% found this format of supenision 

to be either reasonable or unacceptable. 

The fifth and final challenge mentioned by supmisors was the nature of the 

personal relationship they had with their students. They questioned to what extent they 

should be aware of personal and economic problems, and to what extent they should 
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include students in their professional network. Few studies of graduate student 

supervision have addressed these questions. Only recently are some answers available. 

For example, Lovitts and Nelson (2000) sweyed 8 16 students (5 1 1 completers and 305 

noncompletm) and found that the type of support students receive, their degree of 

participation in the department's intellectual and social life and in the profession was 

related to their success at completing a graduate degree. Personal and academic support 

increased the probability of completion and surprisingly the more financial support 

students received, the less likely they were to complete their studies. It was reported that 

students on full fellowships were less likely to have daily contact with their supervisor, 

other graduate students and faculty. Lovitts and Nelson explained that fellowship 

students were often so disconnected with academic culture that they violated university 

regulations and secretly took outside jobs while receiving thei fellowship cheques. 

Consequently, they slowly abandoned their studies. On the other hand, graduate students 

with teaching assistantships were more likely to complete their degrees. They reported 

being more involved in departmental activities and had more contact with their 

supervisors. These students also reported more satisfaction with supervision. 

Powles (1988) conducted a study on the positive and negative aspects of graduate 

education with a particular focus on supervisory practices. Using a questionnaire, 

studmts were asked about their nrpmrisory relationships. Problem areas identified 

included personality clashes, sexual hmssment, professional disagreements, availability 

and frequency of face-to-face meetings, conflicts over authorship, plagiarism by the 

supervisor and inadequate encouragement and feedback. Some of these problems can be 

linked directly to the challenges faced by supervisors in the study by Moses (1984). For 
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example, availability and fhquency of face-to-face meetings, as mentioned by students 

(Powles, 1988) and fkqucncy and length of meetings, as mentioned by supervisors 

(Moses, 1984). In addition, when asked about what improvements students would like to 

see in the supervisory relationship, 2 1 % said they wanted more opportunity for personal 

contact and 30% indicated they would like more guidance in all areas such as topic, 

research design, research methods, statistical analysis and writing. These suggestions for 

improvement also match the concerns found by Moses (1 984). 

In addition to some of the characteristics mentioned above, Hill, Acker, and 

Black, (1994) found that d e n t s  indicated approachability as an essential part of an 

effective relationship. Students said they felt more confident in expressing themselves 

and their ideas when they had a friendly relationship with their supervisor. If supervisors 

are distant, d e n t s  said they felt intimidated and reluctant to express their own ideas. 

Teitelbaum (1998) also stated that most students benefit from a supervisor who is 

empathetic, particularly in relation to the -dent's feelings of inadequacy or 

incompetence. 

Other researchers have identified supervisors' emphasis, role and focus on the 

topic as being important (Carey & Ivey, 1988; Lanning, 1986). This may be related to 

what others have identified as expertise and interest in topic of research (Elton & Pope, 

1989; McMichael, 1992). 

Eggleston and Delamont (1 983) compiled a list of supervisor descriptors based on 

research fkom the literatwe and then asked graduate students to indicate which adjectives 

might describe the ideal supervisor. Items in the list included the following: active, 

attentive, available, caring, critical, mileague, co-ordinator, detached, -or, 
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enthusiastic, fiiend, helpfbl, influential, involved, knowledgeable, objective, passive, 

partner, respecdid, speciaiist, stimulating, teacher, and trainer. Four of the items were 

not chosen by any of the participants. These were detached, director, passive, and 

partner. The four items receiving top ratings were knowledgeable, available, hefpM, and 

stimulating, with knowledgeable being chosen the most frequently . Knowledgeable has 

often been listed as a characteristic of effective supervisors (Burgess, Pole, & Hockey, 

1994; McMichael, 1992). Kaiser (1997) found that students tend to be more satisfied 

with the relationship when they perceive their supervisors a being knowledgeable. The 

following case reflects this weU: 

A student described her supervisor as not being very bright 

or knowledgeable and stated that she didn't believe he had 

much to give her. Like others in this situation, she did not 

talk to him much about what was happening in her work. 

She met with him for the required hour a week and told him 

in a perfhctory manner what she was doing. She expressed 

no doubts, questions, or concerns and asked for little to no 

help in her work. He would compliment her on a job well 

done and she would leave, feeling unsatisfied (Kaiser, 

1997, p. 29). 

When the kaowiedge differential does not appear to be present, the validity of the 

supervisor's feedback is questioned, resulting in students not asking for feedback, such as 

in the above example (Sch- 1988). If examined in a satisfaction type survey, the 

outcow for this type of relationship would be that the student might indicate poor 

supmrision while the supmrisor indicates a satisfactory relationship. By examining the 
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importance placed on particular behaviors, and the perceived satisfacton with those 

behaviors, it is possible to identify the caw for the discrepancy in satisfaction ratings. 

Fraser and Mathews (1 999) report evidence fbm a survey of postgraduate 

students regarding desirable characteristics of a supervisor, which supports the view that 

some students desire much more from a supervisor than knowledge in the subject matter. 

What they found was that the success of the relationship depended on three supe~sor 

characteristics of which one was expertise in the research area, the second was support 

for the student and the third was balancing creativity and criticism; in other words advice 

a d  flexibility with constructive criticism. 

A final yet major characteristic of the supervisory relationship often found in the 

research is that supervisors of graduate degrees are also or should be mentors to their 

students. This particular area of research receives much attention and debate, for some 

mearchers believe that supervision and mentoring are distinct fimctions while others 

believe they are one and the same. In some cases, the terms are used interchangeably. 

For the purpose of this study, a review of the literature on mentoring and supervision is 

provided to address the similarities and differences between the two. 

Mentoring and Supervision 

Mentoring, a specific type of relationship has become an increasingly popular 

topic within the student-supmisor relationship. In fact, it is currently considered by 

sow to be critical for preparing graduate students for academic careers (Morgan, 1993). 

The question is whether the supervisory relationship is in fact a mentoring relationship. 

The word mentor comes h m  Greek mythology. In the ninth century BC, Homer 

introduced the basic components of the relationship in Tho Odyssey. The legendary epic 
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has it that Athena, the goddess of wisdom, transformed herself into an old man in order 

to become Mentor. Mentor was the fiend of Odysseus, King of Ithaca, While Odysseus 

travelled the world in his ten-year odyssey, he entrusted Mentor with the education of his 

son, Telemachus. Telemachus' education was to include every developmental facet of his 

life: physical, intellectual, moral, spiritual, social, and administrative. This relationship 

between Telemachus and Mentor set the standard for chara~terizhg fuwe mentoring 

relationships such as the ones between Socrates and Plato, Freud and Jung, and Haydn 

and Beethoven (Meniam, 1983). 

Although the idea of mentoring has existed for centuries, the concept was not 

given prominence until Levinson's (Levinson, Darrow, Klein, Levinson and McKee, 

1978) extensive work in the late 1970's. Levinson focused on understanding mentoring 

and how it fuactions in the development of individual adults. In Levinson's words, 

"The mentor relationship is one of the most complex, and 

developmentally important, a man can have in early adulthood. The 

mentor is ordinarily several years older, a person of greater experience 

and seniority in the world the young man is entering. No word 

currently in use is adequate to convey the nature of the relationship we 

have in mind here. Words such as "colmselor" or "guru" suggest the 

most subtle meanings, but they have other connotations that would be 

misleading. The term "mentor" is generally used in a much narrower 

sense, to mean teacher, adadvisor or sponsor. As we use the tam, it 

means all these things, and more" @. 97). 

According to this definition a mentor as a teacher, enhances the intellectual 

development of the student. As a sponsor, the mentor facilitates advancement, and as a 

counselor h&he provides moral support in times of stress. Levinson's definition of a 
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classic mentor also includes being a guide (i.e., welcoming the protege into a new 

occupation and social world), and exemplar (i.e., setting an example for the student 

which in tum leads to admiration and emulation of the mentor's virtues, achievements, 

and way of living). In addition to the above characteristics, Levinson also argues that a 

mentor has a crucial developmental firaction to fulfil in the relationship, which is to 

"support and facilitate the reolizution of the Dream " @. 98). The Dream is the vision 

each young person has about the kind of life heishe wants as an adult (Memam, 1983). 

The mentor is one who can recognise and support this dream (Levinson et al, 1978). 

In the research on mentoring, definitions range from simply "an experienced adult 

who befiends and guides a less experienced person" (Fagen, 1988), to the classic 

definition provided by Levinson a a1 (1978) noted above. Bowen (1986) based his 

definition on the work of Levinson, indicating that "mentoring occurs when a senior 

person in terms of age and experience undertakes to provide information, advice, and 

emotional support for a junior person in a relationship lasting over an extended period of 

time and marked by substantial emotional commitment by both parties" (p. 65). ONeil 

(198 1) on the other hand, describes mentoring as "the complex process where personal, 

role, and situational factors interact between an older more experienced professional 

person and a younger less experienced professional person" (p. 14). 

Given the broad range of definitions of mentor, it is not surprising that it is used 

interchangeably with supervisor, advisor, and teacher. 

Mentoring and Graduate Stucient Supervision 

Some universities use the descriptor mentor rather than research supervisor and 

indeed the relationship between supervisor and graduate student formed over the 
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extended period of the supervision process contains many of the elements also 

described in the mentoring process (Leder, 1995). However, Nerad (as cited in G f k e y ,  

1995) states there is a clear difference between supervising and mentoring graduate 

students. A supervisor is responsible for assisting students in selecting program of study 

and for making sure that students make adequate progress toward the degree and fulfil all 

university requirements. A mentor (as defined by Levinson) is a penon who takes a 

novice under hidher wing. The mentor helps the student set goals and standards and 

develop skills, protects the student from others in a way that allows room for risks and 

failure, facilitates the student's successful entrance into academic and professional circles, 

and ultimately passes on his or her work to the student. From this distinction, it would 

seem that supervision is simply an rdministrative mechaaical process. Jacobi (1991) 

states that research supervisors often take a mentoring role which includes support and 

encouragement, guidance, facilitating access to resources and opportunities, providing 

information, and stimdating the acquisition of knowledge and serving as a role model. 

Cronan-HilIix, Gensheirner, Cmnan-Hillix, and Davidson (1986) examined the 

students' perspective of mentoring relationships to determine the prevalence and 

characteristics of such relationships in graduate tmhbg. Psychology graduate students 

were first asked if they had a mentor, and then asked about the role mentors played in 

their professional and social lives, and the qualities associated with good and poor 

mentors, R d t s  showed that 53% of the students had mentors. However the students 

did not indicate whether their mentor was also their thesis/dissertation supervisor. The 

most fiequentiy mentioned characteristic of good mentors was that they were interested 

in and supportive of the student. Personality chamderistics were listed second most 
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fimluendy for a good mentor, and most 6nquently for a bad mentor. Personality 

characteristics of a good mentor included sense of humour, honesty, e m m y ,  

compassion, patience, flexibility and loyalty. For a bad mentor they included such things 

as egocentric, overextended, disorganised, dishonest, untrustworthy, rigid and critical. 

The term mentor in this study was open to subjective interpretation because the 

researchers allowed the respondents to "interpret it as they pleased" (Croaan-Hillix, 

Gensheimer, Cmnan-Hillk, and Davidson, 1986, p. 124). Many of the characteristics 

listed for good mentors are similar to the characteristics listed for effective supe~sors 

(McMichael, 1992; Powles, 1988; Teitelbaum, 1998). It could be that without defining 

mentor in the classical sense, students are interpreting it to mean the same thing as an 

effective supervisor. 

Cronan-Hillix, Gensheimer, Cronao-Hillix and Davidson (1986) reported a 

significant positive relationship between having a mentor and student productivity 

(number of publications, numkr of conference papers, number of research projects). In 

addition, students who had mentors were more satisfied with their program. If students 

were confuring classic mentor with effective supervisor, then the results indicate that 

effective mpe~s ion  and not necessarily mentoring has an effect on student productivity 

and satisfaction. 

Long and McGinnis (1985) also examined mentoring between graduate students 

and ~ s o r s  to determine if mentoring had an affect on student careers. The study 

was conducted in the early eighties, however the participants were male biochemists who 

received their doctorates between 1957 and 1963. All the dhertation supmisors were 

assumed to be mentors, which was measured in terms of professional eminence (number 
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of awards), scientific performance (number of publications and citations), and 

collaboration with the student (number of publications with students' m e  during time of 

study and the three-year period following study). Long and McGinnis reported that the 

influence of a mentor begins with collaboratioe Students who collaborate are more 

productive (number of publications) during their doctoral studies. The mentor's 

performance coupled with collaboration was a significant factor in detnmining a 

student's placement after graduation. The researchers concluded that having a mentor 

while in graduate school had a significant effect on a student's career. 

Neither the study by Cronan-mix, Gensheirner, Cronan-Hillix, and Davidson 

(1986) or by Long and M c G i s  (1985) used the classic definition of mentor provided 

by Levinson, t h e ~ f 0 ~  it is unknown if the relationships were in fact mentoring ones. It 

could possibly be that when supervisors provide some of the mentoring hctions, he or 

she is seen as a mentor. This is not necessarily wrong, for one could argue that fuffilling 

all the fhctions of classic mentoring is not necessary in order for a supervisor to be seen 

as a mentor by a student. 

Stafford and Robbins (1991) found that graduate students in Social Work 

identified both their professors and supervisors as mentors, however not in the classical 

sense. Of the 262 students surveyed, 132 reported being involved in a mentoring 

relationship, and 25% of the mentored students identified their supmisors as their 

mentors. The most important mentoring hctions identified by the students were that the 

mentor: was available to discuss problems and off= suggestions, demonstrated 

professional characteristics that are desired in the profession, encouraged discussion of 

values and ethics, acted to instil confidence in the student, and acted as a rmncd advisor 
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and confidante. Interestingly, the students who were not involved in a mentoring 

relationship with their supewisors identified the same bctions as necessary for a 

mentoring relationship, if one was to occur. Results also indicated that being mentored 

enhanced the student's overall experience. 

Friedman (1987) examined the prevalence and understanding of mentoring 

amongst graduate students and supmrisors in Engineering, History and Economics. 

Before the study, Friedman made the assumption that the relationship between thesis 

supervisor and doctoral candidate would provide opportunity for the development of a 

mentoring relationship in the classical sense because of the nature of the relationship. 

The relationship extends over a period of three or more years and provides the 

opportunity for both student and supervisor to spend time together developing a research 

topic. In addition, it provides the d e n t  with the opportunity to observe and emulate the 

style and performance of the supe~so r  as teacher, researcher, thinker and miter. 

However, findings were different than expected. Students had mentors other than 

their supervisors and supervisors generally did not mentor their graduate students. 

Comments fiom both students and professors indicated that mentoring in the classical 

sense (Levinson et al, 1978) is not typical of student(supmisor relationships. For 

example, a doctoral student in engineering stated "No, my advisor is not my mentor. I 

don't think that anyone here is a mentor, they're too busy" @. 62). Another engineering 

student had a similar opinion saying "A mentor? Yes - but not my advisor. My father has 

been my mentorn (p.62). From the supervisors' m v e ,  one professor described a 

mentor as "a professor with a very dominant personality as well as a very pronouuced 

ideology (regarding theory or methodology) that he gets his students to adopt Right 
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now, I'm not inkrested in turning out clones, so up to now I have not been a mentor to 

anyone. Perhaps as I get older and develop less patience for alternative ways of thinking, 

I may become one." (p. 65). Another said "I certainly don't see myself as a mentor. 

Frankly, I see a good advisor/advisee relationship as one where you just help somebody 

launch and go off into his own orbit" (p. 65). Friedman found these perceptions to be 

similar across all three departments examined. 

Ktam (1985a) suggested that the environment strongly influences whether a 

mentoring relationship will form, how long it will last and how comprehensive, mutual 

and powerful it will be. In academia, departmental norms and atmosphere (collegiality 

vs. competition), availability of resources, and faculty-student ratios have been found to 

determine the amount and kind of mentoring that takes place (Carden, 1990). Friedman 

(1987) supports Krams' suggestions, and states that many of the s u p e ~ s o a  he surveyed 

commented on the impossibility of mentoring when they had several (10-15) students to 

supenise, coupled with workload demands. Furthermore, although Friedman assumed 

prior to his study that the relationship bewen a student and supervisor provided the 

student with the opportunity to observe and emulate the supervisor, he did not take into 

account the issue of role modeling. It could be argued that students would only emulate 

the style and performance of the supe~sor (a condition for developing a mentoring 

relationship) if supavisors were seen as role models. Role modeling has received much 

attention in the literature on supervision and mentoring and will be addressed in the next 

section- 



Role Modeling 

There is some confusion in the literature about role modeling in student- 

supe~sory relationships and how it relates to mentoring and effectve supe~sion. 

According to Morgan (1993) role modeling should include modeling research skills plus 

teaching skills if graduate students aspire for academic positions. Often supervision is 

focused on only imparting research skills. Modeling involves an "advanced person 

engaging in the desired behaviors, so that a younger, less experienced person can mould 

their behaviour in a similar fashion" (Morgan, 1993, p. 4). In other words, the s u p e ~ s o r  

demonstrates how the job is done. The problem with modeling, though, is that the less 

experienced person simply observes the end product without experiencing the factors 

involved in the behaviors they have seen. Furthermore, supervision often only involves 

role modeling in terms of research skills. There are substantial consequences to faculty 

for good research, such as promotions, pay raises, and fame, therefore these skills 

become the focus of their career (Cesa & Fraser, 1989). The benefits for good teaching 

are less clear and thus emphasis on role modeling in the teaching domain is lessened. 

Mentoring graduate students goes beyond role modeling. It is more than just 

allowing a less experienced person see the role, it "invites the person to assume the role 

they may one day hold" (Cesa & Fraser? 1989, p. 5). The student in this case assumes the 

role with the guidance of a more experienced individual who provides knowledge, 

support, guidance and hope. A superuisor who mentors their graduate student does much 

more than role model. He/she prepares the student for all the roles necessary in 

academia, enhancing career and psychosocial development. 



It is clear h m  the above arguments that role modeling is an important 

characteristic in the studentlsupe~sor relationship. It has also been pointed out that 

perhaps mentoring and effective supervision are one and the same. In addition, as Cesa 

and Fraser ( 1  989) have pointed out, mentoring goes beyond role modeling. Is it therefore 

safe to say that effective supervision also goes beyond role modeling? Hall the above are 

true, then it seems reasonable to ask if role modeling is at the very least one of many 

characteristics of effective supervision. To answer this question, role modeling wiU be 

explored in the present study in terms of effective supervision and overall satisfaction 

with the supervisory relationship. 

To this point, much has been said concerning the characteristics of supervisors, 

however the supervisory relationship is two-way and thaefore the characteristics of the 

sfudents must also be examined. Unfortunately most of the research on supervision 

focuses on the supe~sory process and on the behaviors of the supervisor. Very few 

studies have examined the characteristics or behaviors of the students* 

Student Characteristics 

Muszunski and Akamatsu (1 991) found that student promsthation was an area 

of concern for supervisors. In their study, it was found that lack of structure, poor 

interest in topic, selfdenigration, and a low hutration level all contributed to 

-tion and subsequently poor completion. Supewision itself had less to do with 

success than the student's own motivation and organhition. 

A second study examining student charactexistics was by McMichatl(1992) who 

asked supervisors and students how they would describe the student's role in the 

relationship. From the intewiews, supenhrs identified seven expectations they had of 
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students. These were: students should have the ability to organize and be effective with 

their time, they should be independent workers, they should be cornmined to their work, 

and they should treat their supervisor with respect. In addition, students should aspire to 

producing high quality work, be competent communicators (both written and verbal), and 

have clear objectives about their research. Students on the other hand described their role 

in terms of being punctual. They said students should always meet deadlines and have an 

achievable project within a specified timeline. 

As previously mentioned, there are few studies examining the student's role in the 

supervisory relationships. Given the limited research, it seems reasonable to explore this 

further to enhance our understanding of supervision in graduate education. In addition to 

exploring supenisor characlerstics, this study will also explore student characteristics. 

Finally, researchers have attempted to reduce the number of characteristics 

identified as important to more general constructs. Unfortunately, the research conducted 

to this point has focused on specific areas of supervision and may not be generalizable to 

all supe~sory relationships in graduate education. Two of these studies are described 

below. 

Comtmcts of the Superviron Reiationship 

McMichael(1992) identified two major constructs onto which most supervisor 

c-stics and behaviors load. These were educational support and personal support. 

Educational support included such things as guidance, experhe, questioning, probing 

and time management; personal support included motivation, rapport, and accessibility. 

Two constructs were also identified for categorizing the student characteristics. These 

were dissertation orientation (scholarly standards, cottununication skills, and research 
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application skills), and personal qualities (organization, commitment, independence, 

and respectfidness). 

Friedlander and Ward (1984) in examining supe~sion in a clinical and 

psychotherapy s&g, identified three constructs in the supervisory relationship: 

attractive (warm, supportive, open and flexible), in teprsodly  sensitive (invested, 

perceptive and committed), and task oriented (goal-oriented, focused, practical). 

The characteristics and c o ~ c t s  identified by McMichael(1992) are limited to 

supewisory relationships at the masters level in Education and those identified by 

Friedlander and Ward (1984) are limited to supervisory relationships in clinical 

psychology and psychotherapy. Both studies are very department-rpecific. This study 

will identify the characteristics aad construct of effective supervision across all 

departments in graduate education. 

Demographic Variables and Supervision 

In an attempt to understand student-supervisory relationships, researchers have 

not only focused on the characteristics and behaviors of students and supervisors but also 

on demographic and situational variables. For the purpose of this study, age, gender, 

Facuity, and status will be examined. Student status will be examined in terms of part- 

time versus M-time, and masters level versus doctoral level. Supavisor status will be 

examined in terms of academic rank (i.e., assistant, associate, full, adjunct and emeritus 

prof-r) 



Age is a variable that can vary gmitly in graduate programs, especially with more 

and more students taking time off to work and gain experience before returning to school 

to pursue advanced training and ducation (Lapidus, 1990). Supervisors therefore may 

find themselves supmrising students of all ages, not only traditional graduate students in 

their early to mid-twenties. Only one study was found which examined student age in 

relation to supemision in graduate schools. This was by Powles (1988) who found that 

students under 30 were mon dissatisfied than students over 30 in al l  aspects of guidance 

and supervision. A possible explanation might be that older, more experienced students 

are more independent and therefore do not need the day to day encouragement, guidance 

and support of their supervisor. They may have intrinsic motivation and an experiential 

understanding of the process. Age can serve as a proxy for eqmience, with the 

assumption that older students 035) entering graduate school are bringing life- 

experience into the process. 

With respect to age of supemisor, Yerushalrni (1993) wrote that as supervisors 

approach middle-age, they may experience stagnation, depression, cynicism and 

pessimism, which can have a negative effect on supervision. Supervisors may feel 

threatened in the presence of younger students aspiring for their jobs. The older 

supervisor may become anxious about the demands of nrpmrision and as a tesult may 

become distant and hostile. Yerushalmis' theoretical points have not been supported with 

any empirical research. The present study will  include supervisor age to explore the 

impact it may have on effective nrpcrvision. 
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Gender 

Gender issues have become increasingly important in the research on supervision. 

Women report more barziers to successfuf supentisory relationships than do men (Burke 

& McKeen, 1996). Similar to some mentoring relationships in business organintiom, it 

has been suggested that because of the nature of the relationship (closeness and 

intellectual intimacy) coupled with organizational demographics (most mentors in 

academia are men) (Burke, 1984; Burke & M c k n ,  1996), cross-gender relationships 

may raise additional issues that tend to be absent in same-sex relationships (typically 

male-male). One important issue is that outsiders may perceive the relationship to be 

other than a professional one (Clawson & Kram, 1984). 

Powles (1993) found in her research that more f e d e  than male students were 

dissatisfied on 13 of 15 aspects of supewision, such as access to their supervisors and the 

persod facets of the supervisory ielationship. Ody in "fireedom to plan" and "guidance 

in writing" were males more dissatisfied, however these differences were not statistically 

significant. Powles also indicated that women's aspirations to pursue academic careers 

decrraxd during and after candidature. Hite (1985) investigated female doctoral students 

and their perceptions and concerns while in graduate school. Her results indicated that 

men experienced more role congruence than f d e s .  Hite concluded that women at the 

doctoral level might need more encouragement than males because they may be coping 

with conflicting role danands. The study also indicted that men also perceived more 

support &om their supmisots than did their female colleagues, regardless of field of 

study. Hite reported that female students might believe that their professors do not think 

they have the ability and motivation to succeed. 
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A third study examining gender and supervision found that male students 

perceived better relationships with their supervisors, regardless of the gender of the 

supervisor, than female students did. In addition, male supervisors also perceived better 

relationships with students, regardless of student gender, than did female supervisors 

(Worthington & Stem, 1985). The authors concluded that perhaps males and females 

Wer in their standards for what constitutes a good relationship. 

Although several researchers have reported that male students generally complete 

their degree requirements more quickiy than female students do (Sheinin, 1989; 

Tuckman, Coyle, & Bae, 1990; Yeates, 199 I), others suggest that gender differences 

occur only in certain departments (Bowen & Rudensrine, 1992). For example the 

Canadian Association for Graduate Studies (1994) conducted an analysis of gender 

diffefences in time to completion for doctoral students. Data from 30 Canadian graduate 

schools revealed that women in the Social, Nahnal, Applied and Life sciences programs 

took longer than men to complete their degree requirements while the reverse was true 

for students in the Humanities. 

Seagram* Gould and Pyke (1998) suggested that perhaps women take longer 

becaw they have different experiences as graduate students. Some have found that 

women tak about a 'chilly climate' (Pyke, 1996) and the lack of appropriate role models 

(Seagram, Gould & Pyke, 1998). The r d t s  b r n  the study by Seagram, Gould and 

Pyke also indicated that men expressed higher levels of satisfaction than women with the 

amount of feedback provided by supervisors. Finally, men reported more supervisor 

interest in topic than did women (Seagrim, Gould & Pyke, 1998). 
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Since a key factor in the successful and timely completion of a doctorate is the 

supervisory/mentoring relationship, gender differences in the nature of the supervisory 

experience may help explain gender differences in time to completion (Girves and 

Wemmems, 1988; Godad, 1992). Gender differences in perception of effective 

supervision and satisfaction will be explored in this study. 

Faculty 

Research has indicated Maences in supervisory practice across the various 

departments and Faculties in graduate education @odd, Saroyan, & Denison, 1995; 

Moses, 1992). While most Faculties agree on the need for knowledge of research area 

and availability for effective supervision (Donald, Saroyan, & Denison, 1995; Moses, 

1984; Powles, 1993) discrepancies occur in the area of providing feedback and being 

sensitive to student needs. Non-science based programs tend to place more emphasis on 

these needs (Donald, Saroyan, & Deblois, 1995). To date, research examining the 

differences in perceived supervisory effectiveness and the importance students place on 

the different characteristics of supervision have only been examined in Humanities 

(Hodgson & Simoni, 1995; Seagram, Gould & Pyke, 1998), Nannal Sciences (Maor, & 

Fraser? 1995; Seagram, Gould & Pyke, 1998), Social Sciences (Burgess, Pole, & Hockey, 

1994; Seagram, Gould & Pyke, 1998), Social Work (Collins, 1993; Vonk & Thyer, 1997) 

and ClinicaVCounsehg Psychology (Friedlander & Ward, 1984; Kaiser, 1992; 

Muszynski & Akamatsu, 1991 ; Phillips & Russell, 1994). 

For example, Seagram, Gould and Pyke, (1998) reported that students in Social 

Sciences are more likely to collaborate with their supmisor on papers and also reported 

higher levels of overall dshc t ion  with supervision than students in the Natural Sciences 
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or Humanities. However, it was also reported that students in the Natural Sciences met 

more fkquently with their supervisors thaa students in Humanities or the Social 

Sciences. It is interesting to note that frequency of meetings was not the deciding factor 

in overall satisfaction with students in the Social Sciences and Natural Sciences. 

To this point, there does not appear to be any research examining the differences 

in supervision and satisfaction with s u p d o n  across all Faculties in graduate school, 

especially in the area of Education, Engineering, Kinesiology, Nursing and Medical 

Science. The present study will include Faculty as a variable, which will contribute to 

our understanding of the student-supenisor relationship across dl areas of graduate 

education. 

Status 

For exploratory purposes, the perceptions of effective supervision will be 

compared between students completing a master's degree and those completing a doctoral 

degree. To date, there does not appear to be any research examining these differrnces. 

In addition, supemisor status in terms of academic rank will be examined to 

determine if perceptions differ according to position. This as well has not been explored 

in previous research. In terms of academic rank, supervisors will be grouped according 

to the following titles: Assistant Professor, Associate Rofessor, Full Professor, Emeritus 

Rofcssor, and Adjunct Professor. 

Measures dSuptrvision 

According to ICadushin (1992), evaluation of s q e n k r s  and the supewisory 

relationship does not seem to be commoa There are however a few assessment 
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instruments that have been developed for the purpose of evaluating various elements of 

supervisory effectiveness wonk & Thyer, 1997). Most of these have been developed for 

use in clinical and counselling programs. Several of these instruments are reviewed 

below. 

1. Research Supervision Practices 

Youngman (1994) sought to generate descriptions of research supervision 

practices, and student experiences and perceptions. Aims of the study were to develop a 

seEreport instrument for describing the practices of research supervision, and the 

experiences of research students. The instrument developed for the study was used to 

identify the similarities and diffennces in the experiences of students and supervisors in 

the Social Sciences. The instnunexit developed contained a list of behaviors which 

students and supervisors had to check if the behavior was experienced. This was not 

designed using a Likert scale, which would indicate the fkquency of the behaviot. 

Instead, participants simply indicated 'yes' or 'no' to experiencing the behavior. 

The final outcome compared the experiences students reported with the 

experiences supervisors reported. The behaviors were then correlated with general 

situational factors such as subject, course level, and full-timejpart-time, to see if the 

behaviors experienced were different amongst the groups. The study did not examine 

individual relationships to see if there was any correlation between particular behaviors 

and satkfktion with the relationship. Supervisors were asked to refer to their most 

recently completed research student, while students were asked to refer to the supervision 

in their most recent course. Although this instrument has applicability for classroom 
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teacbing/supmrision, it was not designed to examhe the research supervision of 

doctoral d e n t s .  

2. Supewisor Emphasir Rating Sule  

This hstrument designed by Lanning (1986) measures the degree of emphasis on 

60 skills and behaviors that are considered to be important for beginning Master's level 

counseliag students to exhibit. A 7-point Likert scale was used (1 = no emphasis; 7 = 

strong emphasis). The instnunent contains four scales with 15 items comprising each 

scale. The Four scales are: Process Skills (apply to interaction between counselor and 

client in the counseling relationship), Pmonalization Skills (inner attitudes, beliefs, and 

feelings of the counselor), Conceptual Skills (cognitive abilities the counselor has in 

- relation to effective counseling), and Professional Behavior (aspects of a counselor's 

behavior that reflect an ability to adhere to commonly accepted standards for and 

principals of professional practice). Participaats are required to rate the degree to which 

each competency was emphasized in supervision. This instrument looks at what is 

happening in supe~sion, but it is restricted to the counseling student-supervisor 

relationship (i.e., discipline-specific). In addition, it does not address the issue of 

effective nrpavision beyond whether or not the appropriate skills were emphasized by 

the supervisor. 

3. Supervisory Styles Inventory (SSI) 

Described as a promising self-report (Galassi & Trent, 1987), the SSI (Friedlander 

& Ward, 1984) focuses on the process of supervision in Psychotherapy and counseling 

psychology. It was created to measure the "supmisor's distinctive manner of 

approaching and responding to trainees'' (Friedlander & Ward, 1984, p.541). On the SSI, 
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supemison are rated by themselves or by supmrism on 25 bipolar adjectives across 

three factors: attractiveness (warm, supportive, firiendly), interpersonal sensitivity 

(hivested therapeutic, perceptive), and task orientation (focused, thorough, practical). 

The instrument is primarily used to examine mpemisory style within 

supervisor/student/ciient situations. Participauts' rate items according to the degree to 

which they reflect 'general style of supervision' with all students. A Likert scale is used 

ranging from 1 (not very) to 7 (very). Because of the focus on psychotherapy 

supmrision, this instrument is not a good measure for this study. 

4. Supervisory Questionnaire (SQ) 

The Supmisory Questionnaire was designed by Worthington and Roehlke (1979) 

to measure the 'supervisee's perception of frequency of their supe~sor's use of specific 

supe~sor behaviors' (Vonk & Thyer, 1997, p. 109). The instrument contains items that 

describe supervisor behaviors. The behaviors an measured on a 5-point Likert scale 

ranging b m  'perfectly descriptive of my supe~sor's behavior' to 'never'. Tbis 

instrument was also designed specifically to examine supervision in counselling 

programs. All items contain terms such as 'counsellor' and 'counseling practice'. 

Therefore is not appropriate for this study. 

As part of the present study, an kmment will be designed to examine the 

supenisory relationship across all Faculties and departments of graduate education. 

From the instrument, it will be possible to identify the w ~ c t s  relevant to the student- 

supervisory relationship. In addition, perceptions of effectiveness and areas of 

discrepancies will be identified. It will also be possible to m e  the impact of 



demographic and situational factors on the nlatiouship. More specifically, the 

following research questions guide this study. 

Research Questioas 

The present study will investigate the supervisory relationship that exists between 

students and supe~sors in graduate school. Specifically, the mearch questions are: 

1) Whar are the most important characteristics of the student-supenisor relatiomhip in 

graduate education? 

a) What characteristics do students perceive as important? 

b) What characteristics do supervisors perceive as important? 

C) IS there a significant ditference between the characteristics students perceive as 

important and those that supenisors perceive as important? 

2) Can the most important charakteristics be grouped into more general categories or 

constnrcts? 

3) Is there a significant relationship between satisfaction with and perceived impact of 

the characteristics for both students and supavisors? 

4) Is there a significant relationship and/or difference between perceived impact of the 

characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

5 )  Is there a significant diffhence between the overall satisfaon with the supervisory 

relationship for both students and supervisors? 

6) Is there a significant relationship between the satisfation students and supmisors 

have with individual chacteristics and ovaall satisfacton with the supervhry 

reiationship? 



7) Is there a significant relationship between the overall satisfacton with the 

supewisory experience and the satisfacton with graduate education? 

8) Is there a significant relationship between overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

relationship, positive role modeling and the decision to pursue an academic career? 

9) Are there significant differences between demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, 

Faculty) and the satisfaction with the characteristics for both students and 

supmisors? 

10) Are there significant differences between demographic variables (i.e., age, gender, 

Faculty) and the perceived impact of the characteristics for both students and 

supervisors? 

1 1) Is there a significant difference between why students and supervisors decide to work 

together? 



CaAfTERTaREE 

METHODOLOGY 

The purpose of this study was to identify the most important characteristics 

relevant to the perception of effective supe~sion and to examine satisfaction and impact 

of the characteristics in tmns of demographic and situational variables. The 

methodology for the present study was divided into two phases. Phase One involved two 

tasks. The first tasks identified the most important characteristics in the student- 

supervisor relationship. The second tasks involved the development of a nvvey that 

captured perceptions of satisfaction and impact of the characteristics on the supervisory 

relationship, the student's studies and final degree outcome. Two parallel forms of the 

survey were developed in Phase One, one for supervisors (Graduate Supervisory 

Relationship Scale - Fomt A) and a second for students (Gru&te Supervisory 

Relatiomhip Scale - F m  B). The student survey included demographic information on 

the students and the supervisor m y  included demographic information on the 

supervisors. 

Phase Two involved administering the find survey to students and their 

supervisors to examine the quality and nature of the supervisory relationship in graduate 

education. 

Rationale for Research Mctbodoloqy 

Phase One involved both qualitative and quantitative research methodologies 

while Phase Two involved survey methodology. The rationale for the methodologies 

chosen for each phase is outlined below. 



Combined Qualitative and Quantitative Design for Phase One 
rn 

In an attempt to capture the most important characteristics relevant to the 

perception of effective supervision, both qualitative and quantitative measures were used. 

D e d  (1978) used the term triangulation to argue for the combination of methodologies 

in the study of the same phenomenon. Triangulation is based on the assumption that 

"any bias inherent in particular data sources, investigator, and method would be 

neutralized when used in conjunction with other data sources, investigators, and 

methods" (Creswell, 1994, pp. 174). In addition to triangulation, Greene, Caracelli, and 

Graham (1989) have identified other advantages to using combined methods. For one, 

overlapping and different f~ of a phenomenon may emerge from a combination of 

methodologies. Second, mixed methods add scope and breadth to a study. 

In Phase One of this study, a quantitative measure was used to identify the 

importance of the supe~sory characteristics found to be relevant in the literature. In 

addition, a qualitative measure (structured interviews) was used to further support the 

quantitative measure and to capture any additional information relevant to graduate 

student supemision. The data h r n  both methods were then combined to identify the 

most important characteristics in supervisory relationships and to design the survey for 

Phase Two. 

Quantitative Survey Methodology for Phase Two 

Survey research is one of the best research designs available to the social scientist 

interested in describing or exploring a population of individuals too large to observe 

directly (Babbie, 1990). A swey design provides a quantitative description of the 

population through the data collection process of asking questions of people (Fowler, 
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1988). From the data collection, the researcher can then generalize the findings from a 

sample of responses to a population (Crewell, 1994). Inferences can then be made about 

some characteristic, attitude, or behavior of the population being studied (Babbie, 1990). 

The survey approach is particularly pertinent to the goals of this study for several 

reasons. First, this strategy solicits the required perceptions directly from active 

participants involved in the student-supervisor relationship. Perception is involved with 

attitude formation and decision-making because attitudes arc derived fkom experience 

rather than being innate (Duquette, 1993). Surveys are an excellent basis for describing 

people's attitudes and opinions (Shaughnessy & Zechmeister, 1994). Second, surveys use 

the same phrasing and ordering of questions, which makes it "possible to summarire the 

views of al l  respondents succinctly" (Shaugbnessy & Zechmeister, 1994, pp. 1 14). While 

most survey items (Likert-type) are subject to artificially imposed forced responses, this 

study included a request for additional individual comments, which allowed participants 

the opportunity to provide relevant supplementary data. Third, surveys are a more 

efficient approach for examining large populations. One purpose of this study was to 

examhe differences in perceptions in terms of demographic variables such as age, 

Faculty and gender. A large sample size was therefore required to effectively explore the 

differences b m  one group to the next. Finally, survey methodology improves response 

rate as participants can complete the survey at a time and place of their convenience 

(Babbie, 1992). 
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Phase One 

The purposes of Phase One were two fold. First, to identify the most important 

characteristics in the student-supe~sor relationship. The second was to develop a 

survey that captured perceptions of satisfaction and impact of the characteristics on the 

supewisory relationship, the student's studies and final degree outcome. Specifically, 

Phase One addressed the following research question: 

1) what are the most important characteristics of the student-supervisor relationship in 

graduate education? 

a) What characteristics do students perceive as important? 

b) What characteristics do supervisors perceive as important? 

C) IS there a significant difference between the characteristics students perceive as 

important and those that supervisors perceive as important? 

Participants 

One goal of Phase One was to identify the most important characteristics in 

graduate student supervision. It was therefore essential to have students and supenisors 

who were experienced with supervision participate in this Phase. The participants were 

doctoral students and emeritus professors fiom a graduate school population at a large 

urban university. The doctoral students were chosen for two reasons. First, they had 

experience with supervision, al l  had completed most of the journey and were close to 

defending their dissertations. Second, the availability of the students, as they were still 

on campus. In&ewing/surveying doctoral students who had completed their studies 

would be dEcuit, as most were no longer available on campus. Emeritus professors 

were chosen for their years of supervision experience. 
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The names of 30 doctoral students and 30 emeritus professors were randomly 

selected from the university directory. Invitations to participate (Appendix A) were sent 

by campus mail. A total of 16 individuals responded by email and agreed to participate 

in the inteniew. The six emeritus professors (five male and one female) and ten graduate 

students (three male and seven female) represented a range of Faculties (i-e., Education, 

Engineering, Humanities, Science, and Social Science). 

Instrument and Interview Questions 

The List of Supervisory Characteristics (Appendix B) was an btnment designed 

specifically for Phase One of this study. This is a compilation of mostly one-word 

descriptors identified by previous research to be relevant in supervisory relationships 

(Carey & Ivey, 1988; Eggleston & Delamont, 1988; Hill, Acker, & Black, 1994; 

Kadushin, 1992; Kaiser, 1997; McMickl, 1992; Powles, 1988; Teitelbaum, 1998). The 

List of Supervisory Characteristics was divided into three parts. The first part consisted 

of 41 s u p e ~ s o r  characteristics. The second part consisted of 30 student characteristics, 

and the third part consisted of 1 1 general characteristics of supervision. 

For each part, participants were requested to rate the importance of each 

charaaeristic in the supenisory relationship using a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging 

b m  1 (very unimportant) to 5 (very important). Given the god of this study, ratings 

were necessary to identify the most important characteristics in the relationship, 

otherwise an assumption would have been made that all charactnistics are equally 

important. 
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The interview questions for the students (Appendix C) and the supervisors 

(Appendix D) were designed to complement the List of Supervisory Characteristics and 

to add scope and breadth to the study. 

Interview Procedures 

Participauts were contacted by ernail to arrange a time and place for the interview. 

All meetings with participants took place at the University of Calgary. At the beginning 

of each session, participants were informed about the purpose and methodology of the 

study, and the nature of their involvement. They were then asked again if they wished to 

participate. Those who agreed to participate completed a copy of the consent form 

(Appendix E) prior to the commencement of the intmiew. 

The researcher conducted structured face-to-face intenhews with each participant. 

All interviews were audio recorded and lasted fkom 45 minutes to 60 minutes each, 

Once the interview questidns had all been answered, participants were asked to 

rate the importance of the characteristics on the List of Supervisory Chmcrcteristics. 

While they were rating the characteristics, they shared their opinions and interpretations 

of the characteristics. For example, one participant stated "supportive can mean several 

things, such as supportive of personal problems, or supportive of academic problems." 

The researcher recorded all comments such as these and used them to construct items for 

the final survey. 

Data Anaiysis 

The ratings on the List of Supervisory Characteristics were usused to calculate 

means for the students, the supervisors, and both Students and supervisors together. A 

mean of 4.00 or greater was used to select the most important characteristics (Appendix 
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F) and to eliminate characteristics that were not perceived as important. This ensured 

that the chruaaeristics chosen were on average "important" to "very important" as 

perceived by the participants. Using this as a criterion, The List of Supervisory 

Characteristics was reduced to 14 supe~sor  characteristics, 13 student characteristics, 

and 4 characteristics of supemision. 

The interviews were audio =corded and transcribed by the researcher. The 

transaipts were then analyzed to identify common themes and important characteristics 

in graduate student supe~sion. From the content analyses of the interview 

transcriptions, additional characteristics, which were not listed on the List of Supervisory 

Characteristics, were identified by the participants as important in the supervisory 

relationship. These important characteristics which emerged b m  the intmiews were 

combined with the reduced list of characteristics fiom the List of Supervisory 

Chmacteristics and used to develop the slwey for Phase Two. 

Because the data from the interviews add scope and breadth to this study, the 

results are presented in Chapter Four, and discussed in Chapter Five. 

Survey Development 

The development of the final survey for Phase Two involved several tasks. First, 

items measuring demographic information, reason for choosing a supe~sor/agreeing to 

supmi* a student and overall satisfaction were designed for both students and 

supervisors. Second, items representing the important characteristics in the relationship ' 

w m  constructed and written in two parallel fonns: one form for supmisors and one for 

students. 'Ihird, a preliminary m e y  was tested on a sample of students and supemisors 

to W e r  determine the relative importance of each item in the relationship and to 
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identify the most important characteristics of the student-supemisor relationship in 

graduate education. The items mcasllring the most important characteristics formed the 

basis for the final survey measuring satisfdon and experience with supe~sion. Finally, 

open-ended items were designed to gather additional information from the participants. 

Parallel forms of the survey were designed so that data could be collected from 

both students and supervisors. The names given to the two forms were Graduate 

Supervisory Relatiomhip Scale - Fom A: Supervisors and Graduate Supervisory 

Relationship Scale - Form B: Students. 

The final survey consisted of six subscales. The development of each subscale 

will be addressed in the following section of this chapter. However, subscale six will be 

described after the section on the Pilot Test, as it was added &r pilot testing. 

Subscale 1 : Supervisor and Student Information 

The first subscale consisted of items designed to collect demographic idonnation. 

Fom A for supervisors contained 5 items. These were: gender, age, position (e.g., 

Assistant Professor), Faculty or Department, and number of years supenrising muate  

students. Form B for students contained 7 items, which were gender, age, degree, 

Faculty or Department, area of specialisation, yeas to complete program, and citizenship. 

Citizenship was added for exploratory purposes to examine the supervisory experiences 

of visiting students. 

Subscale 2: G e e d  Information about the Supmisory Relationship 

The second subscde of the m e y  was designed to collect general data about the 

supervisory relationship. The goal for this d o n  was to determine why students and 

supewisors decide to work together, whether supervisors are seen as role models. 
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whether the nature of the relationship impacts the decision to pursue an academic 

career and finally overall satisfaction with supewision. The data generated from this 

subscale would contribute to the understanding of the supe~sory relationship, while 

building upon the literature presented in Chapter Two on role modeling, and overall 

satisfaaion with mpmision. 

Fonn A for supervisors contained 3 items. The first item asked supervisors if they 

had a choice in supervising the student. The second item consisted of 7 elements, which 

might influence the decision to supmise a student. Supervisors were asked to rate the 

importance of each in their decision to supervise. Importance was rated on a 5-point, 

Likert-type scale (i.e., 1 = very unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = neither important nor 

unimportant, 4 = important, and 5 = very important). The third item on Fonn A for 

supervisors measured overall satisfaction with the supervisory relationship, also using a 

5-point Likert-type scale (1 = very satisfied, 2 = satisfied, 3 = neither satisfied nor 

dissatisfied, 4 = dissatisfied, 5 = very dissatisfied). 

Form B for students consisted of 8 items. Items 1 and 2 were parallel items to 

items 1 and 2 on Form A for supervisors, whereby students were first asked if they had a 

choice in who supervised them and then asked to rate the importance of 8 elements in 

their decision to work with their supemisor. The third item captured information on 

whether students changed supmison during their program and for what re as or^ This 

item would contribute the understanding of possible areas of conflict between a student 

and supemisor. The fourth item asked students if they considered their supmrisor to be a 

role model. The data collected from this item would be used to examine the relatiomhip 

between role modeling and satidhaion with supervision. 
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The fifth and sixth items explored whether students were planning an academic 

career and whether the supervisory relationship influenced their career decision. The 

final two items of this subscale on Form B measured the students overall satisfaction with 

their supervisory experience and overall satistaction with their graduate education. Both 

of these items were assessed using a S-point Likert-type scale (i.e., 1 = very satisfied, 2 = 

satisfied, 3 = neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 4 = dissatisfied, 5 = very dissatisfied). 

Subscales 3,4 and 5: Supenisor Characteristics, Characteristics of Supervision and 

Student Characteristics 

Subscales 3,4 and 5 were designed to measure satisfaction with and impact of the 

most important characteristics in the supervisory relationship in graduate education. The 

development of these three subscales will be addressed together, as item construction and 

design were similar for each. 

Given that single-word characteristics are somewhat vague and subjective, it was 

not feasible to use the characteristics fiom the List of Supenisoory Characteristics as the 

items to examine satisfaction and impact on the final mrvey (Gradme Supemisury 

Relationship Scale - Form A and Form B). For example, a characteristic such as 'gives 

guidance', could be interpreted in many different ways making it diflicult for participants 

to rate satisfaction. To be more specific, 'gives guidance' could be interpreted in any one 

of the following ways: 

- S u p e ~ s o r  provides guidance on suniving in graduate school 
- Supervisor provides guidance on course selection 
- Supmrisur provides guidance on reading materials/resources 
- Supervisor provides guidance on research topic 

- Supervisor provides guidance on proposal Wfithg 
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Given the multiple ways to interpret characteristics such as 'gives guidance', it 

was necessary to construct descriptive items corresponding to each important 

characteristic. This would lead to a better understanding of the exact nature and 

importance of each characteristic within the supervisory relationship. 

The researcher therefore generated a pool of descriptive items for each of the 

characteristics identified as important from the content analysis of transcribed inteniews 

and the List of Supervisory Chmacteristics. A total of 87 items were generated: 49 

supervisor characteristics (subscale 3), 6 characteristics of supervision (subscale 4), and 

32 student characteristics (subscale 5). Each item was then judged independently by two 

assistants. The assistants were provided with the list of important characteristics and the 

87 items. They were then asked to identify the characteristic that each item was 

measuring and to edit the item for clarity. This ensured content validity and interrater 

agreement. 

Pilot Test 

The 87 items wexe given to a sample of students and supervisors to M e r  

determine the relative importance of each item in the relationship and to reduce the 

s w e y  to include only the most important characteristics. The results fiom this part of 

the study addressed research question one, which was to determine the most important 

characteristics in the supe~sory relationship in graduate education. Importance was 

measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale (i.e., 1 = very unimportant, 2 = unimportant, 3 = 

neither important nor unimportant, 4 = important, and 5 = very important). 



As part of the pilot test, subscales 1 and 2 and the format for measuring 

satisfaction and impact for subscales 3,4 and 5 were also tested. Satisfaction was 

measured on a bpoint Likert-type scale (i.e., 1 = very dissatisfied, 2 = dissatisfied, 3 = 

neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, 4 = satisfied, and 5 = very satisfied). Impact was also 

measured using a Sopoint Likert-type scale (ix., 1 = very negative impact, 2 = negative 

impact, 3 = no impact, 4 = positive impact, and 5 = very positive impact). 

Supervisors were asked to rate their satisfacton with the student characteristics, 

whereas students were asked to rate their satisfaction with the supervisor characteristics 

and characteristics of supervision. Both supervisors and students were asked to rate the 

impact of the supclvisor characteristics, the characteristics of supervision and the student 

characteristics on the supervisory relationship, the student's studies and/or final degree 

outcome. 

Ten students and ten supervisors participated in this portion of the study. 

Participants were graduate students and supervisors from a variety of Faculties and 

departments at the University of Calgary who were known to the researcher. Each 

participant was approached by the researcher and asked if hdshe would complete the 

pilot test. A letter describing the nature of the study and involvement in the study was 

distributed to each supemsor (Appendix G) and each student (Appendix H). Once 

participants agreed to participate, consent fonns were completed (Appendix I). This was 

followed by the completion of the survey. 

For the purpose of pilot testing, two open-ended questions were added to the 

m e y .  The first asked how long it took participants to compiete the nwey and the 

second requested comments and feedback about the nwcy. 



Identification of the Most Important Characteristics 

Using a mean of 4.00 or greater as a criterion measuring the perceived importance 

of the original 87 survey items, the most important characteristics in the student- 

supervisory relationship emerged fiom the pilot test. The final survey consisted of 16 

items measuring supervisor characteristics (subscale 3), 2 items measuring characteristics 

of supervision (subscale 4), and 1 1 items measuring student characteristics (subscale 5). 

The means for these items ranged fiom 4.00 to 5.00 indicating 'important' to 'very 

important' in the relationship. 

The rationale for identifying the most important cbterist ics  and reducing the 

length of the s w e y  was supported by the participants in the feedback received from the 

pilot test. Five supenisors and seven students reported that the survey was too time 

consuming a d  recommended it be reduced. Two supewisors and Four students 

suggested identifying the top 10-1'5 important characteristics or 'salient issues' of 

supervision. 

The identification of the most important characteristics in the supervisory 

relationship was a major component of this study, addressing Research Question 1. 

Therefore the results in terms of means, standard deviations, comments and associated 

descriptors for each of the items will be presented in Chapter Four and Discussed in 

Chapter Five. 

Subscale 6: Open-Ended Questions 

Feedback h m  the pilot study led to the development of subscale 6. Participant 

comments included "having open-ended questions to expand on the relationship", "the 

study should incorporate a qualitative component to capture additional characteristicsn, 
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and "the survey should include questions that examhe negative characteristics". Given 

that many items were eliminated from the swey,  as they were not identified as the most - 
important in the supervisory relationship, coupled with the comments from participants, a 

sixth subscale was designed. This subscale contained three open-ended questions. The 

first question asked participants to comment on the most important characteristics in their 

supervisory relationship. The second question asked if anything had a negative impact on 

their supmisory relationship. Finally, the third question asked participants to comment 

on the factors contributing to the student's success. 

This concluded Phase One of the Study. The Graduate Supetvisory Relationship 

Scale - Form A: Supervisors and the Graduate Supervisory Relationsh$ Scale Fonn B: 

Students (Appendix J and Appendix K respectively) were complete and ready to use in 

Phase Two of the study. 

Phase Two 

The purpose of Phase Two was to explore the satisfaction with and impact of the 

most important characteristics in graduate student supewision. The results of Phase Two 

would address research questions two to eleven. These were: 

2) Can the most important characteristics be grouped into more general categories or 

constructs? 

3) Is there a significant relationship between satisfaction with and perceived impact of 

the characteristics for both students and s u ~ s o t s ?  

4) Is there a significant relationship and/or diffisence between perceived impact of the 

c-stics for both students and mpemisors? 



5) Is there a significant difference M e e n  the overall satisfhon with the 

supe~sory relationship for both students and supervisors? 

6) Is there a significant relationship between the satisfaction students and supenisors 

have with individual characteristics and overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

relationship? 

7) Is there a significant relationship between the overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

experience and the satisfaction with graduate education? 

8) Is there a significant relationship between overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

relationship, positive role modeling and the decision to pursue an academic career? 

9) Are there significant differences between demographic variables (is., gender, age, 

Faculty) and the satisfaction with the characteristics for both students and 

supervisors? 

10) Are there significant differences between demographic variabks (i.e., age, gender, 

Faculty) and the perceived impact of the characteristics for both students and 

supervisors? 

1 1) Is there a significant difference between why students and supervisors decide to work 

together? 

Participants 

Graduate students who had completed their degree and their supervisors 

participated in this part of the study. The students had completed a masters or doctoral 

degree and had convocated in November 2000. By choosing recent graduates, it was 

ensured that the stdents had experienced all stages of the supervisory relationship and 

the experiences were 'fie&' in their minds. Survey packages were distributed to 305 



students and a total of 121 students agreed to participate and returned the completed 

surveys (response rate of 40%). Descriptive data for the student participants are 

presented in Tables 1 .O to 1.4. 

Table 1.0 Student Gender Distribution 

I I Male I Female I 

Table 1.1 Student Age Distribution 

Table 1.2 Student Degree Distribution 

Table 1.3 Student CitiPnship Distribution 
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Table 1.4 Student Faculty Distribution 
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While it was the goal of  the study to sample the perceptions of both students and 

supervisors, the Graduate Supervisory Relationship Scale - Form A and Form B were 

designed to sample specific student and supervisor dyad relationships. 

The supervisors were therefore selected based on whether one or more of their 

students convocating in November 2000 had agreed to participate. In total 121 survey 

packages were sent to supervisors with a total of 43 agreeing to participate and returning 

the completed surveys (response rate of 35.5%)). Descriptive data for the supervisor 

participants are presented in Tables 2.0 to 2.3. 
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Table 2.0 Supervisor Gender Distribution 
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Table 2.2 Supervisor Faculty Distribution 

Table 2.3 Supervisor Rank Distribution 

- Environmental 
Design 

0 
0 

Humanities 

2 
4.7 

Profasor Profasor Professor 
H 3 14 25 1 0 

- Kinesiology 

6 
14.0 

n 
(.A) 

Sciences 

5 
11.6 

Nursing 

4 
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Supervision is seen as both a relationship and a process (Chen & Bernstein, 

2000). As a process, supervision is concerned with "the interaction of supervision 

participants, who reciprocally negotiate, shape, and define the nature of their 

relationship.. .and as a relationship, supemision fimctions as the context within which the 

supervisor-supervisee interactions rmfold" (Chen & Bermtein, 2 0 0 ,  pp. 485). Many 

studies of interpasod relationships such as the one between a student and supmisor 

have examined one or both members in the relationship in an attempt to understand the 

exact natlne of the relationship. However, to the knowledge of the researcher, previous 

Engineering 

4 
9.3 

Socirl 
Scknces 

7 
16.3 

- 0 

Management 

0 

1 Emeritus 

!Social 
Work 

2 
4.7 4.7 I 9 3  



68 
studies have only examined supervisors and/or students separately and not as a dyad in 

graduate education. It has been suggested that t w o - p n  relationships should be studied 

at the level o f  the dyad as well as at the level of the individual if the relationship is to be 

I l ly  understood (Gonzalez & Griffin, 1999). A dyadic relationship is essentially a two- 

person group (McCall & Simmons, 199 1). In this case the two-person group involves a 

supervisor and a student. 

Procedure 

The names of the graduate students wnvocating in November 2000 was compiled 

from the posted convocation list. The researcher attended convocation and distributed 

survey packages to all graduate students in attendance. Additional packages were sent by 

campus mail to students who had not attended their graduation ceremony. A total of 305 

packages were distributed. Student packages contained the following: 

1 .  A letter describing the study and requesting their participation (Appendix L). The 

letter included a deadline of December 15 2000 for returning the completed nrrvey to 

the researcher. 

2. Two copies of  the consent form (Appendix M), agreeing to participate. One copy for 

their records and one copy returned to the researcher. 

3. One copy ofthe Graduate Supervisory Relationship Scale - F m  B (Appendix K). 

4. A set of clear and explicit htmcti011~ for completing the swey. 

5. A return envelope addressed to the researcher in the Graduate Division of Educational 

Research. Packages were returned through campus mail. No postage was required. 
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All ntumed m e y s  h m  the students were assigned a number for analysis 

purposes and for matching supervisors with students. The wmes of the supervisors were 

obtained fiom the graduate secretaries in the applicable departments. Supervisor surveys 

were number coded to match the student they were refmiDg to when completing the 

survey. In total, 121 supenisor packages were distributed, one for each of the students 

who had returned completed surveys. Supenisor packages contained the following: 

1. A letter describing the study and requesting their participation (Appendix N). The 

letter included a deadline of January 19&, 2001 for returning the completed survey to 

the researcher. 

2. Two copies of the consent form (Appendix M), agreeing to participate. One copy for 

their records and one copy returned to the researcher. 

3. One copy of the Graduate Supervisory Relationship Scale - Fonn A (Appendix J). 

4. A set of clear and explicit &ctions for completing the survey. 

5. A return envelope addressed to the researcher in the Graduate Division of Educational 

Research. Packages were returned through campus mail. No postage was required. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results from this study. The chapter is divided into three 

sections. Section One presents data collected h m  Phase One, leading to the design of 

the Graduate Supervisory Relationship Scale - Fonn A: Supervisors and the Graduate 

Supentsory Relationship Scale - Form B: Students. This section addresses research 

question one: 

1) What are the most important characteristics of the student-supexvisor relationship in 

graduate education? 

a) What characteristics do students perceive as important? 

b) What characteristics do supervisors perceive as important? 

C) IS there a significant difference between the characteristics students perceive as 

important and those that supervisors perceive as important? 

Section Two presents the results fiom the inferential analysis addressing research 

questions two to eleven. The descriptive data collected h m  the Gradmte Supervisory 

Relationship Scale - Form A: Supervisors and the Graduate Supervisory Relationsh@ 

Scale - Fom B: Stdents are presented alongside the associated research question. The 

research questiom addressed in this section are: 

2) Can the most important characteristics be grouped into more general categories or 

COIIS~TUC~S? 



71 
3) Is there a sigmficant relationship between satisfaction with and perceived impact of 

the characteristics for both students and supmison? 

4) Is there a significant relationship a d o r  d8erence between perceived impact of the 

characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

5 )  Is there a significant difference between the overall satisfaction with the supe~sory 

relationship for both students and supervisors? 

6) Is there a significant relationship between the satisfaction students and supervisors 

have with individual characteristics and overall satisfaction with the supe~sory 

relationship? 

7) Is there a significant relationship between the overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

experience and the satisfaction with graduate education? 

8) Is there a significant relationship between overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

relationship, positive role modeling and the decision to pursue an academic career? 

9) Are there significant differences between demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, 

Faculty) and the satisfaction with the characteristics for both students and 

supervisors? 

1 0) Are there significant differences between demographic variables (i.e., age, gender, 

Faculty) and the perceived impact of the characteristics for both students and 

supervisors? 

1 1) Is there a significant diffixence between why students and supervisors decide to work 

together? 
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Section Three presents qualitative data collected fiom open-ended questions on 

the Grahuote Supervisory Relationship Scale - Form A: Supervisors and the Graduate 

Supervisory Relationship Scale - Form B: Students. Major themes that emerged fiom the 

qualitative data are presented. 

Data Analysis 

The data were analyzed via descriptive and inferential statistics using the 

statistical software program SPSS 9.0. For all statistical tests, the level of significance 

was set at p s -05. Table 3.0 presents a summary of the analysis for each of the research 

questions. 



Table 3.0 Analysis Summary According to Research Questions 

Research Question 

I) What are the most important characteristics o f  the student-supervisor relationship i n  
graduate education? 
a) What characteristics do students perceive as important? 
b) What characteristics do supervisors perceive as important? 
c) I s  them a significant difference between the characteristics students perceive as 

important and those that supervisors perceive as important? 

2) Can the most important characteristics be grouped into more general categories or  
constructs? 

3) Is there a significant relationship between sat isfaction with and perceived impact o f  the 
characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

4) I s  there a significant relationship andlor difference between perceived impact o f  the 
characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

. 5) Is there a significant difference between the overall satisfaction with the supervisory 
relationship for both students and supervisors? 

6) Is there a significant relationship between the satisfaction students and supervisors have 
with individual characteristics and overall satisfaction with the supervisory relationship? 

7) Is  there a significant relationship between the overall satisfaction with the supervisory 
experience and the satisfaction with graduate education? 

8) Is there a significant relationship between overall satisfaction with the supervisory 
relationship, positive role modeling and the decision to pursue an academic career? 

' 9) A n  there significant differences between demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, Faculty) 
and the satisfaction with the characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

10) Are there significant differences between demographic variables (i.e., age, gender, Faculty) 
and the perceived impact of the characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

I I) Is there a significant dimerenee between why students and supervisors decide to work 
toget her? 

Analysis 

.I 

Mean criterion of 4.00 on importance 
scale combined with content analysis o f  
the interviews. 

Series o f  2-tailed t-tests 

Principal Axis Factoring 

Pearson Correlations 

Pearson Correlation by Dyad 
Series o f  paired samples t-tests 
Paired samples t-test 

Linear Regression Analysis 

Pearson Correlation 

Point-biserial Correlations and Pearson 
Correlations 
Series of 2-tailed t-tests and 
ANOVA's 
Series o f  2-tailed t-tests and 
ANOVA's 
Series of Paired Samplcs t-tests 



Section One 

Research Question One 

What are the most important characteristics of the student-supervisor relationship in 

graduate education? 

a) What characteristics do students perceive as important? 

b) What characteristics do supervisors perceive as important? 

C) IS there a significant Werence between the characteristics students perceive as 

important and those that supervisors perceive as important? 

The Most Important Characteristics Identified from Phase One 

As previously mentioned in Chapter Three, the researcher generated a pool of 

descriptive items for each of the characteristics identified as important fiom the content 

analysis of tmscribed interviews and the List of Supervisory Chmrrcteristics. 

Using a mean of 4.00 or greater as a criterion, the most important characteristics 

in the student-supavisory relationship were identified. The final survey consisted of 16 

items measuring supervisor characteristics (subscale 3), 2 items measuring characteristics 

of supmision (subscale 4), and 1 1 items measuring student characteristics (subscale 5). 

Student and supervisor means and standard deviations for these final items are presented 

in Table 2.0. In addition, Table 2.0 includes the associated descriptors fiom the List of 

Supervisory Characteristics, and transcribed comments from the interviews supporting 

the importance of each item. The means for these items ranged from 4.00 to 5.00 

indicating 'important' to 'very importantv in the relationship. Items without associated 

descriptors were generated based only on comments h m  the intewiews. However their 

importance was validated after meeting the mean criterion of 4.00. 
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Both students and supexvisors identified the saw characteristics as being the 

most important in the student-supervisory relationship. Two-tailed t-tests were calculated 

for each of the items in Table 4.0 to determine if there were statistically significant 

difTinences between student ratings of importance and supervisor ratings of importance. 

There were no significant differences between the two groups. 



Table 4.0 The Most Important Characteristics of Supervision Identified from the Pilot Test and Interviews 

Associa tcd 
Descriptor 
from Llrl of 
Supetvisory 

Characte~istics 

Accessible 
Available 

Prompt 

Available 

Supervisor 
Means and 
Standard 
Ucvir4ions 
(n = 10) 

4.60 
(,5 164) 

4.40 
(6992) 

4.40 
(,8433) 

4.50 
(-5270) 

Survey Item 
(Charactcriatlc) 

Subscak 3: 
Supervisor was easily 
accessible (by phone, 
email or in penon) 

Supervisor returned 
messages promptly 

I 

Supervisor discussed 
e~pectations at the 
beginning of my 
program 

Supervisor's schedule 
could accommodate the 
demands of supervision 

Student Means 
and Standard 

Devint ions 
(n = 10) 

4.80 
($42 16) 

4.50 
(, 5270) 

4.50 
(.5270) 

4.70 
(.4830) 

Supporting lntcrvicw Comments 

Student: "Ineffective supervision would be described as unavailable. I 
never knew where to find him or how to contact him." 
Supervisor: "Being available to students is important." 

Student: "Knowing how to contact them is  one thing but sometimes they 
don't seem to care because they call back a week later. Meanwhile I was 
left hanging with an important question. Sometimes I asked the secretary 
if they received my message and realized they had several days earlier. Or 
I would put acknowledge on my email and know he had read it. This can 
be so frustrating." 

Student: "I wish my supervisor had told me what to expect at the 
beginning of my program." 
Student: "My supervisor discussed his expectations at the beginning of my 
program. This helped me plan and kept me focused. It also helped 
motivate me." 
Supervisor: "Saying hello to students but not laying out clear objectives 
and expectations in the beginning. You have to be clear on what you 
expect or students will flounder." 

Student: "My supervisor gave me the least amount of time as possible. His 
schedule could not accommodate supervision." 
Supervisor: "Times have changed. We have so many other jobs now as 
well as teaching and research. There have been so many cut backs that it 
i s  hard for the few supervisors to supervise all the students. Too heavy a 
load now." 

.t 



Table 4.0 continued 

Survey Item 
(Chrrrctcrbtic) 

Supervisor was 
available to discuss 
academic issues 

Supervisor was 
supportive of my 
academic problems 

Supervisor believed in 
my ability 

Supervisor provided 
guidance on my 
research topic 

Supervisor provided 
guidance on research 
proposal writing 

Supervisor 
Means and 
Standard 
Deviations 
(n = 10) 

4.80 
(.42 16) 

4.40 
(.8433) 

4.00 
( I .633) 

4.70 
(.4830) 

4.80 
(-42 16) 

Student Means 
and Standard 

Dcvlrtkns 
(n a 10) 

4.80 
(.42 16) 

4.70 
(.4830) 

4.70 
(.4830) 

4.80 
(-42 16) 

4.60 
(,5 144) 

' 

Associated 
Descriptor 
from Lijt of 
Supewbory 

Charuc~ctIs~Ics 

Available 

Supportive 

Gives Guidance 

Gives Guidance 

Supporting Interview Comments 

Student: "A person who listens and is there in an academic sense. At the 
intellectual level, listening is essential." 
Supervisor: "Failed communication and inability to discuss academic 
issues would be an example of ineffective supervision." 

Student: *I would not describe my supervisory relationship as ideal. I was 
left on my own entirely, with little academic support." 
Student: "My supervisor was very supportive of any professional and 
academic problems that came up," 

Student: "He believed more than I did sometimes that I was capable of 
completing the thesis and succeeding. This was crucial. They need to 
show you they believe in you." 
Supervisor: "Some students especially the females 1 have supervised and 
please no offence to you, but they need pats on the back all the time. They 
want to be told you have faith in their abiliv." 

Student: "My supervisor was ineffective. We did not provide guidance on 
my research topic and therefore I spent an entire year bying to find 
something to study. What a waste of time," 
Supervisor: "Students need guidance. Some more than others but they all 
need some guidance whether it's on the topic or the writing or whatever." 

Student: "My supervisor was a guide for me. Constant guidance every 
time I went off track. This was impoflant." 
Supervisor: as above 
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Table 4.0 continued 

Supporting Interview Comments 

Student: as above, Same comments as previous item. 
Supervisor: "Some students need extreme guidance and sometimes you 
have to provide this." 

Student: "My supervisor was great. She provided me with constmctive 
criticism throughout the entire process." 

Student: "Giving feedback can mean several things. I think the most 
important would be feedback on the thesis." 
Student: "Ineffective would be providing poor feedback or negative 
feedback without realizing the etrect the feedback i s  having on the 
student, A supervisor needs to know how much feedback to give. A 
student can only take so much at once. The feedback shouldn't be 
negative, only constructive." 
Supervisor: "It's up to the supervisor to ensure the world will understand 
the thesis, therefore imperative to provide feedback and criticism when 
needed, The thesis is  just as much about the supervisor as it is about the 
student." 

Student: "An effective supervisor is one who i s  open to ideas. They can be 
so over-attached to their own ideas. No flexibility in terns of topic, 
Supervisors have big egos and they push their ideas too much. An 
example would be: Oh, you don't want to read that or agree with him." 

Suwey Item 
(Cha rac t erist ic) 

Supervisor provided 
guidance on 
thesis/dissertation 
writing 
Supew isor provided 
constructive 
cri ticism/feedback on 
the quality of my 
research proposal 

Supervisor provided 
constructive 
criticismlfeedback on 
the quality of my 
thesis/dissertat ion 

Supervisor was open to 
ideas about the direction 
of my research 

Supervisor 
Means and 
Standard 
Deviations 

(n = 10) 

5 .M) 

(.w) 

4.70 
(,4830) 

4.80 
(.42 16) 

4.60 
(.5 164) 

Student Means 
and Standard 

Deviations 
(n 10) 

4.70 
(-6749) 

4.80 
(.42 16) 

4.80 
(.42 16) 

4.70 
(.4830) 

Associated 
Descriptor 
from Llrr of 
SupewIroy 

Ckaractetkfks 

Gives Guidance 

Gives Feedback 

Gives Feedback 

Open to Ideas 
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Table 4.0 continued 

Supporting Interview Comments 

Student: "My supervisor knew my topic inside out. This helped because I 
' 

was just learning," 
Supervisor: "If a supervisor doesn't understand the student's topic then it is 
sure to be a disaster." 
Supervisor: "You have to be an expert in the students topic." 

Student: "My supervisor encouraged me to apply for scholarships and 
funding, This was important because there was no money for graduate 
students. I would not have been able to stay in grad school without the 
moneyn 
Supervisor: "It is the supervisors role to facilitate finding. To encourage 
the student to go after scholarships etc . . . " 
Student: "A good supervisor writes good letters for you. Not the 
superficial letters that put you in the same category as all other grad 
students. " 

Student: "I don't think frequent meetings is the way to describe it. 
Frequent can mean constant and I did not need that. I would prefer this to 
say regular meetings. I appreciated regular meetings to check on my 
progress and keep me on track." 
Supervisor: "Supelvisors have to have regular meetings with students 
because some of the best get turned off in the middle and it's better if you 
can see that coming and get them motivated again." 

Student: "My supervisor made our meetings look like a chore. He rushed 
' 

them and focused on other things while I was talking, like opening mail 
and answering the pllone. Then he would say 'well carry on'," 

Associated 
Descriptor 
from LLrr of 
Supcmfsory 

Characte~istics 

Knowledgeable 

Encouraging 

Supportive 

Frequent 
Meetings during 

Proposal, 
Candidacy, and 

Thesis 

Organised 
Focused 

Supervisor 
Means m d  
Standard 
Deviations 

(n = 10) 

4.50 
(.5270) 

4.40 
(.6992) 

4.30 
(,8233) 

4.40 
(.6992) 

4.20 
(.6325) 

Survey item 
(Characteristic) 

Supervisor was 
knowledgeable about 
my research topic 

Supervisor encouraged 
me to apply for 
scholarships 

Supervisor wrote letters 
of support for me (8.g. 
scholarships, career 
opportunities) 
S u k r l t  4: 

Regular meetings were 
scheduled during 
proposal 
generationtwriting 
stages 

' Scheduled meetings 
were of adequate length 
to accomplish necessary 
tasks 

Student Means 
md Strndrrd 

Kkvhtions 
(n = 10) 

4.20 
(-7888) 

4.60 
(.5 164) 

4.90 
(. 3 I 62) 

4,50 
(.5270) 

4.50 
(. 5270) 

L 
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Table 4.0 continued 

Associated 
Descriptor 
from Lhr of 
S.eNLrory 

Ckaruc~e~Astllcs 

Accessible 

Organised and 
Time-Managed 

Organised and 
Time-Managed 

Supervisor 
Meana and 
Standard 
Devhlions 
(n = 10) 

4.50 
(,5270) 

4.50 
(.7071) 

4.80 
(-42 16) 

Survey Item 
(Chrractcristic) 

Subscale 5: 

Student was easily 
accessible (by phone, 
email, or in person) 

Shidents schedule could 
accommodate the 
demands of  graduate 
school 

- - - - - - - - 

Student's ability to meet 
appropriate deadlines 

Supporting lntervkw Comments 

Student: "I wasn't easily accessible and I think this annoyed my supervisor 
sometimes, But I had a job and a family as well as school work." 
Supervisor: "I'm glad you have student accessibility here because we need 
to be able to find them too." 

Student: "This is so important because students are very busy compared to 
25 years ago, We have families to support so we have to work. It's 
important to be able to juggle it all." 
Supervisor: "Successful students are focused on their studies, My most 
recent relationships have not been as successhl as previous ones because 
students have changed. They have families and jobs and all this other 
stuff. Students should come to grad school ready to take it all on, These 
other responsibilities get in the way." 
Supervisor: "Students used to be single and now they want to go home at 
4:30 to be with family or to let the wife out. Supervision is harder than i t  
was in the sixties because students have dual roles." 

Supervisor: "Good experiences involve, 
when they say they will, Being able to meet deadlines." 

Student Means 
rad Stnndrrd 

Dtvia tions 
(n = 10) 

4.40 
(.S 164) 

4.50 
(.S270) 

4.60 
(.5 1 64) 
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Table 4.0 continued 

Associated 
Descriptor 
f o m  Lisr of 
Supcrvlsory 

C'aractetbtlcs 

Questioning 

Motivated 

Accepts 
Criticism 

Supervisor 
Mans and 
Standard 
Ikviatlons 
(n = 10) 

4.40 
(.6992) 

4.50 
(.5270) 

4.40 
(. 5 1 64) 

4.50 
(.5270) 

Survey Item 
(Characteris tic) 

Student's willingness to 
scek new information 
by reading additional 
resources 
Student's willingness to 
share authorship on 
joint projects 

1 

Student's motivation to 
complete their program 
on time 

Student's willingness to 
admit mistakes 

Supporting Interview Comments 

Supervisor: "Students need to be independent and go after new 
information. We can't constantly tell them what to read and where to find 
it." 

Supervisor: "Students will argue over authorship. This can be so dinticult 
and often requires intervention fiom the Dean." 

Student: "The most important characteristic for me was my own 
determination and motivation to get through." 
Supervisor: "My best experiences have been with students who am 
motivated and want to learn. Some apply to get in but are not motivated. " 
Supervisor: "Students are taking too long to finish. The length of time 
they are taking is  ridiculous. It should only take 2 years for a master's 
degree and no more than 5 years for a PhD. Seven or eight years is  
ridiculous. This i s  not always the student's fault. Supervisors have to push 
them and keep them motivated." 

Student: "Being able to accept criticism rneans being able to admit you 
weren't on the right track. In other words, you messed up. Admitting 
mistakes is hard but it's important if you want to grow," 
Supervisor: "I had a wonderful experience with this particular student who 
could handle feedback and criticism. He didn't take it as an attack. We are 
there to find their mistakes and help them through it, They need to be able 
to handle this." 

- 

Student Means 
and Standard 

Ikvirtioar 
(n = 10) 

4.50 
(. 5270) 

4.40 
(.6992) 

4.60 
(,5 164) 

4.50 
(. 5270) 



Section Two 

Research Question Two 

Can the most important characteristics be grouped into more general categories or 

coxlsmcts? 

Factor analysis is a technique that is used to indicate whether or not the various 

items on a survey can be grouped into a few clusters reflecting a different construct 

(Streiner, 1994). It was initially intended that an exploratory factor analysis would be 

performed on the 18 items measuring student satisfacton with Supervisor Characteristics 

and Characteristics of Supemision and on the 1 1 items measuring supmisor satisfaction 

with Student Characteristics to determine the existence of an underlying factor structure. 

However, the small sampling of supervisors (n = 43) was inadequate to justify a factor 

d y s i s  of the satisfaction with the Student Characteristics. The sample of students (n = 

121) was sufficient to employ a fictor analysis on the Supervisor Characteristics 

(Subscale 3) and Characteristics of Supewision (Subscale 4). 

A principal components analysis was initially performed on the 18 items. Five 

factors meeting the eigenvalue-one rule were extracted. However, three of the factors 

contained fewer than three variables and according to Streiner (1994), factors should be 

comprised of a minimum of three variables otherwise the factor should be discarded. The 

researcher therefore decided to employ a common factor analysis (principal axis 

factoring) with oblique rotation and requested a two-factor solution. Oblique rotation 

was selected because the correlation between the two factors was considered to be 

moderate to high (r = -.499). The eigeavalues for the two exaaaed factsrs were 7.741 
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and 2.061, together accounting for 54.5% of the total variance. Factor loadings f?om 

this fector analysis are presented in Table 5.0. 

Table 5.0 Principal Axis Factoring: Two-Factor Solution 

Factors Variables 
1 2 

Supervisor was easily accessible (by phone, email or in 
petso") 

,873 
Supervisor rcturncd messages promptly .717 
Supervisor discussed at the beginning of my 
Program 

0.472 
Supmisofs schedule could a c c o r n m ~  the demands of 
supervision .568 

Supervisor was available to discuss academic issues .639 
Supervisor was supportive of my academic problems .449 
Supervisor believed in my ability .3 14 
Supervisor pv idcd  guidance on my research topic 
Supervisor provided guidance on research proposal writing 
Su-r provided guidance an thesis/disscrtltiw writing 
Supervisor provided coasauctive criticism/f- on the 
quality of my - P@ 
Supervisor providcd umsnuctive crit icismlfwk on the 
quality of my thesiddhatation 
Supmbc was open to ideas about the dircaion of my 
research .3 32 
Suprvisor war knowledgable about my research topic 
Supvisor encouraged me to apply for scholarships .564 
Supmrisor wmte letters of support for me (e.g. 
scholanhips, carecr opporamities) .47 1 
Regular meetings w m  scheduled during propod 
g e n ~ o ~ t i n g  stages ,815 
Scheduled meetings were of adequate length to accomplish 
ncccssaytasks .778 
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Ten variables loaded on the first factor and six variables loaded on the second 

factor. The only variable to obtain a substantive loading on both factors was 'supemisor's 

belief in student's ability". Factor 1 was assigned the name Supervision Structure 

because characteristics loading highly on this factor reflected the management and 

o r g e t i o n  of the relationship (availabiiity, academic support and flexibility). Factor 2 

was given the name Supervisor Ejrpertike because characteristics loading on this factor 

reflected the knowledge and expertise of the supenisor and the extent to which he/she 

used this knowledge to guide the student (expectations, guidance, feedback, and 

knowledge). The characteristic "belief in student's ability' was reflected in both factors. 

The high correlation between the Factors indicates the two dimensions of 

Supervision Structure and Supemisor Expertise are related. Essentially, supervisors who 

do one well also seem to do the other well. 

Research Question Tbne 

Is there a significant relationship between satisfaction with and perceived impact of the 

characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

Student participants' were asked to rate their satisfaction with Supavisor 

Charactaistics (Subscale 3) and Characteristics of Supervision (Subscale 4) whereas 

supervisors were asked to rate their satisfaction with Student Characteristics (Subscale 5) .  

Both were asked to rate the perceived impact of the chmacteristic on the arpavisory 

relationship, the student's studies and/or final degree outcome. Research question three 

examined the relationship between satisfaaion and perceived impact for student 
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responses on Subscales 3 and 4 and the relationship b e e n  satisfaction and perceived 

impact for supenisor responses on Subscale 5. 

Student Responses to Subscales 3 and 4 

The results of how students responded to the items m h g  satisfaction with 

and impact of Supenisor Characteristics (Subscale 3) and Characteristics of Supervision 

(Subscale 4) are presented in Table 6.0. Table 7.0 presents the Pearson Product-Moment 

Correlation coefficients between satisfhon and perceived impact for these same 

characteristics. 

AU items on Subscale 3 (Supervisor Characteristics) showed a statistically 

sigdlcant positive correlation between student satisfiation with the supervisor 

characteristic and perceived impact of the characteristic on the supervisory relationship, 

the student's studies and/or the f b d  degree outcome. 

The two items on Subscale 4 (Characteristics of Supemision) also showed a 

statistically significant positive correlation between student satisfaction and pmeived 

impact of the characteristic on the mpenisory relationship, the student's studies and/or 

the final degree outcome. 

Supervisor Responses to Subscale 5 

The d t s  of how supe~sors responded to the items measwing satisfaction with 

and impact of Student Characteristics (Subscale 5 )  are presented in Table 8.0. Table 9.0 

presents the Pearson Product-Moment Cornlation coefficients between satisfaction and 

perceived impact for these same characteristics. 

AU items on Subscale 5 (Student Chatactcristics) showed a statistidy significant 

positive correlation between nrpervisor d a c t i o n  with the student characteristic and 
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perceived impact of the characteristic on the supe~sory relationship, the student's 

studies andlor the tinal degree outcome. 



Table 6.0 Student Satisfaction and Impact Ratings on Subscale 3: Supervisor Characteristics and 
Subscale 4: Characteristics of Supervision 

Satisfaction Ratings: 
1 = Very Dissatisfied 
2 = Dissatisfied 
3 = Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
4 = Satisfied 
5 = Very Satisfied 

lmpact Ratings: 
1 = Very negative Impact 
2 = Negative Impact 
3 = N o  Impact 
4 = Positive Impact 
5 = Very Positive Impact 

Item/Cbaracteristic 

Subscale 3: 
1. Supervisor was easily accessible (by phone, 

email or in person) 
2. Supervisor returned messages promptly 

beginning of my program 
4. Supervisor's schedule could accommodare the 

demands of supervision 
5. Supervisor was available to discuss academic 

issues 

Impact (a = 121) Satisfaction (a = 121) 
1 
YO 
4.1 

5 .O 

3 ,3 
I 

8.3 

1.7 

2.5 

3.3 

4 
TO 

36.4 

30.6 

31.4 

31.4 

40.5 

5 
YO 

40.5 

38.0 

24 .O 

24 .O 

24.8 

1 
o/. 

4.1 

2.5 

3.3 

9.1 

0 

8.3 19.8 25.6 

8. Supervisor provided guidance on my research 
topic 

' 9. Supervisor provided guidance on research 
proposal writing 

10. Supervisor provided guidance on 
thesisldisscrtatlon writing 

S 
% 

29.8 

30.6 

16.5 

19.0 

23.1 

2 
YO 
19.0 

15.7 

16.5 

22.3 

14.0 

5 ,O 

1.7 

4.1 

3 
YO 
10.7 

18.2 

32.2 

19.0 

20.7 

2 
YO 

20.7 

22.3 

29.8 

24.8 

17.4 

-- 
5.8 

14.0 

15.7 

14.0 

31.4 

33.1 

42.1 

32.2 

3 
YO 
4.1 

11.6 
o S u p e r v i s o r d i r c u s s e d e x p e e t a l i o n s e c L c - - - p  13.2 

12.4 

17.4 

- 
47.1 

26.4 

19.8 

24.0 

10.7 

20.7 

17.4 

24.8 

4 
VO 

30.6 

25.6 

29.8 

29.8 

40.5 

32.2 

3 1.4 

43.8 

32.2 

47.9 

28.9 

21.5 

24.8 

2.5 

0 

0.8 

2.5 

7.4 

14.0 

10.7 

8.3 

P 

11.6 
I 

26.4 

26.4 

33.1 



Table 6.0 continued 

I t tdCbr r rc te r i s t i c  

1 1. Supervisor provided constructive 
criticismtfeedback on the quality of my research 
proposal 

12. Supervisor provided constructive 
criticismjfeedback on the quality of my 
thrrsisfdissertation 

13. Supervisor was open to ideas about the direction 
of my research 

14. Supervisor was knowledgeable about my 
research topb 

I 5. Supervisor encouraged me to apply for 
scholarships 

-- 

Id Supervisor wrote letters of support for me (e.g. 
scholarships, career opportunities) 

Subncalt 4: 
17. Regular meetings were scheduled during 

proposal generationjwriting stages 
18. Scheduled meetings were of adequate length to 

accomplish necessary tasks 

Impact (n = 121) I Satisfaction (n = 121) 
1 
O/o 

2.5 

2.5 

0.8 

1.7 

0 

0.8 

6.6 

5.0 

2 
yo 

7.4 

10.7 

5.0 

9.1 

26.4 

9.9 

14.0 

8.3 

4 
yo 

43 .O 

33.9 

37.2 

26.4 

24.8 

35.5 

37.2 

46.3 

5 
O/a 

25.6 

25.6 

36.4 

43.8 

12.4 

22.3 

14.9 

15.7 

3 
./o 

12.4 

16.5 

10.7 

9.9 

37.2 

27.3 

20.7 

18.2 

3 
yo 

25.6 

22.3 

17.4 

14.0 

42.1 

34.7 

26.4 

24.8 

1 
g/o 

2.5 

2.5 

4.1 

5 
% 

27.3 

33.1 

45.5 

50.4 

11.6 

24.8 

16.5 

19.0 

4 
yo 

38.8 

38.8 

40.5 

31.4 

19.0 

32.2 

38.0 

46.3 

2 
yo 

14.9 

14.0 

5.8 

9.1 

5.0 20.7 

2.5 

8.3 

7,4 

9.9 

17.4 

9.1 



Table 7.0 Correlations between Perceived Student Satisfaction and Perceived Student lmpact for 
Items I - 18 on Subscales 3 and 4. 

I Pearson Correlation between 
Item/Characteristic 

I. Supervisor was easily accessible (by phone, email or in person) 
2. Supervisor returned messages promptly 
3. Supmisor discussed cxpectafions at the beginning of  my program 
4. Supervisor's schedule could accommodate the demands of supervision 
5. Supervisor was available to discuss academic issues 
6. Supervisor was suppodve of my academic problems 
7. Supervisor believed in my ability 
8.  Supervisor provided guidance on my research topic 

9. Supervisor provided guidance on research proposal writing 
10. Supervisor provided guidance on thesisldissertation writing 
I I .  Supervisor provided constructive criticismffeedback on the quality of 

my research proposal 
12. Supervisor provided constructive criticismlfeedback on the quality o f  

my thesisldissertation 
13. Supervisor was open to ideas about the direction of my research 

Satisfaction with and Impact 
of the Characteristic 

.924** 

.931** 

.853** 

.929** 

.890** 

.934** 
,936'' 
.895** 
.919** 
.881** 

.903** 

.912** 

.865** 
14. Supervisor was knowledgeable about my research topic 
15, Supervisor encouraged me to apply for scholarships 

.909* * 
,867"" 

16. Supervisor wrote letters of support for me (e.g. scholarships, career 
opportunities) 

17. Regular meetings were scheduled during proposal generationlwriting 

I 
.. - -  tasks 

*+ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 

.903 ** 
,931** stages 

18. Scheduled meetings were of adequate length to accomplish necessary .928* * 



Table 8.0 Supervisor Satisfaction and lmpact Ratings on Subscale 5: Student Characteristics 

Satisfaction Ratings: 
1 = Very Dissatisfied 
2 = ~isktisfied 
3 = Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
4 = Satisfied 
5 = Very Satisfied 

Impact Ratings: 
1 = Very negative lmpact 
2 = Negative Impact 
3 = No Impact 
4 = Positive Impact 
5 = Very Positive Impact 

i I Itedcharrcteristic 

Subscale 5: 
I .  Student was easily accessible (by phone, emsil, 

or in person) 
2. Shrdents schedulc could accommodate the 

demands of graduate school 
3. Student's ability to meet appropriate deadlines 

I-- 
personal issues 

5. Student's enthusiasm about their studies 

6, Student's attitude about their studies 

7. Student's competence to undertake a research 
project 

' 8. Student's willingness to seek new infonnation 
by reading additional resources 

9. Student's willingness to share authorship on 
joint projects 

10. Student's motivation to complcte their program 
' 

on time 
I I. Student's willingness to admit mistakes 

Impact (a = 43) Satisfaction (a = 43) 
1 

740 

2.3 

2.3 

3 
YO 
7.0 

4.7 

2 
Vm 
2.3 

18.6 

4 
Vm 

46.5 

37.2 

3 
YO 
4.7 

2.3 

1 
% 

2.3 

4.7 

34.9 
-- 

18.6 

41.9 

5 1.2 

37,2 

41.9 

14.0 

39.5 

23.3 

4 
!% 

62.8 

51.2 

5 
YO 

41.9 

37.2 

2 
YO 
4.7 

18.6 

0 46.5 

5 
% 

25.6 

23.3 
I 

46.5 --- 
25.6 

48.8 

53.5 

41.9 

48.8 

23.3 

46.5 

37.2 

2,j 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

4.7 

2.3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.3 

2.3 

7.0 

9.3 

11.6 

11.6 

4.7 

0 

11.6 

9.3 

9.3 32.6 

7.0 

9.3 

14.0 

9.3 

7.0 

0 

14.0 

11.6 

53.5 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

7.0 

65.1 

9.3 

11.6 

20.9 

41.9 

30.2 

44.2 

46.5 

20.9 

37.2 

53.5 

39.5 

7.0 

0 

9.3 

4.7 

58.1 

4.7 

4.7 

27.9 

34.9 

32.6 

39.5 

39.5 

18.6 

30.2 

44.2 
A 





Research Qmtstion Four 

Is there a significant relationship and/or difference between perceived impact of the 

characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

Both students and supervisors witbin a dyad relationship were requested to rate the 

perceived impact of each characteristic on the supervisory relationship, the student's studies 

and/or the student's final degree outcome. Research question four examined whether each 

member of the dyad (student and supervisor) perceived the experience the same or differently. 

Table 10.0 presents the distribution of responses for each of the items as well as the 

correlation coefficients and the associated pvalues. Table 11.0 presents the results of the paired 

samples t-tests performed to examine whether a significant difference existed between the 

perceived impact for both students and supervisors. 

Where significant differences in perceived impact o c c d  (7 items), one-way ANOVA1s 

were performed with students versus supervisor as the independent variable to determine effect 

size (Cohen' d). ANOVA results and effect size values are presented in Table 12.0. 



Table 10.0 Student and Supervisor Dyad Responses and Correlation Coefficients to 
Impact Ratings on Subscales 3.4 and 5 

Impact Ratings: 
1 = Very Negative Impact 
2 = ~egative Impact 
3 = No Impact 
4 = Positive Impact 
5 = Very Positive Impact 

ST = Student Responses 
SU = Supervisor Responses 



Table 10.0 continued 

Pearaon 
r 

,154 

I tern 

Subscale 3: conttd 
9* S"~rvisors'guidance On research 

proposal 
' 10. Supcrvisors' guidance on 

ghesiddissertation 
' I I. Supervisors' constructive 

criticism/feedback on quality of 
research proposal 

1 2. Supervisors' constructive 
crkicism/feedback on quality of 
thesiddisstrtation 

1 3. Supervisors' openness to ideas 
about direction of research 

14. Supewisors' knowtedgu of 
research topic 

' IS. Supervisors' encouragement to 
apply for scholarships 

' 16. Supavisors' letters of support 
(scholarships, employment) 

Subscale 4: 
17. Regular meetings held during 

proposal writing stages 
18. Scheduled meetings were of 

adequate length to accomplish 
necessary Casks 

Subscole 5: 
19. Students' availability by phone, 

email or in person 
* Conelation is significant at the 0.05 

P 
value 

,325 

Mean 

ST 
3.77 
(.97) 
3.86 
(99 )  

3.93 
(1.03) 

3.95 
(1.00) 

4.12 
(.88) 
4 05 
(I:IS) 
3.35 
(1.04) 
3 79 
(I:W) 

3 51 

SU 
4.26 
(.73) 
4.35 
(.69 

4.26 
(-62) 

4.14 
(.go) 

4.33 
(.75) 
4.37 
(.76) 
3.40 
(.88) 
3.88 
(.91) 

4.07 
(.74) 

Dyads) 
5 
70 

ST 
25.6 

30.2 

32.6 

32.6 

37.2 

48.8 

20.9 

34.9 

23.3 

20.9 

25.6 

level 

4 

3.67 

3.93 
(.83) 

SU 
39.5 

44.2 

34.9 

32.6 

48.8 

51.2 

14.0 

27.9 

30.2 

39.5 

25.6 

(2-tailed) 

O/o 

ST 

37.2 

34.9 

41.9 

4 1.9 

41.9 

23.3 

14.0 

20.9 

32.6 

44.2 

46.5 

at 

StudenflSupcrvisor 
3 

Impact 
1 

4.30 
(.44) 

4.07 
(.80) 

SU 
48.8 

46.5 

55.8 

53.5 

34.9 

37.2 

20.9 

37.2 

46.5 

51.2 

62.8 

!he 0.01 

yo 

ST 

25.6 

27.9 

14.0 

16.3 

18.6 

14.0 

44.2 

32.6 

25.6 

23.3 

23.3 

(a = 43 
2 

'!A@ 
ST 
0 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

2.3 

0 

0 

9.3 

7.0 

0 

level 

SU 
9.3 

9.3 

9.3 

1 1.6 

163 

9.3 

58.1 

32.6 

23.3 

9.3 

7.0 

is significant 

Yo 
ST 
11.6 

4.7 

9.3 

7.0 

0 

11.6 

20.9 

11.6 

9.3 

4.7 

4.7 

SU 
0 

0 

0 

2.3 

0 . 
0 

2.3 

2.3 

0 

0 

2.3 

(2-tailed) 

SU 
2.3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2.3 

4.7 

0 

0 

0 

2.3 

**Correlation 



Table 10.0 continued 

P 
value 



Table 1 1.0 Paired Samples Test of Difference between Student and Supervisor Responses on Impact Ratin~s 

+ Statistically significant differences (p s 0.05) between student and supervisor responses within the dyad 

df 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

42 

Sig. 
(2- 

tailed) 

*01** 

,173 

.I25 

,349 

.006' 

,425 

,160 

0003* 

*007e 

*Oo3* 

,060 

,263 

,193 

.053 

ItedCharacterist Oc 

Sulsscrle 3: 
I .  Supervisors' availability by phone, email or in 

P*n 
' 2. Supervisors' promptness in returnins messages 
' 3. Supervisor discussed expectations at beginning 

of students program 
' 4. Supervisors' schedule could accommodate 

demands of supervision 
'-5. Supervisors' availability to discuss academic 

issues 
6, Supervisors' support of student's academic 

problems 
7. Supervisors' belief in student's ability 

' 0. Supervisors' guidance on rcsemh topic 

9. Supervisors' guidance on research proposal 

1 0, Supervisors' guidance on thesiddissemt ion 

I I ,  Supervisors' constructive criticismJfeedback on 
quality of research proposal 

I 2. Supervisors' constructive crit icisdfeedback on 
quality of thesis/dissertation 

' 13. Supervisors' o p e ~ m s  to ideas abut direclion 
of research 

14. Supervisors' knowledge of research topic 

Comment 

Supervisors perceived the impact of this characteristic 
mom positively than students did. 

Supervisors perceived the impact of this characteristic ' 

more positively than students did. 

Supervisors perceived the impact of this characteristic 
more positively than students did. 
Supervisors perceived the impact of this characteristic 
more positively than students did. 
Supervisors perceived the impact of this characteristic 
more positively than students did. 

Mean 
Difference 

-A4 

-.2 1 

-.26 

-.I4 

-.49 

-. 16 
-.I9 

-.49 

-.49 

-.49 

-33 

.I9 

-.2 1 

9.33 

4 

-2.64 

- 1.39 

- 1.56 

-.948 

-2.9 1 

-.8 1 

- 1.43 

-3.17 

-2.858 

-3.10 

- 1.93 

1.14 

- 1.32 

-2.01 





Table 12.0 ANOVA1s with Effect Size for Significant Student/Supervisor 
DBmnces in Perceived Impact 

Cohen 
Sum of M- F sig. d 
S Q P ~  Df ~ p -  (effwt 

she) 

6.591 
Supervisor's availability Groups 

2 3.296 2.714 0.078 0.399 

by phone, email or in- 
person 

48.571 40 1.214 Groups 
Total 55.163 42 

1.947 Groups 2 0.974 0.976 0.386 0.491 
Supervisor's availability to Within 

discuss academic issues Groups 39.913 40 0.998 

Total 41.860 42 

4.893 Groups 2 2.447 2.560 0.090 0.501 
Supervisor's pidance on Within 

research topic Groups 38.223 40 0.956 

Total 43.116 42 

Between 1.317 Groups 3 0.439 0.446 0.721 0.494 
Supervisor's guidance on Within 

rrsearch proposal Groups 38.358 39 0.984 

TOGI 39.674 42 

2.873 Groups 
2 1.437 1.501 0.235 0.501 

Supervisor's pidance on Within 
thesis/dissertation Groups 

38.289 40 0.957 

Regular meetings held 
16.963 2 8.482 7.41 1 0.002 0.523 Groups 

dmng proposa~ -&ting Within 45-78 40 145 
stages Groups 

Total 62.744 42 

12.946 2 6.473 7.094 0.002 0.660 Schcduled meetings were GIoUps 
of adequate length to 
accomplish necessary 36.496 40 0.912 

tasks 
Groups 
Total 49.442 42 



Research Quation Five 

Is there a significant difference between the overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

relationship for both students and supmisors? 

Overall satisfaction frequencies and descriptives for the dyad data set (student and 

supervisor pairs, n = 43) are presented in Table 13 .O. To examine whether a significant 

difference existed between student overall satisfaction and supervisor overall satisfaction, 

a paired samples Ztailed t-test was performed. 

Results of the t-test indicated that overall, supe~sors were more satisfied with 

the supervisory relationship than students were t - (42) = -4.627, E = .000. 

Table 13 .O Student and Supmisor Overall Satisfaction with 
The Subervisorv Relationshio 

Satisfktion Ratings 
1 = Very Dissatisfied 
2 = Dissatisfied 
3 = Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
4 = Satisfied 
5 = Very Satisfied 

Stanclad 
Deviation 

1-18 

.57 

Mean 

3.88 

4.65 

N=43 

Student 

Supervisor 

Overall Satisfaction 

5 
Yo 

41.9 

69.8 

4 
?h 

23 3 

25.6 

3 
Yo 

18.6 

4.7 

1 
Yo 

23 

o 

2 
'% 

14.0 

o 
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Research Question Su 

Is there a significant relationship between the satisfaction students and supe~sors have 

with individual characteristics and overall satisfaction with the supenisory relationship? 

A regression analysis was performed to determine if satisfaction with the 

individual characteristics could be used as predictor variables for overall satisfaction with 

the supervisory relationship. For the entire student data set (n = 12 I), satisfaction scores 

on Subscale 3 (16 Supervisor Characteristics) and Subscale 4 (2 Characteristics of 

Supervision) were entered as continuous predictor variables, with overall satisfaction as 

the dependent variable. Table 14.0 presents the model summary and Table 15.0 presents 

the ANOVA results for student satisfaction with the individual characteristics and overall 

satisfacton with the supe~sory relationship. 

Table 14.0 Model Summary of Satisfaction with Individual Characteristics and 
O v a  Satisfaction with The Supenisory Relationship for Students 

R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the 
Estimate 



Table 15.0 ANOVA of Satisfaction with Individual Characteristics and 
Overall Satisfaction with ?he Supe~sory Relationship for Students 

Model Sum of 
sq- 

Mean 
sq- 

Sig . 

Regression 15 1.654 18 8.425 21.161 .OOO 
Residual 40.6 1 0 102 ,398 

Total 192.264 120 

A regression analysis using the 18 variables as predictors of overall satisfaction 

produced si@cant results - F (18,102) = 21.16, E = .000. In particular, three variables 

accounted for significant unique variance in predicting overall satisfacton with the 

supervisory relationship. The regression coefficients were all positive and the items were: 

1) Supervisor's schedule could accommodate the demands of supenision, t = 1.99, p = 

.W9 (item 4) 

2) Supe~sor  believed in student's ability, ! = 2.55, p = .012 (item 7) 

3) Supervisor provided constructive criticisrdfeedback on the quality of the 

thesisldissertation, t = 2.8 1, p = .006 (item 12) 

Table 16.0 shows the coefficients and significance of each variable entered in the 

regression analysis. 



Table 16.0 Coefficients of Satisfaction with Individual Characteristics and Overall 
Satisfaction with The Sumrvisorv Relationshia for Students 

Constant 
1. Supervisor was eapily accessible (by phone, email or in person) 
2. Supervisor returned messages promptly 
3. Suparvisor discussed expectations at the beginning of my program 
4. Supervisofs schedule could accummodate the demands of 

supervision 
5. Supervisor was available to discuss academic issues 

I 

6. Supervisor was supportive of my academic problems 
7.- Supcwisor believed in my ability 
8. Supervisor provided guidance on my research topic 
9. Supervisor provided guidance on research proposal writing 
10. Supervisor provided guidance on thesisldissertation writing 
1 1. Supervisor provided constructive criticismtfeedback on the quality 

of my rasearch proposal 
12. Supowisor provided constructive criticismtfeedback on the quality 

of my thesis/disserlation 
13. Supervisor was open to ideas about the direction of my research 
14. S u p i s o r  was knowledgeable about my research topic 
IS, Supervisor encouraged me to apply for scholarships 
16. Supervisor wrote letters of support for me (e.g. scholarships, career 

opportun it ias) 
17. Regular meetings were scheduled during proposal 

generatiodwriting stages 
18, Scheduled meetings were of adequate length to accompIish 

necessary tasks 

Stdw Error 
0.386 
0.120 
0,105 
0.06 1 

0.088 

0.093 
0.094 
0.085 
0.082 
0.099 
0.1 14 

0.1 14 

0,128 

0.084 
0.069 
0.082 

0.085 

0,105 

0.108 

Standardized 
Coeficien ta 

Beta 

0,133 
0.096 
0.103 

0.1 84 

0.036 
0.072 
0.179 
0.1 10 
0.0 10 
-0.093 

-0.068 

0.3 18 

0.027 
0.034 
-0,050 

-0.026 

0.101 

0,043 

t 
-3.429 
1,102 
0,922 
1.721 

1.996 

0.485 
0.996 
2.551 
1.433 
0.126 
-0.915 

-0.695 

2.812 

0.446 
0.535 
-0.726 

-0,378 

1.030 

0.445 . 

S 
0.001 
0,273 
0.359 
0.088 

0.049 

0.629 
0.322 
0.012 
0.155 
0.900 
0.362 

0,488 

0.006 

0.657 

Correlations 

Zcrosrder 

0,723 
0.714 
0.546 

0.697 

0.660 
0.628 
0.609 
0.537 
0.46 1 
0.546 

0.583 

0,620 

0.457 

Partial 

0.108 
0.09 1 
0.1 68 

0.194 

0.048 
0.098 
0.245 
0.140 
0.012 
-0.090 

-0.069 

0.268 

0.044 
0.053 
-0.072 

-0.037 

0.101 

0.044 

0.594 
0.469 

0.706 

0.305 

0.657 

0.367 
0.229 

0.298 

0.57 1 

0.623 
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For the supewisor data set (n = 43), satisfacton scorn on Subscale 5 (1 1 

Student Characteristics) were entered as continuous predictor variables, with overall 

satisfaction as the dependent variable. Table 17.0 presents the model summary and Table 

18.0 presents the ANOVA results for supervisor satisfaction with the individual student 

characteristics and o v d  satishction with the supemisory relationship. 

Table 17.0 Model Summary of Satisfaction with Individual Characteristics and 
Overall Satisfacton with The Supervisory Relationship for Supervisors 

R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

Table 18.0 ANOVA of Satisfaction with Individual Characteristics and 
Overall Satisfacton with The Supervisory Relationship for Supen-isors 

Model Sum of 
sq- 

Mean 
Square 

Sig. 

Regression 7.704 1 I -700 3.581 ,002 
Residual 6.063 31 .I96 
Total 13.767 42 



A regression analysis using the 1 1 variables as predictors of overall 

satisfaction produced significant results - F (1 1,3 1) = 3 -58 1, p = .002. Specifically, 

'student competence to undertake a research project1 accounted for unique variance in 

predicting overall satisfaction, = 1.97, p = .W8 (item 7), and the regression coefficient 

was positive. The item 'student willingness to admit mistakes' (item 1 1) and overall 

satisfaction almost reached significance @ = .MI). Table 19.0 shows the coefficients and 

significance of each variable entered in the regression analysis. 



Coefficients of Satisfaction with Individual Characteristics and Overall 
-- - -- 

Satisfaction with The Supervisory Relationship for Supervisors 

Constant 
I I .  Student was easily accessible (by phone, cmail, or in person) 
2. Students schedule could accommodate the demands of graduate 

school 
3, Student's ability to meet appropriate deadlines 
4 The respect this student had for my privacy on personal issues 
5. Student's enthusiasm about their studies 
6. Student's attitude about their studies 
7. Student's competence to undertake a research project 
8, Student's willingness to seek new information by reading additional 

resources 
9. Student's willingness to share authorship on joint projects 
10. Student's motivation to complete their program on time 
I I. Student's willingness to admit mistakes 

Std. Error 
,574 
,121 

.I 13 

,138 
,098 
,113 
158 
.lo8 
.I37 

. 104 

.097 
,097 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Beta 

.lo1 

9.261 

.363 

.046 
,065 
9,062 
,350 

.07 1 

-.075 
-043 
.335 

t 
3.857 
,523 

-1.052 

1.398 
.285 
.347 
-.218 
1.968 

,344 

-.493 
.206 
1.878 

Sig. 
.001 
,605 

,301 

,172 
.778 
.731 
,829 
.048 

,733 

.625 
,838 
,061 

Correlations 

Zeroorder 

.46 1 

,417 

,571 
.2 14 
.373 
,520 
,579 
.606 

.038 

.472 

.446 
- -- 

Partial 

,094 

a.186 

.244 

.05 1 
,062 
9,039 
,333 
,062 

-.088 
,037 
.320 
-- 
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Ruearch Question Seven 

Is there a significant relationship between the overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

experience and the satisfaction with graduate education? 

Frequencies and descriptives for student overall satisfaction with the supervisory 

relationship and satisfacton with graduate education are presented in Table 20.0. To 

examine whether a signScant relationship existed between the overall satisfaction with 

the supervisory experience and the satisfaction with graduate education, a Pearson 

Conelation was performed. A significant positive correlation existed between overall 

satisfaction with the supervisory relationship and satisfaction with graduate education r = 

Table 20.0 Student Overall Satisfdon with The Supervisory Relationship by 
Satisfaction with Graduate Education 

Satisfaction Ratings 
1 = Very Dissatisfied 
2 = ~ i s d s f i e d  
3 = Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
4 = Satisfied 
5 = Very Satisfied 

Total 

0 

12 

19 

72 

18 
121 

Student 
Satisfictionwith 

Gradaate 
Education 

(mean = 3.79,s.d. 
= 0.82) 

Ove- S.tisiiction witb Supcnhry Relationship 
(mean = 3.63, ad. = 1.27) 

1 

3 

5 
Total 

1 

5 

I 

6 

4 

1 

30 

1 
I 32 

5 

26 

14 
40 

2 

5 

9 

8 

2 
t 24 

3 

2 - 

8 

8 

I 
19 
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Research Question Eight 

Is there a significant relationship between the overall satisfhction with the supervisory 

relationship, positive role modeling and the decision to pursue an academic career? 

Descriptive data for positive role modeling, and the decision to purme an 

academic career are presented in Table 21.0 

Table 21.0 Positive Role Modeling and Career Choice Distribution 

Peanon correlation coefficients were calculated to examine if a sigmficant 

relationship existed between overall satisfaction with the supmkory relationship, 

positive role modeling and the decision to pursue an academic career. A signiscant 

positive correlation existed between overall satisfaction with the supervisory relationship 

and positive supmisot role modeIing (r = ,644, p = ,000). Table 22.0 presents the 

distribution data. 

n Supervisor is considered a positive role model 

Student is purming an academic career n 
(Yo) 

Yes 
95 

(78.5) 
54 

(44.6) 

No 
26 

(2 1 -5) 
67 

(5 5.4) 



Table 22.0 Student Overall Satisfaction with The Supe~sory Relationship by 
- - - 

Positive ~uperv iso i  RoleModeling 

Satisfaction Ratings 
1 = Very Dissatisfied 
2 = Dissatisfied 
3 = Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
4 = Satisfied 
5 = Very Satisfied 

The analysis failed to find signiscant correlations &em: 

- the decision to pursue an academic career and overall satisfaction with the 

supervisory relationship (r = .146, p = .110) and; 

- the decision to pursue an academic career and role modeling (r = .065, p = 

.479) 

TOW 

26 

95 

121 

Supcrviror is 
coasidertda 
positive role 

model 

Overall Satirhction with Supervisory Relationship 
(mean = 3.63, nd. = 1.27) 

No 

Y e  

1 

6 

6 Totai 

2 

13 

I I 

24 

3 

6 

13 

19 

4 

1 

3 1 

32 

5 

40 

40 



110 
Rcsurch Question Nine 

Are there significant differences between demograp&ic variables (i.e., gender, age, aud 

faculty) and the satisfaction with the characteristics for both d e n t s  and mpavisors? 

The results for this research question are divided into two parts. The first part 

presents the results for mdent demographic variables and satisfaction with the supervisor 

characteristics (subscale 3), the characteristics of supervision (subscale 4) and o v d l  

satisfaction with the supe~sory relationship and graduate education. The second part 

presents the results for supe~sor demographic variables and satisfaction with student 

characteristics (subscale 5) and overall satisfacton with the mpe~sory relationship. 

Student Demographic Variables and Satisfhction with the Characteristics 

Student Degree and Satisfaction 

A series of independent samples t-tests were performed on the variables to 

examine if differences in satisfaction existed between students completing a masters 

degree and those completing a doctoral degree. No significant differences were fomd in 

satisfaction with supervisor characteristics, characteristics of supervision, overall 

satisfaction with the nrpmisory relationship or satisfaction with graduate education 

between the two groups. 

Student Gender and Satisfaction 

To investigate gender differences in satisfaction with the characteristics, a &series 

of t-tests were performed. Two items were found to have significant mean differences in 

satisfaction. Table 23.0 presents the two chamc&ristics and descriptive data for the two 
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groups. Table 24.0 presents the independent t-tests results for the two characteristics 

by gender. 

Table 23.0 Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics with Significant 
Differences in Satisfaction by Student Gender 

I Male 1 Female I 

Table 24.0 Independent Samples Tests of Satisfacton on Characteristics with 
Significant Diffkences by Student Gender 

Characteristic 

' Supewisor was Knowledgeable 
about research topic 
Supcrviror mote letters of 
support (e.g., scholarships) 

Characteristic t 
Sig. (2- Mean 

df tailed) Dflertnce 
Supmisot was Knowledgeable 
about research topic 2.157 119 .033 .46 

Supervisor wrote letters of 
support (e.g., scholarships) 2.063 119 .041 -44 

Results indicated that males were more satisfied than females with respect to 

'supervisor knowledge of mearch topic' and 'letters of support wrincn by supervisor.' No 

significant differences were found in overall satisfaction with the supavisory relationship 

(males = 3.63, s.d = 1.04, females = 3.62, s.d. = 1.40) or graduate education (males = 

3.73, s.d. = .76, females = 3.74, sod. = .85) as a hction of student gender. 

S t d  
Dev. 
.98 

.84 

73 

73 

d8 

48 

Mean 

4.38 

3.94 

3.92 

3 .SO 

Std. 
Dcv. 
1.23 

1 .12 



Student Age and Satisfaction 

A series of ANOVA'S were performed to examine if significant differences 

existed between the student age groups and satisfation with the characteristics. Two 

items were found to have significant mean differences in satisfaction. Table 25.0 

presents the two characteristics and descriptive data for the age groups. Table 26.0 

presents the ANOVA results for the two characteristics by age. 

Table 25.0 Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics with Significant 
Differences in Satisfaction by Student Age 

characttristic 
Age Groupings 

Supc~isof s sc hcdule 
could a c c o m m a  the 
demands of supervision 

Supcrvisorwas 
available to discuss 
academic issues 

0 

Mean 
SD 

n 
M a n  
SD 

6 

10 
3.10 
1.45 

10 
330 
.95 

2630 

58 
3.14 
1.32 

58 
3.64 
1.00 

31-35 

21 
3.19 
1 1  

21 
3.81 
1.03 

3640 

8 
3 2 5  
1.58 

8 
3.75 
1.04 

4650 

7 
4.27 
.90 

7 
4.18 
.87 

41-45 

11 
3.43 
1.40 

11 
3.94 
121 

>50 

6 
4.67 
.82 

6 
4.83 
.4 1 



Table 26.0 ANOVA's of Satisfaction on Characteristics with 
Sinnificant Differences by Age 

Sumof df Mean F Sig. 
Squares fhmm 

Supervisots schedule Between 23.657 6 3.943 2394 .032 Groups 
could accommodate the Within 187.764 114 1.647 demands of supervision Groups 

Total 211.421 120 

14.439 6 2.406 2.459 -028 Groups Supervisor was available 
to discuss academic issues Groups 111.561 114 .979 

An LSD post-hoc examhation revealed W e e n  which groups the differences in 

satisfaction existed. For the first characteristic (supemisor's schedule could 

accommodate the demands of supe~sion) significant differences in satisfaction occurred 

between students older than 50 and students in the following age groups: e 6  @ = .020), 

26 - 30 @ = .006), 31 - 35 @ = .014) and 36 - 40 @ = -043). For the same characteristic, 

significant diff'erences also existed between students in the 46 - 50 age group and students 

in the following age groupings: Q6 @ = .039), 26 - 30 @ = .008), 3 1 - 35 @ = -025). 

For the second chacteristic (supervisor was available to discus academic 

issues) significant differences in satisfaction were revealed between students oldet than 

SO and students in the following age groupings: 0 6  @ = .003), 26 - 30 @ = .006), 3 1 - 35 
@ = ,027) and 36 - 40 @ = .045). For the same characteristic, significant diff'erences also 
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existed between students in the 46 - 50 age group and students who were under 26 

years of age @ = .W). 

In summary, resuits indicate that older students (ova 46) were more satisfled with 

supervisor availability in terms of demands of supervision and time to discuss academic 

issues then younger students were. No significant differences were found in overall 

satisfaction with the supervisory relationship or graduate education as a bction of 

student age. 

Student Faculty and Satisfaction 

A series of one-way ANOVA'S were performed to examine if significant 

differences existed between student faculty groups and satisfaction with the 

characteristics. Eight items w m  found to have significant mean differences in terms of 

satisfaction. Table 27.0 presents the eight characteristics and descriptive data for the 12 

faculty groups. Table 28.0 presents the ANOVA results for the eight characteristics by 

faculty. 

An LSD post-hoc examination revealed between which groups the differences in 

satisfaction existed. Table 29.0 summarizes the post-hoc tests. 



Table 27.0 Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics with Significant 
Differences in Satisfaction by Student Faculty 

HU = Humanities ENG = Engineering CC = Communication & Culture 
EVD = Environmental Design SC = Science MG = Management 
ED = Education NU = Nursing MS = Medical Science 
SS = Social Science SW = Social Work KN = Kinesiology 

Characteristic 

Supervisor was easily 
accessible(byphone,ernail, 
or in person) 
Supewisof s schedule could 
accommodatethedemandsof 
supervision 
Supervisor was available to 
discuss academic issues 

Supervisor was 
knowledgeable about research 
topic 
Suprvisor encouraged 
scholarship applications 

Supervisor wrote letters of 
suppod(e.g.,scholarships) 

Overall satisfact ion with the 
supervisory relationship 

Overall satisfaction with 
graduate education 

n 
mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

EVD 

8 
3.38 
1.51 

2.80 
1.20 

4.00 
.76 

3.75 
1.49 

3.38 
.92 

3.75 
.71 

3.38 
.92 

3.25 
1.49 

SS 

16 
4.06 
1.12 

3.38 
1.26 

3.81 
.98 

4.25 
1.13 

3.50 
1.32 

3.94 
1.44 

4.00 
.89 

3.38 
1.15 

HU 

7 
4.29 
1.1 1 

3.57 
1.13 

3.57 
1.13 

4.71 
.49 

3.14 
1.07 

3.71 
.49 

3.86 
.69 

3.86 
1.07 

ED 

24 
3.83 
1.24 

3.67 
1.34 

3.54 
1 .I8 

3.75 
1.26 

2.71 
1.04 

3.08 
1.21 

4.00 
.72 

3.54 
1.38 

CC 

2 
2.50 
.71 

1.50 
.71 

2.50 
.71 

1.50 
.71 

2.50 
.71 

2.50 
.71 

3.00 
1.41 

1.50 
$71 

MG 

2 
4.00 
.OO 

4.00 
.OO 

4.00 
.00 

4.00 
.OO 

1.50 
.71 

2.50 
.71 

4.00 
.OO 

4.50 
.71 

ENG 

10 
3.80 
1.03 

2.70 
1.07 

4.10 
.32 

4.60 
,52 

3.80 
.79 

4.20 
.42 

4.00 
-57 

3.50 
.97 

SC 

20 
3.05 
1.54 

2.60 
1.35 

3.25 
1.12 

4.60 
$94 

3-55 
-76 

4.05 
,83 

3.35 
,88 

2.90 
1.07 

NU 

8 
4.88 
.35 

4.75 
.71 

4.88 
.35 

3.50 
.76 

3.50 
.76 

3.63 
,74 

4.38 
.52 

5.00 
.OO 

SW 

7 
4.43 
.53 

4.00 
,82 

4.00 
.82 

4.71 
.49 

2.86 
.69 

3.29 
.76 

4.00 
-00 

4.57 
.53 

MS 

7 
4.86 
.38 

4 4  
1.07 

3.86 
.38 

4.29 
.76 

3.29 
.95 

4.09 
.49 

4.14 
-38 

4,71 
,49 

KN 

10 
3.30 
1.42 

3.40 
1.17 

3.50 
1.27 

3.30 
1.42 

2.40 
1.26 

4.00 
,911 

3.50 
1.06 

3.70 
1.42 



Table 28.0 ANOVA's of Satisfaction on Characteristics with 
Significant Differences by Student Faculty 

Characteristic Sum of d f Mean 
Squares Square F Sig. 

Supervisor was easily Between Groups 41.185 I I 3.744 2.647 ,003 
accessible (by phone, email, Within Groups 154.171 109 1.414 
or in person) Total 195.355 120 
Supervisor's schedule could Between Groups 56.167 I I 5.106 3.585 .OW 
accommodate the demands of Within Groups 155,255 109 1.424 
supervision Total 21 1.421 120 
Supervisor was available to Between Groups 22.508 I I 2,046 2,155 ,022 
discuss academic issues Within Groups 1 03,492 109 ,949 

Total 126.000 120 
Supervisor was Between Groups 4 1.724 I I 3.793 3.472 .000 
knowledgeable about research Within Groups 1 19.086 109 1.093 
topic Total 160.810 120 
Supervisor encouraged Between Groups 28.090 1 I 2,554 2.579 .006 
scholarship applications Within Groups 1 07.926 109 ,990 

Total 136.017 I20 
Supervisor wrote letters of Between Groups 25.308 11 2.30 1 2.459 .009 
support (e.g.. scholarships) Within Groups 10 1.982 109 ,936 

Total 127.289 120 
Overall satisfaction with the Between Groups 14,820 11 1,347 2,259 ,O 16 
supervisory relationship Within Groups 65,014 109 ,596 

Total 79.835 120 
Overall satisfaction with Between Groups 53,656 1 I 4.878 3,836 .000 
graduate education Within Groups 138.608 1 09 1.272 

'Sotal 192.264 120 



Table 29.0 Summary of Post-Hoc Tests for Student Satisfaction by Faculty 

C hr racteris t ic 

Supervisor was easily accessible (by 
phone, cmail, o r  in person) 

Supervisor's schedule could 
accommodate the demands of supervision 

Supervisor was available lo discuss 
academic issues 

Supervisor was knowledgeable about 
research topic 

Supervisor encouraged scholarship 
applications 

Supervisor wrote letters o f  support (e.g., 
scholarships) 

Overall satisfaction with the supervisory 
relationship 

Overall satisfaction with graduate 
education 

Significant Findings 
- 

Satisfaction significantly greater in Nursing than in Enviro. Design (p = ,O 13), Education (p = .034), Cornm. 
& Culture (p = .0 13). Science @ = .000) & KinesioIogy (p = .OM) 

Satisfaction significantly greater in Medical Science than in Eviro. Design (p = .018), Comm. & Culture (e = 
,015). Science (p = .MI) & Kinesiology @ = ,009) 

Satisfaction significantly greater in Nursing than in Eviro. Design @ = .000), Education @ = .028), Comm, & 
Culture (e = .OOl), Social Sc. (p = .009), Science @ = .000), Engineering (p = ,000) & Kinesiology (p = ,006) 

Satisfaction significantly greater in Medical Science than in Eviro. Design (p = .009), Cornrn. & Culture (e = 
.007), Engineering @ = .O 10) Bt Science @ = ,004) 

Satisfaction significantly greater in Nursing lhan in Humanities @ = .O1 I), Education (p = ,001). Comm. & 
Culture (p = ,003). Social Sc. (p = .0 13). Science @ = .000), & Kinesiology (p = ,004) 
Sdisfaction significantly greater in Humanities than in Education @ = ,034). Comm. & Culture (g = .000), 
Nursing (p = .027) & Kinesiology @ = .007) 
Satisfaction significantly greater in Social Work than in Education@ = .034), Comm. & Culture @ = ,000). 
Nursing (p = ,027) & Kinesiology (p = .007) 
Means < 3.90 indicating that overall students are not very satisfcd wi th this characteristic, however, students 

' 

in Engineering are more satisiied than students in Management @ = .004) & Kinesiology (E = .002) 

Satisfaction significantly greater in Medical Science than in Education (p = ,005). Comm. & Culture (e = 
,023) & Management @ = ,023). 
Satisfaction significantly greater in Engineering than in Education (p = ,003). Comm. & Culture (e = .02S) & 
Management (p = ,025). 
Satisfaction is significantly greater in Nursing lhan in Eviro. Design @ = .002), Education @ = ,002). Comm. 
& Culture (p = .000), Social Sc, (p = .001), Science (e = .001), Engineering (p = .006) & Kines (p = ,017). 
Satisfaction is significantly greater in Medical Sci, than in Eviro. Design (p = ,014), Education (e = ,017), 
Comm. & Culture (E = .001), Social Sc. @ = ,010). Science @ = .070), & Engineering @ = ,031). 
Satisfaction significantly greater in Nursing than in Enviro. Design (p = ,011). Comm. & C u l m  (p = ,013). 

-' 

Science (p = ,000) & Kincsiology (p = ,006) 
Satisfaction significantly greater in Medical Science than in Science (e = ,021) & Kinesiology (I! = ,029) 
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In summary, students in Nursing had the greatest satisfaction with supervisor 

accessibility, supervisor availability, overall satisfaction with the supervisory relationship and 

overall satisfaction with graduate education. The group next most satisfied with these 

characteristics, were students in Medical Science. The least satisfied with supervisor 

accessibility, supe~sor availability, overall sa t i s f~on  with the supervisory relationship and 

overall satisfaction with graduate education were students in Communication and Culture and 

Students in Science. 

Students in Humanities and Social Work were the most satisfied with supenisor 

knowledge of research topic. Students in Engineering were the most satisfied with the 

encouragement to apply for scholarships. Finally, students in Medical Science, Enpineering and 

Science were the most satisfied with letters of support. 

Student Time to Completion and Satisfaction 

Time to completion was examined as a Wction of degree, to account for the difference 

in time to complete a doctoral degree compared with a master's degree. Descriptive data are 

presented in Table 30.0. A series of ANOVA'S were performed to determine if differences in 

satisfaction existed as a hction of completion time. No significant differences were found in 

satisfaction with supewisor characteristics, charactclstics of nrpervision, overall satisfaction 

with the supmisory relationship or satisfaction with graduate education between the groups. 
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Table 30.0 Student Degree and T i e  to Completion Distribution 

S u p e ~ s o r  Demographic Variables and Satisfaction with the Characteristics 

n 
,mte'S ( %  

Doctorate tt 

( 1  

Supenisor Status and Satisfaaion 

A series of one-way ANOVA's were performed to examine if significant differences 

existed between supenrisors at different stages of their career (Assistant, Associate, Full & 

Emeritus) and satisfaction with student characteristics. No significant differences were found in 

satisfaction with student characteristics or overall satisfaction with the supervisory relationship 

as a hc t ion  of supervisor status. 

Supervisor Gender and Satisfaction 

Total 

95 
(78.5). 

26 
(21.5) 

Yern to Completion 

To investigate gender differences in supmisor satisfaction with the student 

characteristics, a series of t-tests wae performed Three items were found to have significant 

mean differences in satisfacton. Table 3 1.0 presents the three characteristics and descriptive 

data for the two groups. Table 32.0 presents the independent t-tests remits for the three 

characteristics by supenisor gender. 

> 7  
0 

(0) 
0 

(0) 

7 
0 

(0) 
2 

(7.7) 

<2  
17 

(17.9) 
0 

(0) 

2 
35 

(36.8) 
0 

(0) 

5 
3 

(3.2) 
9 

(34.6) 

6 
0 

(0) 
1 

(3.8) 

3 
30 

(31.6) 
2 

(7.7) 

4 
10 

(10.5) 
12 

(46.2) 



Table 3 1.0 Descriptive Statistics for Cbamcterisfics with Sigdicant 
Differences in Satisfaction by Supervisor Gender 

Table 32.0 Independent Samples Tests of Satisf'action on Characteristics with 
Significant Differences by Supervisor Gender 

Characteristic 

Studeat 's schedule could 
accommodate demands of 
gtaduatt School 
Student's attitude about their 
studies 
Student's motivation rocomplete 
their program on time 

t d f Sig. (2- Mean 
Characteristic hiled) Difference 

Female 

Student 's schedule could 
accommodatt demands of -2.260 41 .029 0.86 
graduate School 

Male 

student's attitude about their 
studies 

- Std. 
Dcv. , 

-9 1 

-46 

.4 1 
- 

15 

15 

15 

n 

28 

28 

28 

Student's maavaCion rocomplcte -3 -503 
their program on time 41 .001 - 1.23 

Meu 

4.40 

4.73 

4.80 

Redts  indicated that female supenisors were significantly more satisfied than male 

supmrisors with student's attitude about their studies, motivation to complete their program on 

time and ability to accommodate the demands of graduate school. No significant differences 

were found in overall satidaction with the mpervbry relationship as a f'unction of supervisor 

gender. 

Mean 

3.54 

4.00 

3.57 

Std. 
Dcv. 

1.32 

1-15 

1.32 



Supervisor Ape and Satisfaction 

A series of one-way ANOVA's were performed to examhe if significant differences 

existed between supmisors of different ages and satisfaction with student characteristics. No 

significant differences were found in satisfacton with student characteristics or overall 

satisfaction with the supmisory relationship as a firnction of supmisor age. 

Supervisor Faculty and Satisfacton 

A series of one-way ANOVA's were performed to examine if signScant differences 

existed between supervisor faculty groups and satisfaction with the characteristics. No 

significant differences were found in satisfaction with student characteristics or overall 

satisfaction with the supervisory relationship as a hction of the supervisor's faculty group. 

Years of Supervision Experience and Satisfaction 

To investigate the differences in supervisor satisfaction with the student characteristics, 

as a fimction of supervisory experience, a series of one-way ANOVA's were performed. Two 

items were found to have significant mean differences in satisfaction. Table 33.0 presents the 

two characteristics and descriptive data for the groups. Table 34.0 presents the ANOVA results 

for the two characteristics. 



Table 33.0 Descriptive Statistics for Charaaeristics with Significant 
Diffmnces in Satisfaction by Supervision Experience 

Table 34.0 ANOVA'S of Satisfaction on Characteristics with 
Significant DBkrences by Supervision Experience 

Samof df Mean F Sig. 
Squares Square 

10.287 5 2.057 3.663 .OW 
Students willingness m seek Groups 

Characteristic 

new information by reading Within 20.783 37 ,562 
additional rtsourcts Groups 

Total 3 1.070 42 
Between 

Student's motivation to Groups 24.898 5 4.980 4.712 .002 
complete their program on 
time 39.102 37 1.057 

Groups 

Years of Snpervision Experience 

Student's willingness to 
seek new information 
by d i n g  additional 
CtSOUrCeS 

Student's motivation to 
comp'etetbeipmgrPn 
on time 

a 
Mean 
SD 

Meam 
SD 

>30 

0 

0 

21-25 

8 
4-75 
.71 

8 
4.50 
1.07 

<6 

8 
4.75 
.46 

8 
4.88 
-35 

i 

2630 

1 
4.00 

0 

1 
4.00 

0 

11-15 

6 
4.17 
.75 

6 
2.50 
1.52 

6-10 

9 
4.56 
.53 

9 
4.33 
1.00 

1620 

11 
3.55 
1.04 

11 
3.55 
1.04 
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Post-hoc tests could not be wormed for either characteristic because at least one 

group had fewer than two cases. However, for the fust characteristic (Student's willingness to 

seek additional information), it appears that supervisors in the middle range of their careers (16 - 
20 years of supervision experience) were less satisfied with the student's willingness to seek 

additional i n f o d o n .  

For the second characteristic (student's motivation to complete their program on time), it 

appears that again, supervisors who were in the middle range of their careers (1 1 - 20 years of 

supervision experience) were less satisfied with this student characteristic. 

Rcsearch Question Ten 

Are there significant differences between demographic variables (i.e., gender, age, and faculty) 

and the perceived impact of the characteristics for both students and supervisors? 

The results for this research question are divided into two parts. The first part presents 

the results for student demographic variables and perceived impact of the characteristics on 

subscales 3,4, and 5. The second part presents the results for supervisor demographic variables 

and perceived impact of the characteristics on the same three subscales. 

Student Demographic Variables and Perceived Impact of the Characteristics 

Student Degree and Perceived Impact 

A series of independent samples totests were performed on the variables to examine if 

~ ~ c e s  in perceived impact existed between students completing a masters degree and those 

completing a doctoral degree. No significant differences were found in perceived impact with 



supervisor characteristics, characteristics of supervision, or student characteristics between 

the two groups. 

Student Gender and Perceived Impact 

To investigate gender differences in perceived impact of the characteristics, a series of t- 

tests were performed. One item was found to have a si@mt mean difference in perceived 

impact. Table 35.0 presents the characteristic and descriptive data for the two groups. Table 

36.0 presents the independent t-test result for the characteristics by gender. 

Table 35.0 Descri~tive Statistics for The Characteristic with Sirmificant - - - 

Diffmces in Perceived Impact by Student Gender 

1 I Male I Female I 1 

Table 36.0 Independent Samples Tests of Perceived Impact of Characteristic with 
Significant Differences by Student Gender 

Characteristic 

S U ~ O ~  Was Knowledgeable 
about research topic 

Characteristic t 
Sig. (2- Mean 

df tailed) DHerence 
Supcrvisot was Knowledgcahle 
about research topic 2.130 119 .035 .4 1 

48 73 

Mean 

4.3 t 

Std. 
DCY. 
-88 

Mcrn 

3.90 

I Std, 
D m  
1.12 
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The results of this t-test indicate that females appear to be more affected than males by 

the supervisors' knowledge of the research topic. 

From research question thm, it was found that a strong significant positive correlation (r 

= .909, p < .Ol) existed between satisfaction with the supenisors knowledge of research topic 

and perceived impact of the characteristic on the supervisory relationship, the students studies 

andlor final degree outcome. In research question nine, it was found that females were less 

satisfied than males with their supenisors' knowledge of the research topic. Both of the findings 

h m  research questions three and nine support the finding from this t-test, indicating that 

females perceive the impact to be less positive compared to males. 

Student Age and Perceived Impact 

A series of ANOVA'S were performed to examine if significant d i f f i c e s  existed 

between the student age groups and perceived impact of the characteristics. Three items were 

found to have significant mean differences in perceived impact. Table 37.0 presents the three 

characteristics and descriptive data for the age groups. Table 38.0 presents the ANOVA results 

for the three characteristics by age. 



Table 37.0 Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics with Significant 
Differences in Perceived Impact by Student Age 

Table 38.0 ANOVA'S of Perceived Impact ofCharacteristics with 
-cant Differences by Student Age 

Somof df Mean F Sig. 
Squam SQmm 

Supervisor's schedule 
22.052 6 3.675 2.560 -023 

Groups 

Characteristic 

could accommodate the Within 163.634 1 14 1.435 demands of supervision Groups 

Age Groupings 

Supervisor's schedule 
couldaccamrnodatethe 
demands of supervision 

Supervisor was 
available to discuss 
academic issues 

Student's 1 to 
admit mistakes 

15.609 6 2.601 2.646 .0 19 Groups 
Supervisor was available Within 

to discuss academic issues GmUpb 112.077 114 .983 

n 
Mtra 
SD 

n 
Mean 
SD 

n 

SD 

Total 127.686 120 

6 

10 
2.88 
1.25 

10 
3.20 
1.03 

10 
4.10 
.74 

10.878 6 1.813 3.018 .009 Groups Studcut's willingness to Within 
admit mistakes Groups 68.477 114 ,601 

36-40 

8 
3.43 
1.12 

8 
3.88 
.83 

8 
3.25 
1.04 

Total 79355 120 

26-30 

58 
3.00 
1.41 

58 
3.53 
1.06 

58 
3.96 
.80 

31-35 

21 
3.09 
1-26 

21 
3.29 
L.1 I 

21 
4.09 
-72 

I 

>50 

6 
4.67 
.82 

6 
4.83 
.41 

6 
4.83 
.41 

41-45 

1 1  
3.43 
1.12 

1 1  
3.91 
1.05 

1 1  
3.71 
.70 

6 5 0  

7 
4.00 
.89 

7 
4.00 
.84 

7 
3.71 
.76 
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For this saw characteristic, students younger than 25 also felt their wiliingness to 

admit mistakes had a more positive impact on the relationship and/or their studies and final 

outcome than students in the 36 - 40 age groups (p = .023). 

Student Faculty and Perceived Impact 

A series of one-way ANOVA'S were performed to examine if significant differences 

existed between student faculty p u p s  and perceived impact of the cfmxteristics. Six items 

were found to have significant mean differences in terms of perceived impact. Table 39.0 

presents the six characteristics and descriptive data for the 12 f d t y  pups .  Table 40.0 

presents the ANOVA results for the six characteristics by f d t y .  

An LSD post-boc examination revealed between which groups the differences in 

perceived impact existed. Table 41.0 summarizes the post-hoc tests. 



Table 39.0 Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics with Significant 
Differences in Perceived Impact by Student Faculty 

HU = Humanities ENG = Engineering CC = Communication & Culture 
EVD = Environmental Design SC = Science MG = Management 
ED = Education NU = Nursing MS = Medical Science 
SS = Social Science SW = Social Work KN = Kinesiology 

MS 

7 
4.71 
.49 

4.14 
.69 

3.71 
.49 

4.29 
,76 

3.00 
.58 

4.29 
.49 

1 

KN 

10 
2.90 
1.66 

3.00 
1.05 

3.50 
1.27 

3.50 
1.27 

2.50 
,97 

3.80 
1.03 A 

NU 

8 
4.88 
.35 

4.88 
.35 

4.88 
,3S 

3.50 
,76 

3.50 
.76 

3.63 
.74 

SW 

7 
4.43 
.53 

4.00 
.82 

4.29 
.49 

4.71 
.49 

2.71 
.76 

3.14 
.90 

ENG 

10 
3.50 
.8S 

2.40 
.70 

3.80 
.42 

4.60 
-52 

4.00 
1.15 

3.90 
.74 

MG 

2 
4.00 

0 

4.00 
0 

4.00 
0 

5.00 
0 

2.00 
0 

3.00 
0 

SC 

20 
2.95 
1.19 

2.65 
1.35 

3.05 
1. IS 

4.50 
-95 

3.35 
.75 

3.80 
.77 

SS 

16 
3.94 
1.12 

3.44 
1.03 

3.88 
.89 

4.06 
1.06 

3.63 
1.15 

4.13 
1 .03;1 .31  

ED 

24 
3.71 
1.04 

3.54 
1.25 

3.50 
1.10 

3.67 
1.13 

2.92 
.83 

3.13 

CC 

2 
2.00 

0 

1.50 
.71 

2.50 
.71 

3.00 
0 

2.50 
.71 

2.50 
.71 

EVD 

8 
3.13 
1.25 

2.50 
1.20 

3.75 
1.16 

3.50 
1.31 

3.13 
.83 

3.75 
.71 

HU 

7 
4.43 
.79 

3.71 
.95 

4.14 
.90 

4.71 
.49 

3.14 
1.07 

3.71 
.49 

Characteristic 

Supervisor was easily 
accessible (by phone, email, 
or in person) 
Supervisor's schedula could 
accommodate the demands of 
supervision 
Supervisor was svailable to 
discuss academic issues 

Supervisor was 
knowledgeable about research 
topic 
Supew isor encouraged 
scholarship applications 

Supervisor wrote letters of 
support (e.g., scholarships) 

n 
mean 

sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 

mean 
sd 



Table 40.0 ANOVA's of Perceived Impact of Characteristics with 
Significant Differences by Student Faculty 

Characteristic Sum of d f Mean F Sig. 
Squares square 

Supew isor was easily Between Groups 53.213 I I 4.838 4.363 .ooo 
accessible (by phone, email, Within Groups 120.853 109 1.109 
or in person) Total 174.066 120 
Supervisor's schedule could Between Gmups 61.179 I 1  5.562 4.869 ,000 
accommodate the demands of  Within Groups 124.507 109 1.142 
supcrv ision Total 185.686 120 
Supervisor was available to Between Groups 28.297 I 1  2.572 2.82 1 ,003 
discuss academic issues Within Groups 99,389 109 .912 

Total 127.686 120 
Supervisor was Between Groups 29.01 5 I I 2,638 2.806 .003 
knowledgeable about research Within Groups 102.457 109 .940 
topic Total 13 1.471 120 
Supervisor encouraged Between Groups 23.06 1 1 1  2.096 2.588 ,006 
scholarship applications Within Groups 88.294 109 .810 

Total 1 1 1.355 120 
Supervisor wrote letters of Between Groups 19,757 I I 1,796 2.136 .023 
support (e.g., scholarships) Within Groups 9 1.664 109 -84 1 

Total 1 1  1.421 120 



Table 4 1.0 Summary of Post-Hoc Tests for Perceived lmpact by Student Faculty 
- -- - 

Chrmcttriatic 

Supervisor was easily accessible (by 
phone, cmeil, or in person) 

Supervisor's schedule could 
accommodate the demands of supervision 

I 

Supervisor was available to discuss 
academic issues 

Supervisor was knowledgeable about 
rcsearc h topic 

Supervisor encouraged scholarship 
applications 

Supervisor wrote letters of support (e.g., 
scholarships) 

Significant Findings 
Perceived Impact significantly more positive in Nursing than in Enviro. Design (p = .001), Educalion (p = 
.008), Comm. & Culture (p = .001), Science (p = .OM), Engineering (e = .007), Social Sci. @ = ,042) & 
Kinesiology (p = .W) 

Perceived impact significantly more positive in Medical Science than in Eviro. Design @ = .004), Comm. & 
Culture @ = .002), Education @ = .028), Engineering @ = .021), Science @ = .OW) & Kinesiology @ = ,001) 

Perceived Impact significantly more positive in Nursing than in Humanities @= ,038). Eviro. Design @ = 
.003), Education (e = .000), Comm. & Culture (e = .OW), Social Sc. @ - .002), Science @ = .W), 
Engineering @ = .000) & Kinesiology (p = ,000) 
Perceived Impact significantly more positive in Medical Science than in Eviro. Design @ = .004), Comm. & 
Culture (p = .003), Engineering @ = .001), Science @ = ,002) & Kinesiology (e = ,032) 
Perceived lmpact significantly more positive in Social Work than in Enviro. Design (e = .008), Comm. & 
Culture (e= .004), Engineering @ = ,003) & Science @ = .005) 

Perceived lmpact significantly more positive in Nursing than in Enviro. Design @ = .020), Education @ = 
.001), Comm, & Culture (e = .002), Social Sc. (e = .017), Engineering (e = .019), Science (p = .OM), Medical 
Science (p = .02 I), & Kinesiology (E = .003) 
Perceived Impact significantly more negative in Science than in Humanities @ = .010), Social Sci. @ = .01 I), 
Nursing (e = .000) & Social Work (p = .W) 
Perceived lmpact significantly more positive in Humanities than in Envim. Design @ = .017), Education @ = ' 

.0 13). Comm. & Culture (g = .030), Nursing (p = .0 17) & Kinesiology @ = .0 12) 
Perceived Impact significantly more positive in Social Work than in Enviro. Design @ = .017), Education@ = 
.013), Comm. & Culture (p = .030), Nursing (p = ,017) & Kinesiology @ = ,012) 
Perceived Impact significantly more negative in Management than in Social Ski. (e = .OM), Engineering & = 
.005), Science (e = .046), & Nursing (p = ,037) 
Perceived lmpact significantly more negative in Kinesiology than In Engineering @ = ,OW), Social Sci. @ = 
,002) & Nursing @ = ,021) 
Perceivcd lmpact significantly more positive in Medical Science thm in Education @ = ,004). Comrn. & 
Culture @ = .017), Management @ = .OI 5) & Social Work (e = .022). 
Perceived Impact significantly more positive in Social Science than in Education (e = ,020), Comm, & 
Culture (p = ,020) & Social Work (p = .020). 
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In summary, students in N&g perceived supenisor accessibility and 

supervisor availability as having a more positive impact on the supewisory relationship 

and their studies than students in other faculties did. Students in Medical Science also 

perceived these characteristics as having a more positive impact than students in other 

faculties did. These results support the findings from research question nine where 

students in Nursing and Medical Science were the most satisfied with supervisor 

availability and accessibility. 

Results from research question nine also indicated that students in Science were 

the least satisfied with supervisor availability. The ANOVA results here support this 

finding with students in Science reporting a negative impact as a result of supervisor 

availability. 

Students in H d t i e s  and Social Work reported supervisor knowledge of 

research topic as having a positive impact From research question nine, these two 

groups were also the most satisfied with this characteristic. Results h m  research 

question nine indicated that overall, students were not satisfied with the encouragement 

to apply for scholarships. The ANOVA results fiom this test support that result. 

Students in all f d t i e s  reported this as having a negative impact on the supervisory 

relationship, their studies and/or find degree outcome. F W y ,  students in Medical 

Science and Social Science i n d i d  that letters of support had a positive impact on the 

supervisory relationship, their studies and/or final degree outcome. 



Student Time to Completion and Perceived Impact 

A series of ANOVA'S were performed to determine if differences in perceived 

impact existed as a function of completion time. No significant Merences were found in 

perceived impact with supe~sor characteristics, characteristics of supervision, or student 

characteristics between the groups. 

Supervisor Demographic Variables and Perceived Impact of the Characteristics 

Supervisor Status and Perceived Impact 

A series of one-way ANOVA's were pcrformed to examine if significant 

differences existed between supervisors at Mmnt stages of their career (Assistant, 

Associate, Full & Emeritus) and perceived impact of the characteristics. No significant 

differences were found in perceived impact of the characteristics. 

Supervisor Gender and Perceived Impact 

To investigate gender differences in supcrvisot perceived impact of the 

characteristics, a series of t-tests were performed. Three items were found to have 

significant mean differences in perceived impact. Table 42.0 presents the three 

cham%xistics and descriptive data for the two groups. Table 43.0 presents the 

independent t-tests results for the three characteristics by supervisor gender. 



Table 42.0 Descriptive Statistics for Characteristics with Significant 
Diff'crences in Perceived Impact by Supemisor Gender 

Table 43.0 Independent Samples Tests of Perceived Impact of Characteristics with 

Characteristic 

Student 's schedule could 
accommodate demands of 
graduate School 
Student's anitudt about their 
studies 
student's motivafion to complete 
their program on time 

Significant Differences by Supervisor Gender 

t df Sig. (2- Mean 
Characteristic tailed1 Difference 

Student 's schedule could 
accommodate demands of -2.423 41 .020 -.80 
graduate School 

Male 

student's auitude about their 
studies 

28 

28 

28 

Femdt 

Student's motivation to complete -3 .249 their program on time 41 .002 - 1 -02 

Rrmlu indicated that female supmrisors perceived the impact of the student's 

attitude about their studies, motivation to complete their program on time and ability to 

accommodate the demands of graduate school more positively than male supervisor did. 

These results matches the findings from research question nine where female supervisors 

were found to be more satisfied than male supervisors with these same student 

characteristics. 

M- 

3.46 

3.96 

3.64 

Std. 
Dcvm 

.59 

.62 
I 

.49 

15 

15 

15 

Std. 
Dcvm 

1.20 

1 .lo 

1.16 

4.27 

4.67 

4.67 



Supervisor Age and Perceived Impact 

A series of one-way ANOVA's were performed to examine if significant 

differences existed between supervisors of different ages and perceived impact of the 

characteristics. No significant differences were found in perceived impact of the 

. . chatacterrstlcs. 

Supervisor Faculty and Perceived Impact 

A series of one-way ANOVA'S were performed to examine if sigdicant 

differences existed between supenisor faculty groups and perceived impact of the 

c W s t i c s .  No significant differences were found in perceived impact of the 

characteristics. 

Years of Supervision Experience and Perceived Impact 

To investigate the differences in perceived impact of the chanrtaistics, as a 

function of supervisory experience, a series of one-way ANOVAts were performed. Two 

items were found to have significant mean Werences in perceived impact+ Table 44.0 

presents the two c-cs and descriptive data for the groups. Table 45.0 presents 

the ANOVA results for the two characteristics. 



Table 44.0 Descriptive Statistics for Charactaistics with Significant 
DBkrences in Perceived I m m  bv Subervision Ex~erience 

Table 45.0 ANOVA's of Perceived Impact of the Characteristics with 
Significant Differences by Supervision Experience 

Cbslmck~Gc 

Sumof df Mam F Sig. 
Ss== 

9.028 
Student's willingness to seek Gmups 

5 1.806 3.894 .006 

new information by d m g  
additional resources 17.158 37 4, Groups 

Total 26.186 42 

Yean of Sopenision Erpcricnct 

Studcat's willingness to 
seek new information 
by reading additional 
tcsources 

Sadcms motivation to 
Eompietbeipmgnm 
on time 

Student's motivation to 22.455 5 4.491 6.032 .OM 
complete their program on 

Groups 

timt Within 27.545 37 .744 
G ~ u P ~  

n 
Mean 
SD 

Mcla 
SD 

4 

8 
4.63 
.52 

8 
4.75 
.46 

2630 

1 
4.00 

0 

1 
4.00 

0 

>30 

0 

4 

0 

A 

610 

9 
4.44 
.53 

9 
4.33 
.71 

16-20 

i I 
3.55 
.82 

11 
3.64 
.92 

11-15 

6 
4.17 
.75 

6 
2.50 
1.05 

21-25 

8 
4.75 
.71 

8 
4.50 
1.07 
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Post-hoc tests could not be performed for either characteristic becaw at least 

one group had fewer than two cases. However, for the first c b r i s t i c  (Student's 

willingness to seek additional information), it appears that supervisors in the middle 

range of their camrs (16 - 20 years of supemision experience) perceived a more negative 

impact of the characteristic on the supervisory relationship, the students studies andlor 

final degree outcome. 

For the second characteristic (student's motivation to complete their program on 

time), it appears that again, supervisors who were in the middle range of their careers (1 1 

- 20 years of supmision experience) perceived a more negative impact of the 

characteristic. These results match the findings in research question nine where 

supervisors in the middle range of their careers reported being less satisfied with these 

two characteristics. 

Research Question Eleven 

Is there a significant difference between why students and supervisors decide to work 

together? 

Students and Supervisors who had a choice in working together were asked to rate 

the importance of specific items in deciding to work together. Of the 43- 

snrdentfsupexvisor dyads, 38 (88.4%) supmisors reported having had a choice in 

supervising their student, whereas 35 (81.4%) students reported having had a choice in 

working with their supewhr. The distribution data for why the 35 students chose to 

work with their supenhrs are presented in Table 46.0. The distribution data for why 

the 38 supervisors chose to work with their students arc presented in Table 47.0. 
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Students selected 'personality' (mean = 4.63) as the most important reason for 

working with their supervisors and 'common research interest' (mean = 4.03) as the 

second most important reason. Supmrisors selected 'common research interest' (mean = 

4.26) as the most important, and chose 'students1 work habits1 (mean = 4.16) as the second 

most important. 

A series of paired samples t-test were performed to examine if differences existed 

in why the student/supe~sor dyads chose to work together. There were matched data on 

32 student/supewisor dyads. Results of the t-tests are presented in Table 48.0. 
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Table 47.0 Supervisor Importance Ratings of Characteristics in Deciding to Supervise their Student 

n Common research 
interest (XI 
Student'spastresearch n 
and academicexperience (H) 

' Student's work habits II 

("w 
Recommendation from n 
another professor ("w 
Recommendation from n 
graduate co-ordinator (74) 
Recruited by student n 

Personality n 

very 
Unimportant 

( 1 )  
0 

(0) 
0 

(0) 
0 

(0) 
2 

(4.7) 
5 

(1 1.6) 
2 

(4.7) 
5 

(1 1.6) 

Unimportant 

(2) 
1 

(2.3) 
3 

(7.0) 
1 

(2.3) 
11 

(25.6) 
17 

(39.5) 
5 

(1 1.6) 
11  

(25.6) 

Neither 
Important nor 
Unimportant 

(3) 
3 

(7.0) 
4 

(9.3) 
5 

(1 1.6) 
13 

(30.2) 
11  

(25.6) 
12 

(27.9) 
15 

(34.9) 

important 

(41 
19 

(44.2) 
25 

(58.1) 
19 

(44.2) 
8 

(1 8.6) 
5 

(1 1.6) 
12 

(27.9) 
7 

(1 6.3) 

Standard 
Deviation 

0.72 
, 

0.76 

0.75 

I .08 

0.89 

1.1 1 

0.94 

Very 
Important 

15 
(5) 

(34.9) 
6 

(1 4.0) 
13 

(30.2) 
4 

(9.3) 
0 

(0) 
7 

(1 6.3) 
0 

(0) 

Mean 

4.26 

3.89 

4.16 

3 -03 

2 -42 

3.45 

2.63 



Table 48.0 Paired Samples Test of Difference between Students and Supervisors on Reasons for Working Together 

n 

32 

32 

32 

32 

32 

1 3 *  

32 

Mean 

4.3 1 

4.09 

3.88 

3.8 1 

4.13 
3.63 

3.06 

2.88 

2.72 

2.3 1 

3.47 
3 . 1 9 '  
2.59 
4.63 

Pair 

1 

2 

4 

7 

*p 

Common research interest with 
student - 
Common research interest with 

I 

supervisor 
Student's past research and 
academic experience (reputation) 
Supervisor's professional 
reputation 
Student's work habits 
Supervisor's work habits 
Recommendation from another 
professor (supervisor) 
Recommendation from another 
professor (student) 
Recommendation from graduate 
coordinator (supervisor) 

I Recommendation from graduate 
coordinator (student) 
Recruited by student 
Recruited by supervisor 
Student's personality 
Supervisor's personality I 

< .05 * *  < -01 

Sig. (2- 
tailed) 

,214 

.745 

.O 1 8* 
1 

,455 

.lo2 

,379 

,OOO*' 

Mean 
Difference 

.22 

.07 

.SO 

.18 

.4 1 

.28 

-2.04 

t 

1.269 

,329 

2.490 

.757 

1.684 

,893 

- 1 0.522 

df 

3 1 

3 1 

3 1 

31 

3 1 

3 1 

3 1 
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Ln s m m r y 9  significant differences existed between the importance students 

placed on 'work habits' and the importance supmisors placed on 'work habits'. 

Supgvisors' viewed work habits as being more important than students did. The greatest 

diffnence however occumd with the importance placed on 'personality'. Students 

viewed personality as being much more important in the decision to work together than 

supervisors viewed it. 

This finding supports the data collected on 'why students changed supmisots 

during their program'. Of the 121 students surveyed, 27 (22;3%) changed supervisors at 

least once during their studies. The number one mwm for doing so was 'personality 

conflict' (n = 13,48.2%), supporting the finding that personality was very important in 

the relationship. The distribution data for the reasons for changing supervisors are found 

in Table 49.0. 

Table 49.0 Student Reasons for Changing Supcnisors 

t 

Scxual 
harassment 

0 
0 

Supcnbr - 

moved or 
went on 

sabbatical 

3 
11.1 

Conflict o v a  
authorship / 
ownership of 
d 

3 
11.1 

Pemmality 
conflict 

13 
482 

Supmisot could 
not meet 
student's 

profmioaal 
needs 

3 
11.1 

Could not 
meet 

supervisor 's 
qedatiom 

0 
0 

n 
(%) 

Change 
in 

ttsearch 
interest 

5 
18.5 



Section Three 

Quditative Data 

In addition to collecting quantiiiable i n f o d o n ,  the survey also contained a 

section with three open-ended questions giving participants the opportunity to provide 

additional information on their student/supervisory relationship. This section presents 

some of the comments written by studtnt/supervisor dyads for each of the three 

questions. 

Question 1 : What characteristics do you feel were the most important in your 

student/supervisor relationship? 

Many of the answers to this question consisted of characteristics that were similar 

to those identified in research question one. These included 'student's ability to do 

research', 'student motivation', 'guidance and feedback by supmisot', 'clear expectations1, 

'supervisor's knowledge', and supenisor's belief in student ability'. However, it was the 

additional chtcristics that were not captured in the quantitative data that are of 

interest here. These additional characteristics are presented below. 

Supervisor Comments 

1.  "The amount of support and empathy I gave to this student was important." 

2. "The relationship was a mutual give-and-take. This made it succesdul." 

3. "Our abiiity to discuss ideas and issues openly and politely. We liked each other so 

we got along." 

4. "Our mature relationship, her independence and strong work ethics." 
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5. "We had excellent communication going on between us and that was the most 

important for me." 

6. "The student's dedication, knowledge and honesty." 

7. "The student's maturation over the come of the program., went fiom high level of 

'fear of failure' to 'evaluation apprehension' to 'seeking out c o ~ c t i v e  criticism'." 

8. " T a s k - f d  nature of the relationship." 

9. "The respect and warmth of the relationship." 

10. "The commitment to learning on both parts." 

1 1. "We were both aware of our shortcomings and that to me was very important." 

Student Comments 

1. "My supervisors bwledge  of the process." 

2. "My supervisor's willingness to speak up for me as well as challenge me." 

3. "My supervisor respected my privacy and left me alone. This was important for me." 

4. '*The flexibility of the relationship, in that I was working full time and had to set the 

time frame. My Npmisor accepted this." 

5. "The fan that we set goals together and she didn't leave it up to me. OAen we don't 

know what goals to set." 

6. "My supervisor's openness and sense of humour. You sure need a sense of humour in 

this place otherwise you won't make it." 

7. "My supenisor suggested additional d y s i s  when the d t s  were not as expected I 

would not have known that so this was important" 

8. "The entire atmosphere of the department. Evezyone was intensted and supportive." 
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9. "The safe environment in which I was. I felt I could make mistakes and it would 

be ok The professors cared." 

In summary, additional characteristics identified by supervisors as being 

important were maturity, open communication, empathy, mutual give-and-take, honesty, 

warmth, and strong work ethics. Students identified the atmosphere of the environment, 

knowledge of the process, collaboration (working together to set goal) and sense of 

humour as being important. 

Question 2: Was there anything NOT mentioned in this survey that had a negative 

impact on your student/mpervisor relationship? 

The purpose of this question was to capture any characteristics that would 

contribute to our understanding of an unsuccessful relationship or characterize ineffective 

supervision. 

Supervisor Comments 

1. "The politics of the department made it difficult to s u m  effectively. "There are 

too many changes going on and too many unhappy people." 

2. "There were no problems but I foresee a problem down the road as I have larger 

numbers to supervise and I have a heavier work load." 

3. "My student lacked confidence and so I couldn't be critical of her work. This made 

supervision Wcult  and subsequently ineffective." 

4. "The student's busy schedule hed a negative impact." 
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"The student's hidden agenda had a negative effect. He was married and didn't 

realize the impact the program would have on his spare time." 

"The student initially did not take negative feedback well. I needed to be positive 

about some aspects even though there was more work to be done." 

Student Comments 

"The supervisor had too many students. I wished that he had more time with me to 

focus on my research." 

"The program did not have adequate numbers of supervisors and therefore not enough 

time for students." 

"I worked while I did my masters. 'This was hard but I needed the money." 

"My supenisor didn't push me hard enough. I had too much M o m .  1 I he was 

too busy to notice that I needed more push 

"I didn't get enough conceptual feedback." 

"What supervisory relationship? Did I have a supenisor? Where was he?" 

In summary, ccharacteristics identified by supervisors as having a negative impact 

on the relationship were department politics, supmisory load, ability for the students to 

accept negative feedback and the student's outside scheduldrespons~ilities. Students 

also identifled the supemision load as having a negative impact. In addition, students 

identified outside workload, amount of feedback, and lack of guidance (too much 

M o m )  as having a negative impact 
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Question 3: Who andlor what contributes the most to the success of the program? 

The purpose of this question was to capture characteristics that students and 

supervisors believed contributed the most to the overall success of the student's program. 

Supervisor Comments 

1. "The student's overall ability and desire to undertake a graduate degree." 

2. "The student's personal maturity." 

3. "The student was a remarkable learner." 

4. "The student's enthusiasm and academic ability." 

5. "The quality of the student. The student gave me the feeling she appreciated my 

guidance and support," 

6. "The student's motivation and skill." 

7. "His desire to complete a worthwhile project and my understanding of his unique 

situation." 

8. "Our fiendly relationship." 

"The student was kcen and hardworking." 

9. "Student's high degree of motivation to do well and willingness to work long and hard 

hours. " 

10. "Absolute enthusiasm for the academic discipline. Very pleasant personality." 

1 1. "The student's motivation and organkati011." 

12. "Student's enthusiasm and motivation." 



Student Comments 

1 . "My family's support, both personal and financial." 

2. "The direction I received h m  various professors and the relationships with other 

graduate students." 

3. "My motivation to finish. The support h m  my peers." 

4. "The support fiom family and friends." 

5. "My determination and availability of my supervisor." 

6. "The support I received fiom my supenisor, and fellow students." 

7. "The environment made it work (office, peers and excellent supervisor)." 

8. "My perseverance and confidence I could do well. The help from fellow colleagues 

and my supenisor." 

9. "The other grad students and a professor at another university." 

lo. "I really wanted it." 

1 1. "Me." 

12. "The inspiration h m  my supervisor." 

In summary, supervisors identified student's academic ability, motivation, and 

enthusiasm as contributing the most to the success of the program. Students also 

identified motivation (detemhation) as contributing to their success, however also 

identified the support of family, fiends, peers (fellow graduate students) and their 

supervisors as contributing to their success. 



c m m  
DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Discurnion 

This study examined the quality and nature of the supervisory relationship in 

graduate education. In this chapter, the findings will be discussed in detail. In addition, 

this chapter presents the recommendations, limitations of the study and the suggestions 

for firture research. 

The Most Important Characteristics of the Supervicory Rehtionship 

To identify the most important chiusneristics in the student-supervisor 

relationship, the researcher began with an extensive list of characteristics identified in the 

Literature to be important in supervisory relationships. Following testing and interviews, 

the most important characteristics in graduate student supervision emerged. Previous 

studies examining supewisory relationships have often described supervision in terms of 

mostly one-word descriptors (Eggleston & Delamont, 1983; Fraser & Mathews, 1999; 

Hill, Acker & Black, 1984; Moses, 1984; Powles, 1988). In this study, the - most 

important one-word descriptors were also identified with a specific focus on graduate 

student supervision; however, the researcher went one step fkther and descriid the 

meaning and nature of the one-word descriptors, which in this study were referred to as 

'characteristics'. 

Both students and qmvisors identified the same chamckristics as being the 

most important. To the knowledge of the researcher, no pmious studies have examined 

whether students and supervisors disagee or agree in what they consider to be important 

characteristics in the relationshipP It is therefore a new and intnrsting finding that both 



150 
students and mpe~sors a g n d  on the importance of most of the characteristics in this 

study. This could be inteqmted to mean that both students and supervisors have a 

similar u n d w d i n g  of the supervhry relationship in graduate education. In thc 

section below, each of the characteristics agreed upon by both students aad supervisors 

will be described and discussed in detail. 

Availability, Accessibility and Promptness 

Supervisor and student availability aad accessibility were found to be amongst the 

most important characteristics in the supmisory reiatiomhip. In addition, the 

supemisor's promptness in returning messages was very imporrant. Although availability 

and accessibility have baen identified as important in previous research (Eggleston & 

Delamont, 1983; Hill, Acker & Black, 1 984; Moses, 1984; Powles, 1988), their exact 

nature was not fully understoodOOd ia this study, availability, accessibility and promptness 

could be grouped together to describe the ease with which students and supervisors meet 

and communicate with each other. The results indicated that this involves both the ease 

of contacting each other (email, phone, or in person), the supemisor's schedule in terms 

of handling the demands of supervision, availability to discuss academic issues, and the 

scheduling and length of regular meetings during writing stages of the thesis/dissertation 

process. 

It seems logical to conclude that both parties need to provide information on 

where and how they can be contacted. In addition, the supvisor's schedule needs to be 

such that h&e can a c c o m r n h  graduate students, especially during the proposal 

generation and the writing stages. In the qualitative section of the results, the supervisors' 

busy schedule was listed as having a negative effect on availability to supervise 
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effectively. It is therefore clear that being able to contact each other is only half of the 

availability issue, the other half is being able to take the time to have regular meetings. 

Moses (1984) stated that regular meetings were important throughout the student's 

program, however in this study both students and supervisors agreed that it was regular 

meetings during the proposal development and writing stages that were most important. 

Guidance and Feedback 

Many researchers in the past have identified guidance and feedback as essential in 

the supmrisory reiatioaship (Eggleston & Delamont, 1983; Fraser & Mathews, 1999; 

Magnuson, Wilcoxon & Norem, 2000). However, as previously mentioned in Chapter 

Thm, both are very subjective and can take on many meanings such as guidance during 

course work, guidance during topic selection, and guidance during proposal writing. In 

the present study, the meanings of guidance and feedback have been identified in terms 

of what is perceived as important. Both students and supervisors believed that guidance 

and feedback during topic sclectios proposal writing and thesis/diwrtation writing were 

the most important. In addition, both parties viewed the student's ability to accept the 

fcedback in terms of criticism as important. 

Giving guidance and feedback is in Line with availability and the scheduling of 

meetings mentioned above. It appears that students and supervisors viewed the time 

around topic selection and WZitiag as the most important times to meet and the times 

when guidance and feedback were needed the most. 

A possible explenation for why students need their supervisors the most at these 

times could be that without previous research experience, graduate students are unsure of 

the e-011s and nature of a rescarch project. Therefore, it is at this time during their 
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program, that they rely on their supavisors to provide the information and guidance 

required. Where dissatisfaction occumd, it could be speculated that supervisors believed 

students should be completing the work alone and proving they had the ability to do 

independent research In these cases, it could be argued that student expectations in 

tern of receiving guidance and help exceeded the supervisor's expectations in terms of 

what shouid be provided. 

Given that both students and supmison have identified guidance and feedback 

on the research topic and project as essential, it is not surprising that supenisor 

knowledge emerged as one of the most important characteristics in graduate student 

supervision. It seems logical that the ability to guide a d e n t  bough topic selection 

and writing stages would depend a great deal on the knowledge one has in the student's 

area of research. This leads to the next category of the most important characteristics. 

Knowledge and Competence 

Students and supervisors perceived the supmisor's knowledge of the research 

topic, as well as the student's competence to undertake a research project, among the 

most important characteristics contributing to the success of the relationship. Eggleston 

and Delarnont (1983) found that supervisors must be specialists in the student's area of 

research if the supewision was to be effective. The present study does not entirely 

support that finding. It would appear that the supervisor might not have to bc an expert in 

the area as long as they are knowledgeable and can offer guidance and feedback. This 

explanation would be more in line with Kaiser's study (1997) which found that students 

wanted to know that their supmison had something to offer than in terms of guidance 
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and advice. However, they did not have to be specialists or share the same passion for 

the specific thesiddissertation topic. 

The present study did not identify knowledge as being among the most important 

student characteristics. Iastead, student competence to do research was salient, as was 
w 

the supervisor's belief in the student's ability. It is perhaps understood that students 

entering a program may not have the knowledge in a selected area of research, however 

the important thing is that they have the ability to learn and gain that knowledge. It is 

equally important that supervisors believe that students have the competence to learn and 

succeed. Student competence and the supmrisor's belief in the student's ability have not 

been previously identified in the =search and only emerged during the interview phase of 

the present study. These new characteristics add to our understanding of what is 

perceived as important in graduate student supervision. 

0rp;aridon and The-Management 

Students and supewisors rated organhition and time-management as very 

important in the supervisory relationship. Specifically, both students and supervisors 

wanted organized and time-managed meetings. Magnuson, Wilcoxon and Norem (2000) 

also found that the quality and focus of meetings were important and that both students 

and supervisors wanted meeting times used appropriately. Given the heavy workloads of 

each, it is not surprising that a similar d t  emerged from this study. Both students and 

supervisors obviously felt their time was valuable and therefore they did not want it 

wasted. 

In line with this, is the student's ability to handle the demands of graduate school, 

which was also identified as one of the most important charactaistics of successful 
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graduate school completion. In the interviews, it was pointed out that many students 

were working outside the university and that this could have had a negative impact on the 

supmisory relationship in terxns of a student king time-managed and being able to meet 

appropriate deadlines. This supports the findings by McMichael(1993) who also found 

that outside responsibilities could have a negative impact on the relationship. 

Finaliy, as part of the organization of the relationship, it was found that it is 

important for supervisors to outline and discuss the expectations of a graduate program a 

the beginning of the student's program. It would seem that students want to know what is 

expected and stipewisors fecl that if expectations are outlined in the beginning, then there 

will be no surprises later in the program. This particular aspect of the supewisory 

relationship was not previously identified in the research and emerged as a r e d t  of this 

study. The finding coincides nicely with time management, for if expectations are clear, 

then students can better organize and plan their time. 

Student Attitude: Enthusiastic, Positive, and Motivated 

Several student c-stics that emerged as being among the most important 

were enthusiastic, positive and motivated. All thnc of these were identified in previous 

studies as being important (McMichael, 1992; Muszunski & Akamatsu, 199 1). However, 

these studies did not identify the exact nature of being enthusiastic, positive or motivated. 

The d t s  of this study showed that specifically, it is important for students to be 

enthusiastic about their research topic, to have a positive attitude about their studies in 

general, and to be motivated to finish their degree in a specified time h e .  It might be 

that if a supmisor is working with a student who is not motivated or enthusiastic then 

hdshe will not feel compelled to oEkr guidance and feedback. This would also impact 
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the supervisor's perception of the student's ability and competence. It could also be 

argued that supervisors might have perceived a lack of motivation when students were 

not focused on their studies 100% of the time, and perhaps not acknowledging the outside 

responsibilities the students were also trying to balance with graduate W e s .  

Overall, supervisor satisfaction with the relationship does appear to be affected by 

student attitude and motivation. This supports the findings of Muszunski and Akamatsu 

(1 991) who found that successful supervision was positively correlated with student 

motivation and attitude. 

Two other items that were found to be very important, were the student's 

willingness to share authorship on joint projects and the respect the student had for the 

supervisor's personal matters. Neither of these was previously identified in the literature, 

however it would seem logical to group them into this section on student attitude. A 

positive attitude might include working collaboratively with the supervisor as well as 

respecting personal informaton. Ideally, it would have been beneficial to run a factor 

analysis on the student characteristics to determine if these items did in fact group 

together to describe student attitude. Unfortunately, the supcnisor sample size did not 

permit such an analysis. 

Supportive and Encouraging 

The final two characteristics found to be among the most important were 

supportive and encouraging. These two c-cs have been mentioned extensively 

in the literature on supervision (Fraser & Mathew, 1999; Magnuson, Wilcoxon & 

Norem, 2000; Moses, 1984; Powles, 1988). In all studies, researchers have stated that it 

is important for supervisors to be supportive and to encourage their students. As with the 
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other characteristics, the nature and context of support and encouragement were not 

identified. However, the results h m  this study describe exactly what students and 

supervisors meant by 'support' and 'encouragement'. 

With respect to support, it was support of academic problems that was identified 

as being the most important. This included writing letters of support on behalf of the 

student for scholarships and employment. It is interesthg to note that support regarding 

personal problems did not emerge as one of the more salient issues in graduate student 

supervision. It appears that both students and supervisors perceive academic support as 

being more important. This is not to say that students do not require personal support, it 

simply means that students may be seeking personal support fiom sources other than their 

supervisors. Specific answers to the open-ended qualitative questions confirm this, in 

that many students identified the personal support of family, friends and peers as 

important and contributing to their success. 

In tams of encouragement, both students and supcrvison felt it was important for 

supervisors to encourage their students to apply for scholarships. Fraser and Mathews 

(1999) found that scholarships and funding had a positive impact on overall success and 

completion times. In this study, it is possible that both parties understood the financial 

burden of king a graduate student and how it fould influence completion times. 

Therefore, they both agreed that applying for scholarships rms important. The results 

also indicated that both students aad supervisors believed that it was the responsibility of 

the mpe~sor  to encourage the students to apply for such funding. This finding supports 

Powles (1988) who found that student's did not always know what scholarships to apply 

for or where to seek f'unding and thedore relied on their Npmisors to provide this 
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information. On the other hand, it could be argued that students should take more 

responsibility in seeking out scholarship applications and rely less on their supervisors for 

such idormation. It might be that other sources within the department or Faculty (e.g., 

graduate co-ordhators, graduate secretaries) have the necessary idomtion. 

Summary 

To conclude, the characteristics identified as the most important in the student- 

supmisor relationship appear to have an academic and professiollal focus. Neither 

students nor supmisots identified personal support or friendship among the most 

important characteristics. Both viewed the academic nature of the relationships as being 

more important than the personal nature. This is intensting, because it relates to the 

literature on mentoring in graduate education. In the classical sense, mentoring would 

include personal chamteristics in terms of fiendship, socialization, and counseling in 

times of difficulty (Levinson et al, 1978). The present study supports previous research 

claiming that supmisors are not mentors in the classical sense, however they are 

providing some of the mentoring ftactions as outlined by Levinson. For example, Jacobi 

(1991) states that supervisors take on a mentoring role, which includes academic support, 

guidance, and providing information. NNerad (as cited in Oaf6aey, 1995), agreed with this, 

stating there is a clear difference between supmising and mentoring in the classical 

sense. It is possible that students seek academic support and guidance h m  their 

mpmisors and personal support and fiieadship h m  family, fiends and peers. 

The Constnab of Supenision 

Pmious shdies examining the categories or constructs of supervision in graduate 

education have focwd entirely on either clinical supervision or field supervision (Fraser 
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& Mathews, 1999; Friedlander & Ward, 1984; McMichael, 1992). The present study 

examined the categories of characteristics important in all anas of graduate supewision. 

The results revealed two related factors onto which the characteristics of supervision and 

supervisor characteristics loaded. The fint fator was named Supenision Structure and 

included items measuring availability, accessibility, promptness, regular meetings, 

academic support and encouragement The second factor, called, Supervisor &pertise 

contained items measuring guidance, feedback, knowledge and expectations. One item 

was found to load on both factors. This was the supenisor's belief in the student's ability. 

This suggests that supewisor behaviors in all a .  (e.g., availability, amount of guidance 

and support) were influenced by belief in student ability. 

The above results indicated that supervisor characteristics and characteristics of 

supervisions grouped into either the structure of the relationship in terms of 

communicating, meetings, and academic discussions or into supe~sor expertise in terms 

of knowledge, guidance, and feedback. The correlation between the Factors indicated 

that supervisor's who provided structure also provided expertise. In other words, if they 

did one well, they seemed to do the other well. 

McMichael(1992) examined the comtructs of supervision in a clinicai setting and 

also found two groupings for the supenisor characteristics. The first she called 

Educational Support, which included guidance and expertise. The second, she called 

Personal Support, which included accessibility and availability. McMichael's two 

constructs appear to be vay similar to those found in this study, with Educational 

Support appearing similar to Slrpervisor m r t i s e  and Personal Support appearing 

similar to S u p e d o n  Snwttwe. This d t  leads to the possible conclusion that similar 
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constructs of supervision exist regardless of Faculty or department To support this 

firtiler, Fnrsa and Mathm (1999) devised a model of supervision consisting of three 

divisious. The three arcas were 'expertise in research', 'educational support' and 'guidance 

and feedback". The difference, however, between the present study and the results of 

Fraser and Mathew's is that the results in this shldy indicated that educational suppon and 

guidance/feedback fell into the same group. 

Student and Supervisor Sathfactios and Impact of the Characteristics 

Significant positive comlatiom existed between satisfaction with and perceived 

impact of all the characteristics on Subscales 3 and 4 for students and on Subscale 5 for 

supervisors. Essentially, what this implies is that the greater the satisfaction with a 

characteristic, the more positive the impact was on the student, the supervisory 

relationship, the student's shldies and/or final degree outcome. Subsequently, the lower 

the satisfaction, the more negativethe impact, indicating that the quality and nature of the 

supervisory relationship influenced the final outcome. 

Numerous studies have also found that the quality and nature of the relationship 

b e e n  a supmisor and graduate student can impact overall program quality (Hill, 

Acker & Black, 1994; Moses, 1992; Powles, 1993), the student's quality of work (Kaiser, 

1997), student selftsteem (Hodgson & Simoni, 1995) and o v d  success in graduate 

school (Donald, Samyan & Denison, 1995). Although the present study supports the 

literature linking satisfacton to impact, the exact nature of the impact is not known. 

However9 it confirms that dissatisfaction with a charclctcristic is likely to have a negative 

impact on the supemhry relationship andlor the student. To this point, previous studies 

had not examined the correlatio~~ between sarisfacton ad impact across all Faculties in 



graduate education, therefore this sady is a starting point for firture research 

examining the nature of the impact in all areas. It is also important to note that this 

research confirmed tbat both supervisor and student chacteristics can influence 

outcome, 

Students and supervisors should be aware of the most important characteristics in 

the relationship and strive to ensure satisfaction. Given the results fmm Research 

Questions One and Two, it is evident that supervisors should ensure structure and 

expertise for the student and students should ensure structure as well as a positive 

attitude, which includes motivation, enthusiasm and respect. 

Perceptions of Impact witbia Student/Supervisor Dyads 

This research question examined whether each member of the dyad (student and 

supenisor) perceived the impact of the characteristics the same or differently. From 

Research Question Three, it was determined that satisfaction and impact were positively 

correlated for both students and supervisors, indicating agreement between high 

satisfaCtion/positive impact and low satisfxtionfnegative impact However, the results 

from research question four indicated that students and supervisors did not perceive the 

impact similarly for all ckacteristics. Specifically, there were two arras where 

peption dit3&, availability and guidance. Supervisors perceived their availability 

(ernaiVphone/in pason, discussing academic issues, and amount/length of meetings) as 

having a more favourable impact than students did. In addition, supemisors perceived 

the guidance they provided (on nsearch topic, proposal and thesis) had a more favourabe 

impact than students did. These differences in perceived impact were highly sipificaat 
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with e values ranging h m  .012 to .000, and effect size values ranging h m  .399 to 

.660 (see Tables 1 1 .O and 12.0). 

Although pmrious studies have not examined perceived impact within 

student/supe~sor dyads, results h m  studies examining students and/or supervisors 

separately coincide with the results from this study. For example, Powles (1988) 

surveyed students and found that supervisor availability, fraquency of face-to-face 

meetings and guidance were often cited as problem areas in the supervisory relationship. 

The results h m  this study mpport this finding while at the same time indicating that 

supervisors did not perceive their availability to be as much of a problem as students 

perceived it to be. 

The present remlts contradict the findings of Moses (1984) who surveyed 

supe~sors about aqxcts of supemision they found to be most challenging. Two arws of 

concern identified by supervisors were the amount of guidance that students should be 

given and the fkquency and length of meetings. Holdaway, Deblois and Wmchester 

(1 995) also found that fhqwncy of meetings and amount of guidance/support were areas 

of concern among supervisors. 

In contrast, the results h m  this study imply that supervisors may be satisfied 

with what they are providing because they perceive the impact of their behaviours quite 

favowbly. This leads to a possible conclusion that while students' needs were not 

necessarily being met in terms of meetings and guidance, supe~sors felt that they were 

being met. The comments from the open-ended question addressing negative aspects of 

the supervisory relationship mpport this finding. Many students indicate that their 

supervisors were too busy to provide the time and guidance they required. 
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From these results, it is recommended that students be forthcoming as to the 

amount of time and guidance required. Supenisors, on the other band, should be aware 

that students might require more time and guidance than is apparent. 

Interestingly, there were no differences in perceived impact for both students and 

supervisors with regard to the student characteristics, indicating that students' perceptions 

of their own behaviours were similar to their supmrisor's perceptions. This being the 

case, it could be argued that in terms of availability and attitude, students were aware of 

their weaknesses whereas in terms of availability and providing guidance, supe~sors 

were either not as aware of their weaknesses or not as willing to admit them. 

Overall Satisfaction with the Supenisory Relrtionshi~ 

The result of the paired samples 2-tailed t-test indicated that nrpenisors were 

more satisfied (mean = 4.65) with the supervisory relationship than students (mean = 

3.88), t (42) = -4.627, E = .000. Supervisor satisfaction appears high. However this is 

not surprising, as it may have been skewed due to reluctance to admit anything other than 

satisfixtion with the relationship given that supervision is a necessary task most 

professors undertake. Dissatisfaction could imply they are not performing an aspect of 

their job effectively. 

To the knowledge of the researcher, there have ken no studies examining dyad 

differences in overall satisfaction with supmision. Therefore, this particular r d t  

indicating that nrpenisors rated the relationship more favourably than d e n t s  did makes 

a contribution to the literatwe on supemision. 

Considering the importance of supmision in graduate education (Holdaway, 

1991; Holdaway, Deblois & Wmchester, 1994; Lovitts & Nelson, 2000; Seagram, Gould 
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& Pyke, 1998) and the correlation between satisfracton with supervision and 

completion rates and withdrawal (Holdaway, Deblois & Winchester, 1994), the present 

result must not be ignored. Furthermore, it must be taken into account that the present 

study only sweyed students who had completed their studies, thus implying a successfbl 

outcome. The sample (all completers) coupled with their overall satisfaction with 

supenision leads to one of two possible conclusions. First, overall satisfacton may have 

linle effect on completion, given the moderate mean satisfaction score and 100% 

completion rate for those -eyed. Second, and mutually exciusive, satisfaction may be 

positively correlated with completion.. It might be that students who do not complete 

(i.e., withdrew) had a lower satisfaction. Certainly the comparison of completers and 

non-wmpleters would provide evidence to support one of the two preceding conclusions. 

This will be discussed later in this chapter in the section on recommendations for futurr 

research. 

SsMaction with lndividaal Characteristic and OverrU Satisfaction with the 

Supervisory Relationship 

The goal for this question was to take the most important characteristics already 

identified in Research Question Ow and determine if any of them influenced overall 

satisfion more than the others did. For students, tbree variables accounted for 

sigmficant unique variance in predicting o v d  satisfaction with the supervisory 

relationship. These were the supervisor's schedule king able to accommodate the 

demands of supemision, the supewhr's belief in the student's ability, and the feedback 

provided on the thesis/dismtation. For mpewhr's, one variable accounted for unique 
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variance in predicting overall sa t iddon with the mpenhry relationship. This was 

the student's competence to undertake a research project. 

With respect to students, the three variables that influenced satisfaction more than 

others are interesting in terms of the factor analysis results h m  Research Question Two 

and in terms of the responses to the open-ended questions on the survey. One variable 

(supervisor's schedule) belongs to the construct Supervision Structure, a second 

(feedback on thesis) belongs to the construct Su~~misor Expertise, and the third (belief in 

student ability) was the one variable that belonged to both groups. It could be conclu&d 

that each construct is equal in terms of predicting overall satisfaction. In other words, the 

structure is no more important than the expertise. It would have been diffmnt had the 

three variables accounting for the most variance belonged to a single construct- 

The responses to the open-ended questions also support the above findings. 

Specifically, the student comments identifjhg negative aspects of the relationship were 

all related to the supmrisot's busy schedule or to the lack of feedback received. 

The results are consisted with those by Holdaway, Deblois and Winchester (1995) 

who found that effective supervision was ofken defined in terms of availability and 

providing feedback. The results are also consistent with the results of Magnuson, 

Wilcoxon and Norem (2000), who found that a hands-off approach (no time or fcedback) 

was reflective of "lousy" qervisioa Participants in their study emphasized the 

importance of accurate, specific and abundant feedback. The results of this M y  

confirm this while indicating that the fadback on the thesiddissertation was the most 

important feedback required. 
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Also signiscant in predicting overall satidkction was the supervisors' belief in 

student ability, which was not previously identified in the literature on supervision. As a 

reminder, it emerged from the interviews in Phase Ow as an important supervisor 

characteristic. To this point, it is a very interesting characteristic as it was the only 

variable to load on both factors in the principal axis factoring and it accounts for 

significant unique variance in predicting overail satisfaction. This is a contribution not 

previously made to the literature on supervision. Students obviously feel that working 

with a supervisor who believes in their ability influences the nature of the relationship 

and overall satisfaction with the supe~sory relationship. 

With respect to supervisors, the one variable that accounted for unique variance in 

predicting overall satisfacton was student competence. This supports findings by 

McMichael(1992) who found that supervisors preferred working with students who were 

competent. Other than the one study, there is very Limited research examining situdent 

characteristics and supervisor satisfaction. The majority of the studies focus on 

supervisor chamteristics and student satisfaction. 

O v e d  Satisfaction with The Supcrvisor~ Relationship and Satisfaction with 

Graduate Edaution 

There was a significant positive correlation b e e n  overall satisfaction with the 

supmisory relationship and satisfktion with graduate education, indicating that the 

nature and quality of the relationship had a direct impact on satisfaction with graduate 

education. Hill, Acker and Black (1994), Moses (1992) and Powles (1988) all found that 

the perceived quality of graduate education was influenced by the perceived quality of 

the supervisory relationship. The results h m  this study support those findings. 
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Given that the quality of graduate education impacts the reputation of the 

university (Holdaway, 1996), which in tum impacts enrolment (Lovitts and Nelson, 2000; 

Milem, Bager & Dey, tOOO), the present results indicating a strong relationship between 

the quality of the supenisory relationship and the quality of graduate education must not 

be ignored. The goals of graduate education are to prepare people to practice as 

independent professionals and to produce research that is linked to the intellectual, social 

and economic development of society (LaPidus, 1989). It seems logical that achieving 

these goals would depend on the quality of graduate education programs. Therefore, the 

cornlation between satisfaction with graduate education and satisfaction with supervision 

indicates that the nature and quality of the supe~sory relationship could also influence 

achieving the goals of graduate education. 

Satisfaction, Role Modeling and Academic Careen 

It is interesting that sigdibnt relationships did not emerge between the decision 

to pursue an academic career and either satisfaction with the supewisory relationship or 

role modeling. Surprisingly, less than half of the students surveyed (44.6%) were, in fact, 

planning an academic career. Unfortunately, i n f o d o n  was not collected on the career 

pursuits of the other 55.4%. While these results support the concern for the future supply 

of new scholars in academia (Hill, Acker & Black, 1994; Statistics Canada, Feb. 2000) 

they also indicate that the supply has little to do with the supervisory relationship. Given 

that the quality ofthe mpmisory relationship is highly correlated with the quality of 

graduate education, this f ider implies that the funac supply has Little to do with the 

quality of graduate education programs. Universities should examine other variables that 

might influence the decision to become an academic, such as the culture and environment 
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of the university as well as student mobility. It could be that industry provides more 

lucrative employee packages to new PhD graduates. Or, perhaps, d e n t s  are not as 

mobile as they once were and with the cumnt university policies on hiring internally, 

students are forced to go to industry for employment These possibilities should be 

examined if universities wish to increase the supply of new scholars in academia 

There was, however, a significant positive correlation between overall satisfaftion 

with the supmisory relationship and role modeling. Morgan (1 993) states that role 

modeling often occurs in academic settings in the areas of research and instruction. 

Modeling involves a more advanced person engaging in the desind behaviors, so that a 

less experienced person can learn the behaviours in a similar fashion (Morgan, 1993). 

Role modeling has previously been found to be an important characteristic in the 

student/supmisor relationship (Cesa and Fraser, 1989; Morgan, 1993). The present 

results support this result, indicating that positive role modeling is a characteristic of 

effective supervision. Role modeling has also been described as a characteristic of 

mentoring. From Research Question One (identifjing the most important characteristics) 

it was determined that supervisors were providing some but not all of the mentoring 

hctions described by Levirwn et al(1978). It is now apparent that role modeling is 

among the mentoring functions provided by supervisors, hence impacting overall 

satisfaction with the supervisory relationship. More and more, the relationship is looking 

similar to a mentoring relationship excluding the personal support and fiiendship 

dimension, which students are geaing b m  sources outside the supmiwry relationship. 

This study provides evidence that a personal relationship and friendship does not 

impact o v d  satipfacton However stnrctun (ie., availability, organiation), expertise 
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(i.e., guidance, knowledge) a d  role modeling do impact satisfaction. Perhaps these 

are the dimensions that distinguish classic mentoring h r n  effective supervision. Om 

could argw that it is time to abandon the classic definition of mentoring and recognise 

that more than one penon provides the necessary hctions to any one graduate student. 

In the case of graduate education, supe~sors provide guidance and role modeling, 

w h m  f d e s ,  friends and peers provide personal support and fiendship. It would be 

tteneficial to repeat the study and include an additional question on whether d e n t s  

perceived their supervisors to be mentors. It could be predicted that where satisfaction is 

high and positive role modeling identified, supervisors are more likely to be viewed as 

mentors. 

Satisfaction, Impact and Demographic Variables 

Status - 
There were no signScant differences in the perceptions of supervision between 

students completing a master's degree and those completing a doctoral degree. This 

indicates that the experience in terms of satisfacton and impact is similar for both. Status 

was examined for exploratory purposes and therefore there are no studies to mpport or 

contradict this finding 

Supervisor status in terms of academic rank and years of supervisory experience 

was also examined for exploratory purposes. Results indicated that supavison at 

dBamt stages of their career in terms of academic rank (i.e., assistant, associate, full 

professor) do not di&r in their perceptions of the supmisory relationship, however they 

did differ as a fimction of the number of years experience they have supenking students. 

Supemisom with 16 - 20 years of experience were less satisfied with and perceived a 
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more negative impact on outcomes due to studentst willingness to seek additional 

information. In addition, supervisors with I1 - 20 years' experience were less satisfied 

and perceived a more negative impact on outcomes due to student motivation. A possible 

explanation for this i s  that supervisors in the middle stages of their careers expect more 

from students in terms of seeking additional resources and being motivated. Supervisors 

with less experience may be more willing to motivate as well as help students find 

additional resources. Supervisors with more than 20 years experience may not feel as 

affkcted by a student's lack of motivation or willingness to seek additional information. 

At this point in their careers, they may have lost interest or motivation themselves and 

hence are not aected by a lack of student motivation. On the other hand, they may have 

more time to devote to motivating students and feel less resentfid of students needing 

more motivation. This certainly should be examined in firture studies on supemision. 

It should be noted that as an extension to this question, o v d  student satisfation 

was examined in terms of supervisors' experience with supervision, however no 

significant differences were found. It appears that the number of year's experience with 

supervision a supemisor has does not a&ct student satisfaction. 

Gender 

In terms of o v d  satisfaction with the supe~sory relationship, there were no 

significant differences between males and f d e s  perceptions (means = 3.63 and 3.62 

respectively). This finding contradicts the findings by Worthgton and Stern (1 985), 

Hite (1985) and Powles (1993) who found that in general, malc studans perceived better 

relationships with their supervisors than female student's did Considering the dates of 

the above studies, it is apparent that the gap in satisfaction between males and females 
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has narrowed in the past five or more years. Overall, the satisfaction scores for both 

groups fa below 'satisfied' (4.00/5.00) leading to a conclusion that neither group is very 

satisfied with the relationship in general. 

There were only two individual supervisor c ~ t e r i s t i c s  where males were 

significantly more satisfied than females. The f b t  was the supe~sor's knowledge of the 

research topic and the second was the letters of support written by the supervisor. 

Although females were less satisfied with these characteristics, a significant difference in 

impact between the two groups only occumd with respect to supervisor knowledge. 

With mpect to the 1- of support, Hite (1985) reported that males perceived more 

support from their supervisors than did their female colleagues. The present results 

support this finding. 

The supmisots knowledge of the research topic was not previously identified as 

an area where males and females differed in terms of satisfaction. This new fmding adds 

to our understanding of the supervisory relationship, however this should be examined in 

greater detail to determine why females perceive the knowledge in tams of research 

topic less favourably than males do. 

It is particularly interesting that in terms of supervisor gender, fcmales were more 

satisfied with student schedules, motivation and attitude. Previous studies have found 

that male sqxwisors often perceive better relationships with students and female 

supervisors may have bigha standards for what co nstitutes a good relationship 

(Worthhgton & Stem, 1985). The results of this study contradict the conclusions of 

Worthington and Stem. It could be that female supervisors have lowered their standards 

since the mid-eighties when Worthington and Stem conducted their study. 
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A second expianation for the differences in satisfaction between male and 

female supervisors could be that female supewisors are more undemanding when it 

comes to dual roles and the subsequent effect that this can have on schedules, motivation 

and overall attitude. It might be that many students are married with f d e s  to support 

and care for, which can be taxing on their studies. It could be that f d e  supmisors 

have more empathy for this situation. This study did not examine marital status, number 

of dependants or work outside the university however it is recommended they be 

examined in future studies. 

& 

It has been argued that younger students are generally more dissatisfied with the 

wpervimq relationship than older students are (Powles, 1988). The results of this study 

provide evidence to support the findings of Powles in that students over 50 years of age 

were more satisfied than younger students with mpmisor availability in terms of 

schedules and discwing academic issues. Older students also perceived the impact of 

supervisor availability more favourably than younger students did. The findings here 

suggest that older students may be more understanding of busy schedules. Furthermore, 

it could be suggested that older students require less time on behalfof the supervisor and 

therefore may not be as critical of the supervisor's busy schedule. As suggested in the 

Litcraturr Review, age may serve as a proxy for experience leading to the assumption 

that older students entering graduate school are bringing life experiences into the process. 

These experiences may include seK&ctecl learning, independence, seKmotivation, and 

time-management, all of which could result in the student needing less of the supmisot s 

time. 
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Students over 50 years of age also perceived the impact of admitting their 

mistakes more favourably than younger students did This f'lnding was not surprising as 

it seems logical that older students with more We experience may recognise that they are 

fallible and not expected to know everything. Their egos may not be as dependent upon 

being right. They may also have greater experience receiving criticism and therefore be 

more willing to accept it and recogaizc its benefits. 

In terms of Supewisor age, there were no significant diffcrcnces in satisfaction or 

perceived impact with the characteristics. These findings contradict the findings of 

Yerushalmi (1993) who found that middle-age supmisors viere ofken more critical and 

less satisfied with supervision. Yerushalmi stated that middle-age supervisors often felt 

threatened in the presence of younger students aspiring for their jobs. The present study 

does not provide support for this conclusion. Instead, it appeared that supervisors of all 

ages were equally satisfied with the relationship. 

Faculty 

There were statistically significant differences in student satisfaction with some of 

the characteristics as a firnetion of faculty. Students in Nursing and Medical Science 

appead the most satisfied with supervisor availability, the supervisory relationship in 

general and graduate education. The least satisfied with supenisor availability and 

overall satisfaction were students from the Faculty of Communication and Culture and 

Faculty of Science. For students in Science, it appeared that the area of least satisfaction 

was with the supmriso~'s schedule accommodating the demands of supmision. 

Specifically, students in Science scored 2.60/5.00 indicating they were not satisfied with 

this chactaistic.  The nature of the supen&ory relationship in Science coupled with the 
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work load demands placed on f d t y  members appeared to be affecting the perceived 

quality of graduate education in that Faculty. Interedngly, students in Engineering were 

also dissatisfied in general with the supexvisors' schedule (2.70/5 .OO). However, they 

were satisfied overall with supervision (4.00/5.00), indicating that supervisor schedules 

do not affect students in all Faculties the same way. 

Students in Humanities and Social Work appeared the most satisfied with 

supervisor knowledge, while students in Comrn~cation/Culture, Nursing and 

Kinesiology were the 1- satisfied. Students in Engineering appeared the most satisfied 

with the encouragement to apply for scholarships and with the letters of support witten 

by their supewisors. Finally, students in Cornmrmication/Culture, and Management were 

the least satisfied with the encouragement to apply for scholarships and with letters of 

support* 

In summary, it appears thai overall, students in Nursing and Medical Science were 

thc most satisfied with supervision and their graduate education and students in 

ComunicationlCulture and Science were the least satisfied. It should be noted however 

that the results found in this study reflect the perceptions of only a small number of the 

students registered in each Faculty. For example, only two students fhm 

Communication/Culture participated in the study malring it ~ W c u i t  to generaiize 

findings for that Faculty. Facutties with larger sample sips (e.g., 20 students h m  

Science) were comprised of students from many departments (e.g., Biology, Chemistry, 

Physics, GeologyIGeophysics) again making it ~UEcult to make strong conclusions for 

the entire Faculty. 
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As mentioned in the Literature Review, there did not appear to be any research 

examining the differences in supervision and satisfaction with supe~s ion  across all 

Faculties in graduate education prior to this study. There is only one study by Seagram, 

Gould and Pyke (1998) that examined differences in satisfaction between students in 

H d t i e s ,  Social Sciences and Science. They found that students in Social Sciences 

reported higher levels of overall satisfaction with the supervisory relationship than 

students in Science or Humanities did. Although the present study also showed that 

students in Social Science were more satisfied with the supmisory relationship (mean = 

4.00) than students in Science (mean = 3.35) and Humanities (mean = 3.86) were, the 

differences were not significant. 

For Npcrvisors, no significant differences were found in satisfaction as a hc t ion  

of Faculty, implying that in general, supewisor's perceptions of supervision are consistent 

across all Faculties. 

Time to Completion 

Satisfacton with supervision was not found to iufluence time to completion for 

students. This is a very interesting finding considering the concern about completion 

rates among university administrators (Holdaway, Deblois & Winchester, 1994; 

Canadian Association for Graduate Studies, 1992). Given that previous studies have 

linked the quality of supervision to completion rates (Holdaway, 1991 ; Holdaway, 

Deblois & Winchester, 1994), this finding is slaprising. In this study, it was found that 

sstisfktion and impact were positively correlated, indicating that supervision did have 

impacts on the supmkry relationship, the students studies, andlor final degree outcome. 

However the nahnt of the impact did not include completion rates. It is certainly 
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recommended that impact be examined in greater detail to determine how the 

supe~sory relationship and the students studies rue affected. 

Working Togetbet as Student and Supervisor 

Prior to this study, reasons for choosing a supervisor or deciding to supervise a 

student had not been examined. This section therefore provides valuable information 

about the student-supmrisor relationship, which has not been captured elsewhere. Very 

interesting results emerged as to the reasons why students and supervisors decided to 

work togaha. 

Results indicated that for supenison, the two most important reasons for 

supervising a student were common research interest first and the student's work habits 

second. For students, the two most important reasons were personality first and common 

research interest second. Both students and supervisors agreed on the common research 

interest with no significant differences in their scores. However signScant mean 

differences existed with the other two reasons (work habits and personality). It is not 

surprising that supavison would choose work habits given the emphasis placed on 

student competence, motivation and attitude in previous sections of this study. All of 

these would be reflected in the student's work habits. Common research interest was also 

not surprising. It seems logical that students would examine the research interest of 

potentid supervisors during the seiection process. Given that graduate students increase 

research productivity (Milem, Berger & Dey, 2000) it also is logical that supmisors 

would select students based on common research interests. 

The surprising diffettnce here lies with personality. Students' mean score on the 

importance of personality was 4.6315.00 indicating that overall Npavisor personality 
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was very important. On the other hand, supervisors had a mean score of  2.59/5.00 on 

the importance scale, indicating that personality was not important in the decision to 

work together. This finding adds sigaificant iaformatiotl to what students perceived as 

important in the supervisory relationship. Students first choose supervisors based on 

personality. However, once in the relationship, their needs shifted to structure and 

expertise. Supporting the importance of pmodty in the relationship are the results 

from the question on why students changed mpavisors during their studies. Almost 50% 

of the students who changed supe~sors did so because of a personality conflict This 

was followed by change in research interest (18.5%). Given these results, personality 

should be examined in fbrther detail as a method for matching students and supervisors in 

graduate education. 

With respect to the other reasons for choosing to work together, both students and 

supervisors agreed that professional reputation was somewhat important, 

recommendations from other people @rofessors, students and graduate co-ordinators) 

were not important, and recruiting was neither important nor unimportant, 

Conciusion 

To conclude, the following section provides a brief summary of the major 

findings of this study. 

The most important characteristics of the supervisory relationship in graduate 

education w m  identified and divided into supervisor charac~5stics student 

characteristics and chamcm&ics of Supmision. Supervisor characteristics and 

c-cs of supemision wae fbrther grouped into one of two constructs. The first 
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was Supervision Strsrcture, which was described in tams of the management and 

organization of the relationship and consisted of itans meemring availability, 

accessibility, promptness, regular meetings, academic support, and encouragement. The 

second was Supervisor Erpertise and consisted of items measuring guidance, f d b a c k ,  

knowledge and expectations. The supervisor's belief in the student's ability was 

associated with both constructs. 

The most important student characteristics were not fwtor analyzed because of 

the small number of supervisors who provided the information. However the most highly 

rated charaacristics on importance were student availability, time-management, 

organization, attitude, enthusiasm, willingness to seek new idomtion and admit 

mistakes, and finally motivation. 

In term of why students and supewisors decided to work together, supewisors 

stated common research interest and the student's work habits as having the most 

influence in deciding to supervise a student. While students w e d  with common 

research interests, they stated supervisor personality was the most important factor in 

choosing a supervisor. 

Significant positive correlations were found between satisfaction with 

chamteristics and: I) the impact of those characteristics on the supervisory relationship, 

2) the student's studies, and 3) final degree outcome. As satisfaction increased, the more 

favourable the impact and as satisfktion d e b  the more negative the impact 

Supavisors perceived their availability (by email/phone/in person, discussing academic 

issues, and amount and length of meetings) as having a more favourable impact than did 
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students. Supervisors also perceived the guidance they provided on the proposal and 

thesis/dissertation more favourably than did students. 

In general, supervisors were more satisfied with the supmisory relationship than 

were students. Student satisfaction with the supervisory relationship was positively 

correlated with their satisfaction with graduate education. A linear regression analysis 

found that for students, the supervisois schedule (accommodating the demands of 

supervision) the supervisor's belief in the student's ability and the feedback provided on 

the thesis/dissertation accouated for unique variance in predicting overall satisfaction. 

For supmrisors, it was the student's competence to undertake a research project that 

accounted for unique variance in predicting overall satisfaction. 

In t ern  of demographic variables, female supervisors were more satisfied with 

student schedules, motivation and attitude than were male supervisors. Supervisors with 

16 - 20 years of supervision experience were the least satisfied with student motivation 

and willingness to seek new information. 

For students, the findings indicated that males were more satisfied than females 

with supervisor knowledge of the research topic and with letters of support. In terms of 

age, students over 50 were more satisfied with supwisor availability in terms of 

schedules and discussing academic issues. Students over 50 also perceived the impact of 

admitting their mistakes more favourably than younger students did. 

Differences emerged between Faculties in this study. Specifically, students in 

Nursing and Medical Science were the most satisfied with @sor availability, the 

supewisory relationship in general and graduate education. Students in 

Commuaication/Culture, and Science wac the least satisfied with the supe~sory 
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relationship and specifically with the nrpcrvisor's schedule. Social Work and 

H d t i e s  students were the most satisfied with the supenisor's knowledge of the 

research topic, while students in Nursing, Kinesiology and Communication/Cultm wen 

the least satisfied with supervisor knowledge. Finally, students in Enpineering were the 

most satisfied with the encouragement to apply for scholarships and with the letters of 

support written by the supervisor. Students in Communication/Culture were the least 

satisfied with these characteristics. 

A significant relationship was found between overall satisfacton with the 

supmisory relationship and role modeling. However, findings did not indicate that the 

decision to p m e  an academic career was influenced by the Npmisory relationship. 

Furthermore, the findings did not indicate that completion times were influenced by the 

supervisory relationship. 

In summary, this study provided evidence that a successful supervisory 

relationship is based on structure, expertise, belief in the student's ability, role modeling, 

and student attitudes and motivation. Both students and supmison perceived the 

academic nature as being more important than the personal nature of the relationship. 

Recommendations 

The following section of this chapter presents a List of recommendations based on 

the results of this study. The first step in ensuing quality supmision is to identify 

behaviouxs that have demonstrated effectiveness. This study provides a record of both 

e f f i v e  and imffcctive supervhry characteristics as pceived by graduate students and 

sqewhrs. It therefore serves as a step towards finding an operational definition of 
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effective supervision. The study contributes to the overall understanding of research 

supervision and graduate education. It is therefore recommended that students, 

supe~sors, graduate co~ordinators, Department Heads, Deans and other university 

administrators use the findings to ensure quality supervision for al l  students. 

Specifically, the results provide the foundation for the development of 

instructional opportunities such as workshops and seminars to improve the quality of 

graduate education. The following recommendations could be used in setting up 

workshops or seminars for administrators, faculty members and graduate students. 

1. Students and supervisors should be aware of such variables as availability, time 

management and organization. They need to provide each other with information on 

how and where they can be contacted. Both students and supervisors should be 

encouraged to work together to discuss expectations, and to set up a schedule of 

meetings in order to monitor prows.  

2. In terms of guidance, supe~son should help students with refining a research topic 

and provide students with guidelines on the appropriate length and format of a 

proposal and thesis, and guidelines on writing up and presenting their research. 

Workshops therefore should include the guidelines for each department and Faculty 

to ensure tbat supervisors are aware of the procedures. 

3. In terms of student schedules, perhaps more hding should be made available to 

ensure graduate students are not juggling full time work with their studies. Given that 

encouragement to apply for scholarships emerged as an important characteristic, 

graduate students should be informed of scholarship and fimding opportunities and 

encouraged to apply for them. Supervisors should be given a list of the scholarships 
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available to students in their department. Workshops could include this 

infomation or graduate co-ordinators could hold information sessions for both 

m ~ t s  and students in their departments. 

4. Given the list of important characteristics of graduate student supervision that 

emerged from this study, coupled with the most important reasons for agreeing to 

work together, students and supervisors should discuss research interest, work habits, 

expectations and responsibilities prior to agreeing to work together. Considering the 

importance students place on personality, these discussions could provide the 

opportunity to determine the degree to which the two personalities are compatible. 

Workshops for students and supervisors should included completing a learning style 

instnunent. This would help departments match supenkors with prospective 

students. 

5. In terms of student attitude, enthusiasm and motivation, it is suggested that individual 

departments plan graduate student fimctions to give students the opportunity to 

discuss their research and progress and to hear where other students are with their 

nsearch. This may help them retain their enthusiasm and motivation and positive 

attitude. Students should be encouraged to make a plan for their research, which 

includes a timetable with achievable goals. In addition, students should plan a 

timetable for completing their program. Workshops should include information on 

'what it means to be a graduate student' and the importance of doing independent 

research. 

6. Workshops should also include information on conflict resolution. Given that 

personality conflict emerged as the number one reason for changing supmrisors, 
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students and supervisors should be informed about the resources available in such 

situations. In addition, policies should be in place to ensun h t  students can discuss 

conflict in a safe environment without it impacting their reputation or progress. 

University administrators should be informed about the impact of schedules and 

availability on the perceived quality of the supervisory relationship and graduate 

education. The results of this study indicate that the wotkload of faculty members 

should be reviewed to ensun a balance between the demands of supmision and the 

demands of other responsibilities within the three areas of research, teaching and 

service. During workshops, supervisors should be encouraged to organise their 

timetables and long range plans (2-3 yem) and only agree to supervise the number of 

students they can balance with other responsibilities. 

Limitations 

The results of this study are encouraging in describing the quality and nature of 

the supervisory relationship in graduate education. However, as with all studies, there are 

limitations. Several limitations may lie with the sample itself. First, only students who 

were currently enrolled in a graduate program participated in the selection of the most 

important c w s t i c s  of the supervisory relationship. This was followed by 2 sample 

of those who had successllly completed their graduate degree participating in Phase 

Two of the study. As a result, the data may have been biased in that students who wen 

enrolled and students who had completed may have had different perceptions of the 

relationship than students who hed dropped out. With respect to supmrisors, the data 

may also have been biased given that the supervisors who participated were generally 
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satisfied with the supervisory relationship. It would have been beneficial to examine 

the perceptions of supemison who had not been satisfied. 

An additional limitation with the sample is that although the response rate was 

good (40%) some Faculties were underrepresented leading to an unequal distribution of 

participants in each area. For example, only two students pllrticipated h m  each of the 

Faculties of Communication/Culture and Management making it impossible to generalize 

the findings to all students in those Faculties. In addition, certain Faculties were not 

represented at all, such as Fine Arts and Law. Students in those Faculties may have had 

different perceptions and therefore changed the results of the entire study. The same 

limitation exists with the supervisor sample. Again, while the response was good 

(35.5%), some faculties were not npmented, hence excluding valuable perceptions fiom 

the study. 

A third limitation with the sample exists with the supervisor sample size. The 

small number of supervisors did not permit a factor d y s i s  to identify if there are 

underlying constmcts of student c h a r a ~ c s ,  thus limiting the interpretation of the 

most important chmcmistics. 

The selection method used to identify the most important characteristics may be a 

Limitati011. A mean criterion of 4.0015.00 was used to select the most important 

characteristics, however the mean criterion was based on a sample of 20 @cipants (1 0 

students and 10 mpewkors). It was assumed that these 20 participants represented the 

opinions of all other graduate students and supervisors. A completely different group 

may have yielded difFerent characteristics. 
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The retrospective nature of the study presented a limitation. Participants were 

asked to respond to questions about a relationship that may have occumd as much as six 

months in the past. Although this is not a long time, it may have had an effect on the 

pemqtions of participants. It could be that what really happened and the perceptions of 

what happened differed. Perceptions are important, but they may not be true indicators of 

what actually occurred. Furthermore, supervisors had less variability than students did in 

their answers indicating that they may have tearembered students less well than students 

remembered them. 

The use of a survey also presents a limitation. Participants in the study may have 

idealized the nature of their relationship. That is, when asked on a 5-point Likert scale to 

interpret satisfaction with and impact of the characteristics, many may have given 

responses that reflected positive relationships. 'Ihis may be particularly true of 

s u ~ s o t s  who tended to be more positive than students did. As a result, it is diflicult to 

define successf'ul supervision on the basis of the data available. Perhaps in-depth 

interviews with participants would have resulted in different d t s .  

Finally, the lack of a role modeling subscale was a limitation in this study. Given 

the importance of role modeling in graduate supervision that emerged h m  this study, it 

would have been beneficial to measure role modeling with more than a single question. 

Suggdon for Future Research 

The present study contributes to our understanding of the quality and nature of the 

supervisory relationship in graduate education. Homver, much is to be uncovered and 
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the topic desewes fbrther study. This section presents a list of suggestions for firm 

research. 

1. This study has identified the most important characteristics of the mpmisory 

relationship. Future studies should cross-validate the list of characteristics to ensure 

their importance in graduate student supervision. It is also recommended that hmm 

studies ascertain the frrquency with which such characteristics an actually 

implemented. 

2. The mults here are specific to graduate education; fhm studies should assess the 

applicability of these rrsults to other contexts, such as undergraduate thesis (honours) 

supervision and clinicaVfield supe~sion. This will enable researchers to compare 

and contrast graduate supe~sion with other types of supervision. 

3. The present study examined impact very generally in terms of effects on the 

supemisory relationship, the student's studies and/or &al degree outcome. The 

nature of the 'impactr should be examined in more detail. At present, all that is known 

is whether the characteristic had a positive or negative impact on the relationship 

and/or the student's studies. It would be beneficial to know how the relationship was 

affected or how the student's studies were affected, 

4. Longitudinal designs should be employed in the fbtwe to examine long term impact 

of the mpewisory relationship. It would be beneficial to determine if the quality and 

nature of the relationship affects student careers, psychological well being and overall 

success in the long term 

5. Responses to the srwey and open-ended questions indicated that both students and 

supervisor's schedules and other responsibilities had an effcct on the relationship. To 



better understand the impact of other demands and responsibilities, it is 

recommended that specific data on these issues be collected. For s u e r s ,  this 

should include the number of  stuc€ents they are supervising at any one time, the 

number of courses they are teaching while supenrising, and any service or committee 

work in which they are engaged. For student's, the data should include marital status, 

number of dependants, outside work responsibilities, and financial information. In 

addition, with respect to schedules and availability. students and supervisors should 

be asked to interpret the meanings of "fkquent" and "regular" meetings. This study 

showed that perceptions between the groups differed, however it could be that 

expectations were not realistic for one or both parties. For example, if a student 

expects several hours per week and the supmisor does not provide this time then the 

student will be dissatisfied. Several hours per week could be interpreted by 

supervisors as impossible to provide given their other responsibilities. In this case, 

student expectations may simply be too high. 

6. Student attitude emetged as being very si&cant in the supervisory relationship. It 

is therefore recommended that fimrte studies examine student attitude in more detail. 

Specifically. examining self-eacacy, happiness, enthusiasm, and motivation would 

contribute to the research on Npmision. 

7. The results of this study indicated that less than 50% of those surveyed were planning 

an academic career. Given the concern about the firmrr supply of academics, it is 

suggested that finher research examine the career choices of graduate students and 

detemhe the variables that might influence decisions to pursue an academic career. 



8. The present study found that supewisors were providing certain mentoring 

functioos as described by Levinson et ai (1978). It would be beneficial to include 

additional questions on students' perceptions of their supervisors as mentors. 

9. Supervisors in the middle range of their careers were found to be less satisfied with 

certain characteristics. To better understand the reasons surrounding this, it is 

suggested that future research examine the career cycles of supervisors to determine 

the changes that occur during the middle stages of their careers. 

10. The results here reflect the percqtions of only a small number o f  students in each 

Faculty. It is suggested that the study be repeated with a larger sample from each 

Faculty and Department so that stronger conclusions can be made regarding 

satisfacton with supervision and graduate education. 
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Appendix A 

Supervisory Relationships in Graduate Eduation 

Phase 1: Letter to Students and Supervisors 

Dear Prospective Participant: 

I am completing a PhD in the Graduate Division of Educational Research at the 
University of Calgary under the supervision of Dr. Theresa Kline fiom the Department of 
Psychology. As part of my research, I will be intcwiewin~surveying graduate students 
and faculty members about the student-supervisor relationship in graduate education 

The purpose of the study is to identify the characteristics relevant to the perception of 
effective supmision. An instrument measuring the importance, the satisfaction and the 
impact of the characteristics within @sory relationship dyads will be designed fiom 
the data collected in the intewiews. Understanding both the nature of the relationship, 
and the roles and behaviors of both the supewisor and the student within the relationship 
are critical in attempting to find an operational definition of effective supewision. This in 
nun can have an impact on the quality of graduate education for all students. Your 
participation in this study will contribute to this outcome. 

If you decide to participate in this study, your involvement will take no more than 60 
minutes of your time. First, the researcher will intewiew/mey you about your 
experience with supervision. Second, you will be asked to rate the importance of certain 
characteristics that have been found to be relevant in the student/supmisor relationship 
in graduate education. 

It should be noted that in no way would any information collected be linked to you. Your 
name will not be recorded on any data forms. You will be assigned a number and all 
information gathered will be coded according to that number. All data fiom the questions 
and the ratings of characteristics will be grouped together for analysis. 

The risks involved in participation are no greater than those experienced in everyday Life. 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns please contact the researcher at 220- 
@**@ or her supervisor, Dr. Theresa Kline at 220-*@@,. You may also contact Mrs. 
Patricia Evans in Research Services at 220-*@@*. 

If you agree to participate, please email the researcher at rntdwda@caIm.ca to arrange 
the interview. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen T. B. Drysdale, MSc 



Appendix B 

Lkt ufSupcwisory Ch(~acteristics - Part I 

Superviror veiy Unimportant Neither Imprbnt Important 
nor Unimportant 

very 
Characteristics Unimportant Important 

'1' '2' '3' '4' '5' 

Accessibk 1 2 3 4 5 
Appmcbrbk 1 2 3 4 5 

Active in R a a r c b  1 2 3 4 5 
Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 
Available 1 2 3 4 5 
Caring 1 2 3 4 5 

Competent 1 2 3 4 5 I 

CoUcgirl 1 2 3 4 5 
Committed I 2 3 4 5 

Critical of work 1 2 3 4 5 
Gives Dinction I 2 3 4 5 

Empatbetic I 2 3 4 5 
L 

Encourrgiog 1 2 3 4 5 
Enthusiastic 1 2 3 4 5 

Expert in Field 1 2 3 4 5 
Fkribk 1 2 3 4 5 
Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 I 

Cor kriea ttd I 2 3 4 5 
r 

Gives Guidance 1 2 3 4 5 
Helpful I 2 3 4 5 

I 

Influentirl 1 2 3 4 5 
Knowkdgeabk 1 2 3 4 5 

Motivated 1 2 3 4 5 
Objective 1 2 3 4 5 

Open to Idem 1 2 3 4 5 
Organized 1 2 3 4 5 I 

Pusivc 1 2 3 4 5 
Perceptive 1 2 3 4 5 . 1 

Popakr 1 2 3 4 5 
Positive 1 2 3 4 5 I - - -  

Powtrful I 2 3 4 5 
Rompt 1 2 3 4 5 

Qucrtiotliolp I 2 3 4 5 
I 

Specidw 1 2 3 4 5 
h 

slapportive 1 2 3 4 5 1 

Timemanaged 1 2 3 4 5 
Trainer 1 2 3 4 5 

Undsrrtmding 1 2 3 4 5 
Warm I 2 3 4 5 

Common Research 
Intcrrrt 1 2 3 4 5 

Gives Fcedbrck 1 2 3 4 5 



List of Sugcrviso~ Characte&tb - Putt 2 

Student V ~ W  Unimportant NcitL- laporbst Important 
aor Unimportlrt 

very 
Cbrtrcterbtics Unimportant Important 

'1' (2' '3' I4' '5' 
Accessible 1 2 3 4 5 
Attentive 1 2 3 4 5 
Caring 

1 

1 2 3 4 5 
Colkghl 1 2 3 4 5 

Committed 1 2 3 4 5 
I 

Compe!ent 1 2 3 4 5 
Accepts Criticism I 2 3 4 5 
Takes Dinctloa 1 2 3 4 5 

Empathetic 1 2 3 4 5 
Entbusbtic 1 2 3 4 5 

FItribk 1 2 3 4 5 
r 

Friend& 1 2 3 4 5 
Cort-oricatd 1 1 4 5 

Accepts Guidance 1 2 3 4 5 
I 

Accc~b Help 1 2 3 4 5 
Knowkdgtrbk 1 2 3 4 5 I 

Motivated 1 2 3 4 5 
r 

Objective 1 2 3 4 5 
Open to Idem 1 2 3 4 5 

Oqpaizcd 1 2 3 4 5 
Pmivt 1 2 3 4 5 

1 

Perceptive 1 2 3 4 5 
Positive 1 2 3 4 5 

1 

Prompt 1 2 3 4 5 
Questioning 1 2 3 4 5 I 

Time-mmrged 1 2 3 4 5 
Underrtrndirg 1 2 3 4 5 

L 

warn 1 2 3 4 5 
Common Resarch 

iptemt 
1 2 3 4 5 

-- - 
Accepts Feedback 1 2--- 3 4 5 



List of Supervisory Cham&rk&s - Pwt 3 

Cbrncterbtics of very Uaimportrat Neither Important very 
'1 

Supervirion Unimportant Importrot nor Importrat 
Unimportant 

elw '2' '3' '4' '5' 
I 

Fk.ibk 1 2 3 4 5 
I Frequent Meetings 
during Come Work 

1 2 3 4 5 
t 

Freqreat Mettogs I 2 3 4 
during Proposrl 5 

Frtqrent Meetings 
duriag Candidacy 1 2 3 4 5 

Frqaent M d g s  1 2 3 4 
during Thesis 

5 

Orgrnizcd 1 2 3 4 5 
r 

Positive 1 2 3 4 5 
Slle 1 2 3 4 5 

Stim~lrting I 2 3 4 5 
L , 

Structrrred 1 2 3 4 5 
Time-managed 1 2 3 4 5 



Appendix C 

Supervisory Relationships in Graduate Education 

Pbuc 1: Student Intcmtw Quatioar 

Student Questions 

1. Describe your experience as a supemisee and the characteristics that have made your 

supervisory relationship successfbl? 

2. Based on your experience as a supervisee, how would you describe ineffective 

supervision? 

3. Have your perceptions of supmision changed since you began your graduate education? 

4. If you are planning an academic career, do you plan to supervise the way you were 

mpmised? 

5. Do you plan on maintaining a relationship with your supmisor after graduation? 



Appendix D 

Saperviroy Rehtionshipg in Gndurte Education 

Phase 1: supervisor Interview Questions 

Supervisor Questions 

9. Describe your experience as a supervisor and the characteristics that have made your 

supemisory relationships successful? 

9. Based on your experience as a supervisor, how would you describe ineffective 

supenision? 

9. Have your perceptions of supervision changed since you first began supenising 

graduate students? 

9. Where did your supervisory style come from? 

9. Do you still maintain a relationship with your supewisor? 

9. Do you maintain a relationship with your students once they graduate? 

9. Does your department keep track of students after graduation? 



Appendix E 

S t a p e w h y  Rehtiouhips in Graduate Education 
Ph.w 1: Participant Informed Consent 

This form confirms the consent of to participate in 
the research project titled "The Quality and Nature of The Supetvisory Relationship in Graduate 
Education: Shldmt and Supavisor perceptions". This study will be conducted by Maureen 
hysdale under the supervision of Dr. Theresa Kline in the Graduate Division of Educational 
Research. 

1 have been informed, to an appropriate level of understanding, about the purpose and 
methodology of this research project, the nature of my involvement, and any possible risks to 
which I may be exposed by virtue of my participation. 

I a g m  to participate in this project by doing the following: 
+ Answer to the best of my ability several questions related to my experience of the 

student/supervisoly relationship in graduate education. 
+ Rate dK importance of the characteristics on the List of Supeniscory Characteristics. 

I understand and agree that: 
My participation is voluntary and I have the rigbt to withdraw h m  this research at any time 
without penalty. 

4 The researcher has a conesponding right to terminate my participation in this research at any 
time. 
Participation or non-participation will have no effm on my position within my agency. 

+ All data will be kept in a secure place inaccessible to others. 
4 Disposition of the data will be carried out in the following manoer: - Shredded when the project has baa completed. - Audiotapes will be e d  when the project is completed. 
+ Confidentiality will be assured through the assigning of numbers to each participant. 
4 Anonymity will be assured in the following manner: - Participants will not have to reveal their name during the interview. - Participants will not have to mod their name on the List of Supe~ jory  

Characteristics. 
Data will be coded in such a way that I will not be identified. 

4 The risk involved in participating in this study arc no grrrtcr than those experienced in 
everyday life. 

I have read the consent form and I understand the nahm of my involvement. I agree to participate 
within the above parameters. I understand that this research will k used for a d i d o n  and 
eventual publication in a scientific j o d .  I also understand tha! if I have any questions or 
comments, I may contact the researcher at 220-6736, her supervisor, Dr. Theresa Mine at 220- 
3469, or Mrs. Patricia Evans in Research Services at 220-3782. 

Date: 



Appendix F 

Meam for Supervisory Characteristics -Part 1 

Supemisor Characteristic 
' 

Student Meam Saperviror Maa ' 
(n - 10) (a = 6) 

L 

Accessible 4.60 450 
Approachable 3.50 3.16 

Active in Rcscrrch 3.60 3.83 
I 

Attentive 3.60 3.16 
Available 430 = 433 

Cariag 1 3.10 3.16 
Competent 3.70 3.83 
Cokghl 4.20 3.66 

Committal 3.50 3.83 

TOW M e u s  
(n = 16) 

4.56 I 

3.63 
3.68 
3.43 
4-44 
3.13 
3.75 
3.81 
3.63 

i 
Gives Dirccfion . 

Empahetic 

Expert in Field 
Flexible 
Fricndly 

Goaloriented 
G i v e ~ G ~ k h ~ t  

HclptPr 
Infl- 

--It. 
Motiwtcd 
Objective 3.70 3.66 3-69 , 

0 P ~ ~  4-70 4.33 456 
mu 3.40 3.16 3.31 

r I 

Passive I30 2.16 1.62 
I 

Pcrceprivc 3.80 3.33 3.62 
P O P U ~  130 2.50 1.87 
Positive 3 -90 3.66 3.81 
1 1 .H) 3.50 2.12 

420 4.16 4J8 
WOnint!  3.80 3.83 3.81 

Specialist 2.70 3.16 287 , 

S ~ p p a h  490 1 333 431 
Tic-managcd 3.10 3.16 3.3 1 

Trainer 2.20 2.83 2.44 I 

U-g 4.20 - 3-16 % - 3.6X 
W m  3.60 250 3.18 

~ C o m m o a ~ ~  - 260 450 331 
-Gives-. 430 433 - - 431 

_I L ...... con? 

320 
3.60 
3.60 
430 - 
430 
2.80 
3.50 
3.90 
3.50 
4 3  
4.60 
2.30 
4.40 

v 3.56 , 

3.50 3.56 
I 

3.50 3.56 I 

450 4.50 - 
I 

433 431 
3.66 
3.33 
3.16 
3.16 
-4- 16 
4-33 
3.00 
4.67 

3.70 3.83 

3.12 
3.43 
3 .62 
337 
437 

- 4% 
2.56 
4.50 
3.75 



Means for Supcivisory Characteristics -Part 2 

Means for Supervisory Characteristics -Part 3 

Student Cburtcristic 

Acccssiblc 
Attentive 
carin&! 

i 

CoUcgial 
CoaMiacd 

- A c c e p t s ~ ~  
Takes Dimdon 

Empathetic 
Enthidc 

Flexible 
Friendly 

Goal1oricntcd 
Accepts Guidmce 

Acccpts Help 
- k . -  

-- - 

Student Means 
(a = 10) 

4.40 
3.90 
3.50 
4.20 - 
3.40 
3.90 
4.10 
320 
3.10 
3.90 
3.20 
3.70 
3.80 
3.90 
3.60 
4.00 

Objective 
o l ? = ~ ~  

I 

Passive 
Perceptive 
Positbe 
Rornpt 

Tiimamgal. 
Undemanding 

Wann 
' Commort-Iwctcst . 

AcccptPFeedbrck 
- 

Supervisor M m  - 
= 6) 

3.66 
3.50 
2.16 

. 4.33 1 

Total Meam 
(a = 16) 

4.0 
3.75 

I 

3.00 
I 

. a 42s 

4-40 
3.90 
4.50.. 

- .  4.20 
1 .40 
3.70 
4.10 
3.80 

-4.20 
-3.m 
3-90 
3-50 
3.20 

- 420 

3.50 
3.83 
433 
3.83 
2.83 
4.50 - 
3.83 
3.16 
3.83 
3.66 
3.66 

- -  4-16 
4.m 4.60 

3.68 
3.87 
4.18 - 

3.43 
3.00 

I 

4.13 
I 

3 .S6 
3.25 
3.81 
3.87 
3.63 
4.06 

3.16 
4.16 
433 
1.83 
3.66 
4.33 
3.66 
4.16 
430 _ 
3.50 
2.33 

3.43 
4.37 
4.25 
1.56 

1 

3.69 
4.18 
3.75 
4.18 
4-12 

I 

3.75 
I 

3.06 
4.66. . 

4.m 



Supcrvbory Relatiomhips in Graduate Education 

Pilot Test: Letter to Supervison 

Dear Prospective Phcipant: 

I am completing a PhD in the Graduate Division of Educational Research at the University of 
Calgary under the supervision of Dr. Theresa Wine lrom the Department of Psychology. As part 
of my research, I will be ourveying graduate students and their supervisors about the student- 
supervisor relationship in graduate education. 

The purpose of the study is to identify the cbarPacristics relevant to the perception of dcctive 
supetvision. Understanding both the nature of h e  relationship, and the roles and behaviors of 
both the supervisor and the student within the relationship are critical in attempting to find an 
operational definition of effective supenision. This in turn can have an impact on the quality of 
graduate education for all students. Your participation in this study will contribute to this 
outcome. 

At this time, 1 am looking for perticipants to complete the survey as part of a pilot test. If you 
decide to patkipate, your involvement should take no rnm than 45 minutes of your time. You 
will be asked to complete a survey called the G r d w t e  Supe~isory Relotiomship Scale - Fom A. 

It should be mtad that in no way would any infomatian collected be linked to you. Your name 
will not be recorded on any foms. All collected data from the surveys will be grouped togaher 
for analysis. 

The risks involved in participation arc no greater than those experienced in everyday life. 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns please contact the researcher at Z O O * * * *  or her 
supenrisor, Dr. Theresa Klinc at 220-"**. You may also contact Mrs. Patricia Evans in Research 
Sewices at 220-****. 

A consent form is attached if you arc in agreement to participate. Please complete both copies of 
the consent form. Retain one copy for your records. 

Maureen T. B. Drysdale, MSc 



Apptndu H 

Supervisory Relatio~hips in Graduate Education 

Pilot Test: Letter to Students 

Dear Prospective Participant: 

I am completing a PhD in the Graduate Division of Educational Research at the University of 
Calgary under the supervision of h. Theresa Kline from the Department of Psychology. As part 
of my research. I will k meying graduate students and their suprvisors about the student- 
supervisor relationship in graduate education. 

The purpose of the study is to identify the characteristics relevant to the perception of effective 
supmiision. Understanding both thc nature of the relationship. and the mles and behaviors of 
both the supervisor and the d e n t  within the relationship are critical in attempting to find an 
operational definition of effective supcrvision. This in turn can have an impact on the quality of 
graduate education for all students. Your participation in this study will contribute to this 
outcome, 

At this time, I am looking for panicipants to complete the survey as part of a pilot test. If you 
decide to participate, your involvement should take no more than 45 minutes of your time. You 
will be asked to complete a survey called the Grdtrote Supenhory Reiationship Scale - Form B. 

It should be noted that in no way would any information collected be linked to you. Your name 
will not k recorded on any fonns. All collected data from the surveys will be grouped togaha 
for analysis. 

The risks involved in participation arc no greater than those experienced in everyday life. 

If you have any questions, comments or concems please contact the researcher at ZOO** * *  or her 
supvisor, Dr. Theresa Nine at 220-****. You may also contact Mrs. Patricia Evans in Research 
Services at 220-****. 

A consent form is attached if you arc in agreement to participate. Please complete both copies of 
the consent form. Retain one copy for your records. 

Sincerely. 

Mamen T. B. Drysdale, MSc 



Appendix I 

Supervboy Relationships in Graduate Education 

Pilot Tesk Participant Informed Consent 

This form confirms the consent of to participate in a 
pilot test for the research project titled "The Quality and Nature of The Supervisory Relationship 
in Graduate Education: Student and Supavisor perceptions". This study will be conducted by 
Maureen Drysdale under the supervision of Dr. Theresa Wine in the Gduatc Division of 
Educational Research. 

I have ken informed, to an appropriate level of understanding, about the pwpose and 
methodology of this research project, the nature of my involvement, and any possible risks to 
which I may be exposed by virtue of my participation. 

I agree to participate in this project by doing the following: 
4 Complete to the best of my ability the Graduate Szptvisrory Relufio~~~hip Scde. 

I understand and agree hat: 
r My participation is voluntary and 1 have the tight to withdraw from this research at any time 

without penalty. 
The researcher has a comsponding right to terminate my micipation in this research at any 
time. 

+ Participation or non-participation will have no effe* on my position within my agency. 
4 All data will be kept in a secure place inaccessible a others. 
+ Disposition of the data will be m ' e d  out in the following manner: - Shredded when the project has been completed or in seven years if I consent to a 

follow-up study. 
+ Confidentiality will be assured through the assigning of numbers to each p t i c i p t .  
+ Anonymity will be assured in the following manner - Participants will not have to record their name on the Gr&e Supemisory 

Relationship S d e .  
+ Data will be coded in such a way that I will not be identified. 

The risks involved in participating in this study am no greater than those experienced in 
everyday life. 

I have read the consent form and 1 understand the nature of my involvcrnem. I agree to participate 
within the a b m  parameters. I understand that this research will be used for a dissertation and 
eventual publication in a scientific journal. I elso u n d t m d  that if I have any questions or 
comments, I may contact the researcher at 220-wm, ha supervisor, Dr. Theresa Nine at 220- 
****, or Mrs. Patricia Evans in Research Services at 220-****. 

Signature: 





PART B: SUPERVISORY CHARACTERISTICS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF SUPERVISION 

For each of the following rtatementa, please rank the following: 
a) What IMPACT you believe tbb cbaracterbtic bad on your mbtionghip with this studen4 hidber atudier and/or their final 

degree outcome. 
Wbrt IMPACT did this characteristic have on 

your relrtionabip with this student, bidher 

n NoImpct t a l U n  V w y N ( k  
Impma laput 

y availability to this student (by 2 3 4 5 
one, email, or in person) 

I 

y promptness in returning 1 2 3 4 5 
ssages to this student 

I 

expectations I discussed at the , 
nning of this student's program 

2 3 4 5 

My schcdulc could accommodstc 
ha demands of supervising this I 2 3 4 5 

1 
y availability to discuss 

cademic issues with this student I 2 3 4 5 
9 

I 2 3 4 5 
I 

y belief in this student's ability , 2 3 4 5 

'he guidance I provided on this 
studant's rcsearch topic 
Thu guidance I provided on this 
student's research proposal 
The guidance I provided on this 
student's thesisldissertation 
r 

Thc amount of  constructivc 
criticlsm/fcedbeclr 1 providcd on the 
quality of  this student's rcsearch 
proposaI 
The amount of constructivc 
crilicismlfkedback I provided on the 
quality of this student's 
hcsiddisscrlation 
I was open to ideas about the 

direction of this student's research r 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I I 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

* 1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

r 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

1 

I 

5 
I 

5 

5 

5 

I 

5 



PART C: STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Chancleristic 

y knowtedge of his student's 

lbe encouragement 1 gave this 
student to apply for scholarships 

behalf of this student (e.g., 
scholarships, career opportunities) 
Re8ular meetings were held with 
%is student during proposal 
~cncrationhvrit in8 stages 
Scheduled meetings with this 
student were of adequate length to 

gucomplish necessary tasks 

For eacb of the following rtatementr, please rank tbe following: 
a) How SATISFIED you were with the listed characteristic in your student/superviaor nlationrbip. 
b) What IMPACT the cbaracterirtic bad on your relationship with this atudent, bidLcr rtudks and/or their final 

degrcc outcome. 

How SATISFIED were you wit 

Cbarrcterislic 
V.rl m,kr &&&, 

DirucblW 

tudent was easily accessible (by 
one, email, or in person) 

tudents schedule could 
accornmodab the demands of I 2 3 4 5 I ? 'd . '4; , 

* 2, 

5 
pnduate school h - e rb: ad !".is a , , ,A'$: t $,, 

Wbat IMPACT did tbb cbrnctcristk have on 
tbis student, hidher rtudim and/or tbeir final 

degree outcome? 
I 

bl' 

qy r)w 

1 

1 ------ 
I 

I 

I 

'2' 

y8- 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

'5' 
vnrhv-  

lu).cc 
I 

5 

5 

5 

I 

5 

I 

5 

L 

9' 
"I*. 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

'4' - 
I.y.cl 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 



How SATISFIED were you with this 

Cbancterirtk 

PART D: OPEN QUESTIONS 

a) Whrt chrrrcterbtks do you feel were the most important in your supervisory relationship with 8hb student? 

b) Wra tbcre anything NOT mentioned in this survey tbat bad a negative impact on your supervisor relationship with this student? Explain. 

c) Who and/or wbd do you btlicvc contributed the most to the success of this student's proaram? 



Appendix K: Graduate Supervisory Relationship Scale - Form B: Students 

PART A: STUDENT INFORMATION and GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT THE SUPERVISORY RELATIONSHIP 

Participant Number: 

Gender: 

Age: 

mree:  

Faculy/Deprrtrnent: 

Area of Specialization: 

Years to Cornplttc Program: 

Citizcnrhlp: 

Male Female 

<25 26-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 >SO 0 

Masters 0 PhD 0 

< 2 a  2 0  3 0  4 0  5 0  6 0  7 0  > 7 O  

Canadian Landed Immigrant Visa Student 0 

9. DM you Rmvt a choice in  who supervised you? Ycs No (No choice, supervisor was assigned upon admission) 0 

*Note: If you answered "Now to question 9, then proceed to question I I. 

10. If Yes to question 9, bow important was crcb of tbt following in choosing your supervisor? 

11. If you changed supctvisors during your program, what was the number ONE reason for doing so? CHOOSE ONE ONLY 

Change in research interest 
Could not nreet supervisor's expectations 
Supervisor could not meet my professional needs 
Conflict over authorshiplownership of research 
Supervisor moved or went on sabbatical 

Personality conflict (3 
Sexual harassment 
Other: 0 (describe: 
Not Applicable 0 

Neither Important 
nor Unimportant 

'3' 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Unimportant 

'2' 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

b 

Common research interest 
Supervisor's professional reputation 
Supervisor's work habits 

' Recommendation fmm another graduate student 
Recommendation from another professor 
Recommendation from graduate co-ordinator 
Recruited by supervisor 
Personality 
Other: (describe) 

Very Unimportant 

'I' 
I 
I 
1 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Important 

'4' 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 

Very Important 

'5' 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 



12. Do you conrMer your s u p c r v ~ r  to  be a positive role model for you? Yes 0 No 

13. At tbia time, are you planning to pursue an acrdtmk career? (c.g. college or  university professor) Yea No 0 

14. DM your ~ u p c n i m r y  mla4ion~hip influence the decision to pursue or not pursue an academic career? Yea O No 0 

IS, Overall, how artbfied are you with your 8upewisory experience? 
Very Satisfied III 
Satisfied 
Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 0 
Very Dissatisfied 0 

16. Overall, how satbfitd art  you wilh your graduate education? 
Very Satisfied t3 
Satisfied 
Neither Satisfied Nor Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied 0 
Vcry Dissatisfied 

PART B: SUPERVISORY CHARACTERISTICS AND CHARACTERISTICS OF SUPERVISION 

For each of the following atatcmrt~, p k a r  rank tbe following: 
b) How SATISFIED you were with tbc listed cbaracterbtlc in your  atudent/aupen*ar rehtionlip. 
c) What IMPACT the charactcrimtk had on you, your nlat ionship wilb your rupen&or. your 8tudie-a and/or the final degree 

outcome. 

b 

Chrrrctcristic 

~upc rv i so r  was easily accessible 
, email or in person) 

upervisor returned messages 

upstvisor discussed expectations 
at the beginning of my program 
~ u ~ e w i s o r ' s  schcdu~o could 
accommodate the demands of 
supervision 
~upervisor was available to discuss 
academic ~SSUCS 

HOW SATISFIED weft YOU with tblr WLI( IMPACF,l(d L.+,- tbb '#s 1 .? ~qb*trbt& ~r Li)yt a i  
characteristic in your own studenUsupcwiror . yob9 iwwfh@.m *r 

reht  long hip? y o m h ~ t ~ i d ~ i h o r i t ~ s  ild.tLswici outcome? 
'5' 

. .  . 

'1' 
vuy ~~ 

'2' 
D&tblW 

k r 

I 
, . . ) . , '~ : ' -+r ;  ,+-'I ! '.; b ' $ V l  

2 3 4 5 .  1' , .?I +3ja . . 5 : ,  
'"4' 

1 2 3 4 5 

, 2 3 4 5 

I 2 3 4 3 

, 2 3 4 5 

'3' 
WthT 

SaMHm 
wnubad 

v i  - * !sm.  . -  .&i  . ' v 

. . .  I & ' * " . .  . ' $,,. .!;12?~ $:; 3il -* : S, L , ~ #  , i . 
. , 8 ' p ,  1. 

5 ; - + *  L 2 '  - .b-L , . 
, t m >  .A ?.* ,* ..--.. . I ' f Y  i , a 4- * 1 2. . 3' 

. . - L  ,r,-,. .:.. -'j.-.d.i*,;L . :Y. , . . . 
! ' ' . $  , ik+, , ; b  : r -  

7 k .  *.I I 

I 2 * . '4 $ 
+ . i . , I , .I I_+.L .n- l - .w? , t i t .  &t1:dh i: ,. 
., " * . - *  *+ ;$-:;a;-~;R.p r.? -. - .-, ; - A  

" I +  21[';5c'- 7 . .  : i?$ a L,., . . . :  I ' ;  ? 
3 

'4' 
SUMd 





PART C: STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS 
Far each of the fo~lowiag stmtements, please rank the following: 
a) .What IMPACT the cbaracteristic bad on you, your relationship with your supervisor, your studiw and/or the final degree 

outcome. 

What IMPACT did this characteristic have on 
YOM, your rcltiomabip with your qpcniror, 

your r tudh and/or 
'1' ' Z 9  

availability to my supervisor I 
phone, smail, or in person) 

2 

y personal schedule could 
mccommodate the demands of I 2 

ability to meet appropriate I 2 

The respect 1 had for my 
supervisor's privacy on personal I 2 
issues 
My m~husiasm about my research I 2 

by attitude about my studies 

My compctmce to undertake a 
research project 
hy willingness to seek new 
information by reading additional 

y willingness to share authorship 
with my supervisor on joint 

y motivation to complete my 

y willingness to admit my 
mistakes 

ortcornc? 
'5' 

V r q N h l  
1- 

5 

5 

5 

5 

I 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

tbt n11a1 
'3' 

NDCICI 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

degree 
'4' 

hWn 
1-8 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 





Supervboy Reirtio~bipr in Graduate Education 
Phase 2: Letter to Students 

Dear Prospective Participant: 

I am completing a PhD in the Graduate Division of Educational Reseuch at the Uaivcrsity of 
Calgw under the supervision of Dr. Theresa Mine from the Department of Psychology. As part 
of my research. I will be surveying graduate students and their supavisors about the student- 
supemisor relationship in graduate education. 

The purpose of the study is to identify the characteristics relevant to the perception of eficaive 
supewision. Understanding both the nature of the relationship, and the roles and khaviors of 
both the supervisor and tbe student wi-thin the relationship arc critical in attempting to fud an 
operational definition of effective supmrision. This in tum can have an impact on the quality of 
graduate education for all students. Your participecion in this study will contribute to this 
outcome. 

If you decide to participate in this study, your involvement will take no more than 15 minutes of 
your time. You will be asked to complete a nvvey called the G r h t e  Sriperwisory Relationship 
&ale - Fonn B. Please refer to the instructions provided for completing the survey. 

It should be noted that in no way would any information collected be linked to you. Your name 
will not be recorded on any forms. You will be assigned a number and all information g a t h d  
will be coded according to that number. All collected data from the surveys will k grouped 
together for aualysis. 

The risks involved in panicipation arc no greater then those experienced in evcryday life. 

There is also the possibility that you may be contacted in five years to participate in a follow-up 
study to examine supervision and career outcomes. Participation would k similar to the present 
study, in that you would be required to complete a survey. By agreeing to participa!c in the 
present study, you arc not obligated to participate in a follow-up. If you agree to participate in a 
follow-up, the data collected in this study will be securely stored for up to seven years. If you do 
not agree to participate in the follow-up, the data will be destroyed after the completion of the 
present project 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns please contact the researcher at 220-6736 or her 
supmisor, Dr. Theresa Kline at 220-3469. You may also contact Mrs. Patricia Evans in 
Research Services at 220-3782. 

A consent form is attached if you arc in agreement to participate. Please complete both copies of 
the consent form. Retain one copy for your records and r c t m  the second with the completed 
srwey by Dacmber la, 20W . Please return completed forms in the envelope prwided. 

Sincerely, 

Maunen T. B. hysdale, PhD (c) 



Sapewisoy Rdrtmoshlps in Graduate Education 

Phase 2: Participant Wormed Consent 

Tbis form confirms the consent of to participate in 
the research project titled "The Quality and Nature of The Supervisory Relationship in Graduate 
Education: Studcnt and Supervisor perceptionsn. This study will be conducted by Maureen 
Drysdale under the supervision of Dr. Theresa Kline in the Graduate Division of Educational 
Research. 

I have been informed, to an appropriate level of understanding, about the purpose and 
mahodology of this research project, the nature of my involvemt~lt, and any possible risks to 
which 1 may be exposed by virtue of my participation. 

I agree to participate in this project by doing the following: 
Complete to the best of my ability the Gr&e Supmilory Relaionship Scale. 

I understand and agree that: 
+ My participation is voluntary and I have the right to withdraw from this research at any time 

without penalty. 
+ The researcher has a comoponding right to terminate my participation in this research at any 

time. 
+ Participation or non-participation will have no cff- on my position within my agency. 
+ All data will be kept in a secure place inaccessible to others. 

Disposition of the data will be carried out in the following manner: 
- Shredded when the project has been completed or in seven years if I consent to a 

follow-up study. 
+ Confidentiality will be assued h u g h  the assigning of numbers to each participant. 
+ Anonymity will be assured in the following manner - Participants will not have to record their name on the Grcdume Sqenisory 

ReIationsh$ Scufe. 
Data will be coded in such a way that I will not be identified. 

+ The risks involved in participating in this study arc no grrrtcr than those experienced in 
everyday life. 

1 h read the consent fonn and I understand the nature of my involvement I agree to participate 
within the above parameters. I understand that his  research will k wd for a dissertation and 
eventual publication in a scientific joumal. I also understand that if I have any questions or 
comments, I may contact the m h e r  at 2206736, her supervisor, Dr. Theresa Kline at 220- 
3469, or Mrs. Patricia Evans in Research ScrVices at 220-3782. 

Date: 
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4 I have been informed that I may k contacted for a follow-up study in five years. 

I understand that I will be requid to complete a s w e y  at that time. 
4 I understand that if I consent to a follow-up study, the data will be secured in a locked filing 

cabinet for seven years at which time it will be destroyed 
+ I understand that i f 1  decline participation in a follow-up study, the data collected h m  me in 

the present study will be destroyed at the completion of this project. 
4 I understand that any subsequent use of dK data fmm his project will conform to the above 

param-. 
4 I understand that participation in a follow-up study will be in accordance with the guidelines 

set forth by the Education Joint Ethics Committee at the University of Calgary. 

I understand the nature of my involvement in a follow-up study to be conducted in five years. I 
agree to participate within the above parameters. 

Date: 

I understand the nature of my involvement in a follow-up study to be conducted in five years. I 
do not agree to participate within the above parameten and thereby request that the data collected 
from me k destroyed at the completion of the present study. 

Signature: 



Supervisory Rehtionship~ in Graduate Education 
Phase 2: Letter to Supehrs  

Dear Dr. 

I am completing a PhD in the Graduate Division of Educational Research at the University of 
Calgary undet the supervision of Dr. Theresa Kline h m  the Dqartment of Psychology. As part 
of my research, I will be surveying graduate students and heir supervisas about the student- 
supervisor relationship in graduate education. 

The purpose of the study is to identi@ the charactctistics relevant to the perception of effective 
supervision. Understanding both the nature of the relationship, and the roles and behaviors of 
both the supervisor and the student within the relationship are critical in attempting to find an 
operational definition ofefEective supervision. This in turn can have an impact on the quality of 
graduate education for ail students. Your participation in this study will contribute to this 
outcome. 

You have been asked to participate because one or more of your students have consented and 
completed the student portion of the survey. When examining student-nrpervisor dyads, it is 
essential to have both the student and the supervisor participate. Your participation would 
complete the dyad information and contribute to the outcome of this study. If you decide to 
participate, your involvement will take no core than 15 minutes of your time. You will be asked 
to complete a survey cafled the Graduate Slrpemiso'y Relmionhip Scale - F m  A. 

It should be noted that in no way would any information collected be linked to you. You will be 
assigned a number and all information gathered will be coded according to that nwnber. All 
collected data from the sweys will be grouped tog*hcr for analysis. 

The risks involved in participation arc no greater than those experienced in everyday life. 

There is also the possibility that you may be contacted in five years to participate in a follow-up 
study to examine supervision and career outcomes. Participation would be similar to the present 
study, in that you would be required to complete a survey. By agreeing to participate in the 
present study, you arc not obligated to participate in a follow-up study. If you agree to participate 
in a follow-up, the data collected will k securely stored for up to seven years. If you do not agree 
to participate in the follow-up, the data will be destroyed after the completion of the project. 

If you have any questions, comments or concerns please contact the researcher at 2206736 or her 
supervisor, Dr. Theresa Kline at 220-3469. You may dso contact Mrs. Patricia Evans in 
Research Services at 220-3782. 

A consent form is attached if you are in agreement to participate. Please complete both copies of 
the coamt fom. Retain one copy for your records and return the second with the completed 
surveys by J u u n  19&, 2901. P l a s  rctum completed forms in the envelope provided 

Sincerely, 




