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                                           ABSTRACT 

Research plays a significant role in the development of a country. A country cannot  

progress without establishing a sound research system in its higher education 

institutions. It is a national dilemma that a conducive research environment could not 

flourish in Pakistani universities. However, Higher Education Commission (HEC) has 

been striving hard to promote international level research culture in the country since 

its establishment. Even though, researchers face so many barriers in conducting 

research at postgraduate level programs at higher education institutions especially in 

the provinces which need to be identified and addressed. The purpose of this study 

was to identify the main barriers and analyze the opinions of supervisors and scholars 

about various barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level at public and 

private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. For this purpose eight (08) 

universities (four each in public and private sector) were randomly selected by the 

researcher as a sample. The sample consisted of 640 respondents including four each 

from the disciplines of natural and social sciences. The scholar received 521 

responses out of 640. A questionnaire comprising of 50 items and one open ended 

question was designed. Data was analyzed using mean, percentage, standard deviation 

and t–test, while open-ended questions were analyzed using content analysis method. 

The findings of the study revealed that majority of the respondents (supervisors and 

scholars) were on the same page regarding the barriers (supervisory, financial, social, 

personal, and administrative) in conducting research at postgraduate level programs in 

both the sectors. A significant difference of opinions was observed among the views 

of the respondents about the role of supervisors in public and private universities 

which may be due to the number of available supervisors and students’ strength. The 
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nature of program did not prove to be a strong variable in producing significant 

change in the opinions about the barriers except a disagreement was noticed about 

social barriers among the respondents of public sector universities. There was no 

difference in the opinion of male and female respondents about barriers in the 

research process. The discipline of the respondents showed similar responses about 

the barriers except the data revealed difference of opinions about supervisory barriers 

in private sector universities. Content analysis revealed that supervisors had 

reservations about the scholars (passive attitude, lack of academic skills) and 

administration (lack of HEC approved supervisors, less remuneration, lack of 

resources) while the scholars too had concerns regarding supervisors (part-time 

availability, lack of research expertise, paucity of time due to academic and 

administrative responsibilities) and administration (non-availability of research grant, 

lengthy topic approval procedure, non-availability of resources, imbalanced 

supervisor-supervisee ratio). The study concludes by identifying and comparing views 

of the respondents about the barriers that are creating hurdles in postgraduate research 

at public and private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa as well as suggesting 

areas where future work might build on the findings of the study.  
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                                             CHAPTER   1 

                                                INTRODUCTION 

Education plays a crucial role in the advancement of a society. It is indispensable for 

the overall personality development of human beings. Research has done a wonderful 

job for boosting up the society and development of the economy in the field of social 

sciences (Loon, 2005). According to Etzkowitz et al; (2000), research institutions 

worldwide contribute a lot to National Economic Development and they might rightly 

be called as research repository. Sanyal & Varghes,( 2006) observe that universities in 

the developed world pay more attention to research and deem research activities as their 

key responsibility alongside other functions. On the other hand, universities in the 

developing countries emphasize more on teaching than research activities.  

A dissertation has two main purposes to accomplish. On one hand, it is a careful 

and highly professional training experience. A researcher after completing a dissertation 

can easily address any important academic issue. While on the other hand, a dissertation 

constitutes an original contribution to knowledge in the field (Myers, 1999). 

Effective supervision plays a vital role in the completion of research work. 

According to Bitchner & Basturkmen (2006), supervisors have vast knowledge and 

experience but the expertise are not properly communicated to the students. 

Communication gap between supervisor and supervisee create hurdles in the 

completion of research (Bitchner & Basturkmen,2006; Drennan & Clarke, 2009 and 

Lumadi, 2008). A number of studies conducted in the field highlighted a variety of 

issues which can delay research process like finances, learning resources, accessibility 

of information, proper monitoring, isolation, marital issues, Information and 
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Communication Technology, gender, caste, time management and determination 

(Lovitts,2001; Sowell,2008; Kohun & Ali,2005; Maher, Ford and Thompson,2004; Ali 

& Kohun,2006,2007; Naveda, 2009; Wao &Onwuegbuzic, 2011; Neumann,2012). 

Lovitts (2001) describes some external and internal factors that affect research like poor 

access to the required information, lack of community support, loss of interests with the 

learning experience and lack of supervisor-supervisee interaction, marriage, divorce and 

pregnancy.  

Attrition rate at doctoral degree completion is estimated 50% by Ivankova & 

Stick (2007) while Nettles & Millet (2006) rate it as high as 70%. According to Lovitts, 

2001 and Wao, H.O. 2010, attrition can be harmful financially to institutions while at 

the same time to the scholar too in terms of financial, personal and professional  

consequences. Studies show that there is no single reason that affect research progress 

but there are multiple interlinked causes that lead to delay (Glode & Dor, 2001; Lovitts, 

2001; Glode, 2005 and Nettles & Millett, 2006). Large number of literature is available 

on undergraduate withdrawal research but unfortunately there is a shortage of literature 

on doctoral program attrition (Gold, 2005; Lovitts, 2001). According to Willis and 

Carmichael (2011), internal changes within the candidate decreases the importance of 

the doctorate that divert the mind of the candidate to another profession. The doctoral 

candidates withdraw from the research program very secretly because they don’t want 

to disclose and very silently switch over to another profession (Golde, 2005 and Lovitt, 

2001). 

  Iqbal, (2012) describes that a favorable research environment can highly 

contribute in the socio-economic development of a society. It is unfortunate that 

research culture in higher education institutions of Pakistan has not been friendly. It is a 
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fact that Higher Education Commission (HEC) of Pakistan took different practical steps 

in promoting research. Unfortunately in spite of these initiatives, research culture has 

not yet flourished in the country due to some internal and external barriers. Very limited 

study has been conducted regarding barriers in research at postgraduate level, so far in 

Pakistan. The purpose of the study is to identify the barriers which are creating hurdles 

in research  as well as to make aware all the stakeholders for taking remedial measures 

to boost up research culture on strong foundations for socio-economic development of 

the country. The study is focused on the universities of  Khyber Pakhtunkhwa for the 

purpose to flourish research culture to properly tackle the diverse issues of the province. 

1.1   STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The scholars conducting research at Post graduate level in Pakistan face numerous 

problems at different stages towards completion. These problems are creating hurdles at 

different research stages in the accomplishment of their degrees. Therefore, the purpose 

of the current study is to investigate and compare the main barriers in conducting 

research at Post Graduate level in Public and Private sector Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan. 

 1.2  OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY 

       The objectives of the study were: 

       1  To identify the main barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level in 

public and private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.  

2 To compare the opinions of supervisors and scholars of public sector general 

universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa about the barriers in conducting research at 

postgraduate level program.  
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3 To compare the opinions of supervisors and scholars of private general 

universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa about the barriers in conducting  research 

at postgraduate level program. 

4 To compare the opinions of PhD and M Phil scholars about different barriers 

affecting research activities at Postgraduate level program in Public universities 

of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

5. To compare the opinions of PhD and M Phil scholars about various barriers 

affecting research activities at Postgraduate level program in Private sector 

universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

6. To compare the opinions of male and female scholars about the barriers in 

conducting research in public sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.  

7. To compare the opinions of male and female scholars about barriers in 

conducting research in private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

8. To compare the opinions of  Natural Sciences and Social Sciences respondents 

(Supervisors and Scholars) about barriers in conducting research at Postgraduate 

level in Public Sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.     

9. To compare the opinions of Natural and Social Sciences respondents (Supervisors 

and scholars) about barriers in conducting research at Postgraduate level in 

Private Sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa.        

1.3          HYPOTHESES OF THE STUDY   

HO (1):  There are no barriers in conducting research at post graduate level in public and 

private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

HO (2) There is no significant difference in the opinions of supervisors and scholars 

about the barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level program among 

public sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 
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HO (3) There is no significant difference in the opinions of supervisors and scholars 

about the barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level programs across 

private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

HO (4) There is no significant difference in the opinions of PhD and M Phil scholars 

about the barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level program in 

public sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

HO (5) There is no significant difference in the opinions of PhD and MPhil scholars 

about the barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level program among 

private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

HO (6)  There is no significant difference in the opinions of male and female scholars of 

public sector universities about different barriers in their research at 

postgraduate level.   

HO  (7)  There is no significant difference in the opinions of male and female scholars of 

private sector universities about  different  barriers in their research at 

postgraduate level . 

HO (8)  There is no significant difference in the opinions of the respondents of natural 

sciences and social sciences among public sector universities about the barriers 

in research at postgraduate level. 

HO  (9)  There is no significant difference in the opinions of the respondents of natural 

sciences and social sciences among private sector universities about the 

barriers in research at postgraduate level. 
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1.4   SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY  

The following points signify the importance of the study: 

1. The study will signify various factors involved in the way of conducting of 

postgraduate research program.  

2. The study will highlight the barriers that emerged as hurdles in conducting of 

postgraduate research program. 

3. The study will be helpful for all the stakeholders including scholars, supervisors, 

teachers, administrators, HED and HEC officials involved in research promotion 

activities.  

4.      The study will be helpful in discovering the barriers and their possible solutions.  

5.    The study will bring awareness about the problems that are being faced by the     

scholars in conducting  research.  

6.   The study will facilitate universities and government institutions to provide  

guidelines to their research scholars for conducting research at postgraduate 

programs.  

7.   The study will be helpful for the scholars and supervisors to come closer by  

knowing difficulties of each other. 

8.    The study will be helpful to know the problems faced by the stakeholders during  

research at both public and private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

Province. 
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1.5        ASSUMPTIONS   

  The following assumptions were framed  for this study: 

1. Responses of the research supervisors and scholars on the questionnaire are genuine.                                                                      

 2. Items of the questionnaire measure the opinions of supervisors and scholars about 

barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level among public and private sector 

universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. 

3. Respondents are cooperative with the researcher.  

4. A proper survey was conducted to collect data in order to achieve the real value of  

the study.                                             

1.6   DELIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

The study was delimited only to: 

1.  MPhil and PhD research scholars of different programs in Faculty of Social 

Sciences and Natural Sciences. 

2. MPhil and PhD research scholars who enrolled and completed their course work 

during the academic session (2010-13). 

3.  Research supervisors of the students of MPhil and PhD programs in Faculty of 

Social Sciences and Natural Sciences. 
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1.7    OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS OF DIFFERENT VARIABLES 

1. University Status: This dichotomous variable was categorized into Public and 

Private.                                                                                            

2. Status of supervisor: Status of supervisor was treated as a dichotomous                                                     

variable to be either HEC approved or non-approved. 

3. Status of scholar: Status of scholars was treated as a dichotomous variable to be 

either M Phil or PhD.                                                        

4. Nature of department: This dichotomous variable was treated to be Natural 

Science or Social Science department.                                                      

5.    Gender:   This true dichotomous variable was categorized as male and female. 

6. Enrollment in program: This dichotomous variable was treated to be  M.Phil or   

PhD scholars.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
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                                             CHAPTER 2 

                     REVIEW OF RELATED LITREATURE 

The key purpose of this chapter is to present general idea of the available literature 

regarding Higher Education and its importance, research and its significance, functions 

of HEC in supporting of Higher Education and research culture in the country and 

pinpointing barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level worldwide and 

particularly in Pakistan. The importance of Higher Education cannot be ignored as it 

highly contributes in the overall development of a nation. Higher Education 

Commission of Pakistan plays an important role in promoting higher education by 

strengthening research institutions in the country. However, researchers are facing so 

many hurdles during research process which are affecting research work at postgraduate 

level. The scholar gone through various studies so far conducted worldwide in the field 

and reached on the conclusion that there are five main barriers which are affecting 

research including supervisory, financial, social, personal and administrative. The 

literature review produced here is an attempt to find out the barriers and assess their 

effects in the process of research work. 

2 .1   Higher Education  and its Importance  

 Higher Education comprises the phase of education which begins after twelve (12) 

years of schooling. This stage is very important for the intellectual work and advanced 

training of students which prepare them for effective leadership role. Higher Education 

caters for the understandings in the minds of the students as compared to the relatively 

superficial comprehension that might be acceptable elsewhere in the system. As far as 

Higher Education is concerned nothing can be taken for granted and the students have 
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to work for themselves in order to have some strong position in the society (Hamid, 

2004).                                                      

During ancient time, higher education was deemed to be a mean of wisdom and 

the contention of curiosity. Never it was used as a tool for economic wellbeing of a 

nation. North (1997) describes that in the current world Higher Education is considered 

as a source of human resource growth. Universities form the basic source of knowledge, 

ideas and innovation in the developed countries. In the present world, Universities are 

the catalyst of change in the fields of Science and Technology. In order to attain socio-

economic development, the grooming of high level professionals is vital for a country. 

One cannot sideline the significance of Higher Education for the rapid development  in 

the length and breadth of the world. It encompasses the socio-economic and cultural 

lives of various communities. In fact, it has caused the worldwide expansion of 

Universities and higher education institutions.  

 Quddus (1979) opines that progress and growth without a balanced Higher 

Education system is not possible. The potential skills of our people constitute the 

national assets of a country and our  socio-economic  growth is directly linked to it. 

This employees that every citizen irrespective of gender should have ample 

opportunities to develop their financial and social status and this can be done with the 

help of  attachment with Higher Education. 

Baqi (2009) also holds the same view that Higher Education is the integral part 

of the development of any society and a nation can attain heights with the help of it. In 

order to judge the pace of development of a country, one should see to its number of  

higher education institutions, level of education, aptitude of teachers, the strength of the 

students, number of theses produced annually and the number of research journals with 
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good impact factor published by the higher education institutions. Higher Education 

produces ideological, educational and political leadership. They are also the 

determinants of the character of a society steering it towards negative or positive 

direction. Nobody can deny the fact that the standard of higher education is the 

indicator of the socio-economic status of a country. In a nut shell, the World Bank 

Report illustrates that the difference between the developed and developing countries is 

because of the more or less Higher Education facilities available to the masses  (World 

Bank,2009).  

Higher Education has been given top priority on the national agenda of the 

countries across the globe. Both developing and developed countries have realized the 

importance of higher education through which they can strengthen their economies. In 

this regard, OECD (2008) stated that higher education not only forms human capital 

and knowledge development through research endeavors but also preserves and then 

transmits knowledge for practical use. In the past, higher education did not get prime 

focus as compared to primary, secondary and higher secondary tiers but now even in the 

developing countries, governments invest in higher education with the expectation that 

they will reap the reward in the form of better socio- economic change among the lives 

of people. Though still the returns of higher education in comparison with the 

investment made in it, are thought to be very low, meager and difficult to measure 

Tilak,(2003). Yet literature shows that this is a misconception, higher education shows 

its usefulness in the areas like restructuring of political and economic governance, 

growth in business by finding new ways and means. The positive impact of higher 

education is evident as data collected from Asia Pacific Region confirms that the gross 

enrolment ratio and higher education attainment both being higher education variables, 
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show positive impact on the economic development of the countries. The more the 

enrolment and attainment in higher education, the higher the chances of progress in 

Science and Technology that shows tremendous progress in economy. UNDP’s work 

endorses this reality that countries with low level of higher education enrolment rate 

(less than 10 %) are unable to get any breakthrough in Technology. On the other hand, 

countries like Philippines, Singapore, Thailand and Hong Kong are labeled as potential 

and dynamic leaders in the domain of Technology as their higher education enrolment 

rate is about 20 % (Tilak,2003). This view point is questioned by Vedder (2004) who 

states that returns of higher education in comparison with the investment have been 

overestimated. He came out with his statement after his research work in United States 

where the researcher having analyzed data, concluded that states with higher 

investments in higher education had low pace of economic vitality than states with 

lower investment. On the contrary, Bloom et al; (2005) categorically state that higher 

education plays positive role in economic development and poverty alleviation of 

communities across the world. The researcher substantiated his viewpoint from data 

collected from Sub Saharan African countries where higher education enrolment rates 

are as low as 5 % or below. Bloom’s findings confirm Tilak’s research outcome. Bloom 

et al; 2005 further opines that Higher education can gear up Technological progress and 

improve the living standard of the people of the developing countries by raising health 

standard, reducing population explosion, increasing savings and shaping new ways of 

revenue by improving technology and redressing governance.  

UNESCO report (2005) describes that Higher education brings prosperity in the 

lives of people at private and public levels. At private level, individuals having 

completed Higher education may earn lucrative salaries, better jobs and may save and 
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invest money as their earning capacity increases. This may lead to accessibility to better 

health facilities and in return better quality of life. Resultantly, individuals having got 

satisfaction prove to be more effective and productive for the society. Well paid 

individuals in turn give sizeable return in the form of tax revenue to governments. 

Moreover, the knowledge of graduates and postgraduates help bring ease in 

understanding and improving skills and technologies. They may initiate or gear up 

existing business activities as well as help in job creation. The report further explains 

that Higher education can increase the quality of education of a country by preparing 

skilled and highly professional teachers. Similarly, it can improve the health standards 

of a nation through imparting training to medical and paramedical staff. In the same 

way it can improve governance through which economic development can be achieved. 

In nutshell, higher education can do wonders in every walk of life by providing vision 

and needed skills for bringing positive change in people’s lives. 

Escrigas, (2008) opines that the role of higher education in the socio- economic 

development of societies, is very important. In this regard, the functions of higher 

education institutions also become vital in providing services, like teaching and 

research. Their role also gets affected by the surrounding contexts in which they 

function. Higher education institutions have been facing a lot of challenges, still there 

are success stories where they proved their effectiveness in bringing positive changes in 

all fields. These changes brought into play the word development. Development does 

not only mean growth at macro-level but it also signifies the living standard at 

individual level as well. According to UNESCO (2005) report, development is not 

something which is constant rather it is a process of improvement  which goes on as the 
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time passes by. It is education, research and service which play leading role in bringing 

positive socio- economic change in the lives of the people.  

Though the role of education in developing societies has been acknowledged 

since long, yet it was mid of 20th century which gave birth to the idea of higher 

education which it plays in developing national economy and imparting social values. 

According to Hanson and Brembeck (1966), higher education was merely an academic 

exercise not catering for the needs of the local societies. Study conducted by Chapman, 

(2008)  indicated that during 80s of 20th century higher education was thought of to be a 

less contributory factor for bringing economic development and social change. This 

belief was based on three factors. First, research institutes of higher education could not 

rise to the occasion they were expected across developing world. Second, higher 

education did not cater for local and national needs of the societies. It imparted 

education which was away from the practical approach, not taking into consideration 

local or regional issues. Third, it was thought that primary and secondary education 

yielded more returns than higher education as far as budgetary allocation was 

concerned. Presently, there has been a shift in the view point. Higher education has 

regained importance, as its role in developing socio-economic change has been 

understood very well. According to Zaglul et al, (2006), Higher education institutions 

while working for the betterment of human lives, have been contributing continuously 

towards society’s goals and aims. These institutions are considered as driving forces 

which can bring positive changes in all spheres of life at both micro and macro levels.       

Talking about the role of higher education, Mclaughlin (2007) stresses the need 

of rethinking the part higher education institutions can play for the socio-economic 

development of societies. Presently, higher education has been assigned a leading role 
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and it must go for the attainment of developmental objectives which it sets forth for 

bringing in positive change through research (Bawden, 2008). The study adds that 

central theme running behind higher education is the development which in turn 

provides sustainability to the overall development of the world community.  

2.2   Higher Education in Pakistan  

 Higher Education in Pakistan includes the education beyond grade Twelve 

which in general covers up the age group of Seventeen to Twenty Three years 

(USAID,2008). In Pakistani context, Universities are generally grouped as professional 

and general Universities. Professional universities are generally delivering education in 

one discipline including Medical, Engineering, Agriculture, Business education etc 

while the other group offers general education covering diversity of disciplines 

including Arts and Humanities, Social Sciences, Natural sciences, Health Sciences, 

Earth sciences, Numerical Sciences etc. 

Large number of colleges in public and private sectors affiliated with 

universities are also imparting higher education. Colleges and institutes are financed 

and governed by the respective Federating Units but they are bound to follow the 

curriculum of the affiliated Universities. These institutes are expanding everywhere in 

the country. These colleges cant not confer degrees to the graduating students. 

Universities and Degree Awarding Institutions have the authority to award degrees in 

various disciplines which are accredited by Higher Education Commission. University 

sets up campuses in far flung areas for catering to the need of higher education in the 

country. Curriculum taught at these campuses is of the same standard as adopted in the 

mother university. These campuses pursue the same rules and regulations and fee tariff 

as approved and practiced at the main campus (HEC, 2013). 
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Since the establishment of Pakistan, Higher Education has been an area of much 

concern for each government of the time. University Grants Commission(UGC) was 

established for the improvement of Higher Education in 1974 through an act of the 

Parliament of Pakistan. The main mission of University Grants Commission was to 

raise up the quality of Higher Education by improving physical and human resources. 

Unfortunately, this institution  could not perform effectively as it was not empowered 

with financial and administrative powers (UGC, 2000 ; Perveen et al, 2011).  

A joint session of United Nations Educational and Scientific Co-operation and 

the World Bank was held on state of Higher Education in the developing countries and 

published its report in 2002. Government of Pakistan was convinced to form a Task 

Force on Higher Education (HEC,2002-2008). The task Force was set up in April, 

2001. All the stakeholders were invited to participate. Extensive consultations were 

held and final report was prepared. Dr Atta ur Rehman, the then Federal Minister for 

Science and Technology set up a Study Group on Science and Technology in October, 

2001 for encouraging the discipline of Science and Technology in the country. A joint 

presentation prepared by Higher Education Task Force and Study Group on Science and 

Technology was presented to the President of Pakistan who appreciated the 

recommendations and advised for its implementation. A steering Committee was set up 

on the basis of these recommendations by the Federal Minister for Education. All the 

stakeholders including Federal Ministers and Provincial Governors, education 

ministers, high ranking federal and provincial officials, Vice chancellors, faculty 

members and members of Association of all the Universities took part in the 

consultations and forwarded recommendations. It was recommended that UGC might 

be restructured into a financially and administratively active autonomous body to boost 
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up the weak structure of Higher Education in the country (HEC, 2009). It was a fact that 

UGC failed to establish more universities as merely Twenty Six universities and Degree 

Awarding Institutions (DAIs) were working by 1987 in Pakistan (USAID, 2008 ; HEC, 

2008).  

 Government of Pakistan fully realized the fact that one could not compete the 

world without world class Higher Education Institutions. Higher Education 

Commission was set up in 2002 through a Presidential Ordinance. It was given an 

autonomous status to assist higher institutes to serve as engine for the socio-economic 

growth of the country. The body was entrusted with wide range of financial and 

administrative powers (HEC, 2006).   

At the time of independence, only University of Punjab was providing higher 

education in public sector which was set up in 1882. Sindh University, Jamshoro was 

launched in 1947 (Isani & Virk,2005). One month after creation  of Pakistan, Quaid e 

Azam, the founder of Pakistan, called on an educational conference that indicates his 

strong belief on the improvement of education. He addressed the conference that the 

prospect of our nation would and must really depended on the kind of education we 

gave to our young generation (Government of Pakistan,1947). That’s why every 

Government acted upon the golden words of Quaid e Azam and strived hard to improve 

the state of education in the country. Various policies have been framed so far to bring 

positive changes and improvement in education system including National Educational 

Policies 1970,1972,1979,1992,1998 and 2009. In addition to these policies, different 

Commissions and task forces have been formed and published reports in 

1947,1951,1959,1966,1969,1972,1979,1992,1998-2010 including strategic Plan 2001-

2004 and Task Force on Improvement of Higher Education in Pakistan, 2002 
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(Government of Pakistan, 2007). Unfortunately, these labors proved futile because the 

foundation was laid down on unworkable goals (Boston Group,2001). The shaky 

position of Higher Education is revealed by UNDP Human Development Report (2007-

2008). It indicates that  higher education enrolment rate in Pakistan is high only than 

Sikkim and Bhutan among the countries of South Asian Association For Regional Co-

operation (SAARC). Pakistan’s Higher Education enrolment rate is 2.6 % which is at 

the back of the developed nations of Asia like Singapore (35.2 %), Japan (30.4%) and 

Hong Kong (27.2%). Pakistan is also lagging behind neighboring countries like Iran 

(12.2%) and India (6%) in terms of participation in higher education. This state of 

affairs further annoyed due to the reason that Pakistan is financing less than two percent 

of its GDP annually on higher education which is exceeding only ten other countries of 

the globe that are allocating less than Pakistan (UNDP,2007).  

2.3 Role of Higher Education Commission (HEC) in promoting Higher Education  

HEC has brought unbelievable reforms in the promotion of Higher Education in 

the country. In 1947, Pakistan had only one University in Public sector namely, The 

Punjab University Lahore (Chouhan, 2008) while the strength raised to 147 both in 

public and private sectors by 2012 (HEC, 2013). In 2002 university enrolment was 

135000 which rose to 360000 by 2007. Research activities also got momentum. During 

2011, 6250 research papers got published (Rode, 2013). HEC mainly concentrated on 

achievement of high standards in higher education. To achieve the goals, HEC set 

targets in various areas of higher education (USAID, 2008). As per 2012 ranking, six 

national higher education institutions were among top 300 Asian Higher Education 

Institutions. Similarly two universities got place among 300 science and Technology 

HEIs of the world (Pakistan Today, 2012). National universities prepared 3280 PhD 
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scholars from 1948 to 2002 while during 2003 to 2011 national universities prepared 

3950 PhD scholars. HEC has taken measures like review of PhD thesis from two 

foreign evaluators, financial assistance to scholars and six months foreign research 

grants (Rehman, 2012). 

After passing of  the 18th Amendment Act, powers of HEC about establishing 

and regulating the universities in provinces mainly shifted to provincial governments in 

the country. Provincial government of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa established new 

universities in general and technical sectors. Meanwhile, private sector universities in 

the province were also increasing day by day. 

2.4 Research and Research Culture Worldwide  

The word research is the combination of two words, “re and search”. The 

Oxford dictionary explains ‘re’ as again, afresh or over again and search as a verb 

meaning  testing cautiously, examine or probe. After joining of both the words they 

make a noun “research” which means a careful and systematic assessment carried out 

to unearth facts and dig out the root cause in any course of learning (Grinnell ,1993). 

Adding on to it, he elaborates that research means planned investigation with the help 

of established scientific methods to ease out problems and bring to surface generally 

acceptable innovations in the field. Ranjit (2009) explains the characteristics of 

research as it is a scientific method that comprises systematic observation, 

classification and interpretation of data. Moses (1990.pp354-5) defines research as 

“Research is the systematic and rigorous investigation aimed at the discovery of 

previously unknown phenomena, the development of explanatory theory and its 

application to new situations or problems and the construction of original works of 

significant intellectual merit”. Fink (1998) adds that quality must be ensured in 
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research. He elaborates that a valid research is that research which has all the basic 

ingredients desired by its consumers. This research passes the test of internal and 

external lawful research plan, trustable data collection, devoid of plagiarism, having 

valid application of suitable tools and fruitful analysis of results in practical and 

statistical expressions. Generalistically, research means the application of scientific 

method to inquisition. Human nature is full of inquisitiveness and always in search of 

new things while scientific approach comes up with reasons and validation. Earl (1998) 

explains that social research has many roles and purposes. The main among these are 

investigation, elucidation and clarification. An important prerequisite of a research is to 

meet the needs of those members of society who will in reality exercise it. He further 

adds that the perception of suitability for utilization is universal and it is recognized as 

quality of research.         

Universities round the globe are the key sources from where the quality 

researches are developed. Research factor distinguishes a university from other 

academic organizations. The Oxford English Dictionary, defines university as; “the 

whole body of teachers and students pursuing at a particular place the higher branches 

of learning”.  Research and teaching are the two main fields of a university. Research is 

an activity which is related primarily with knowledge attainment on the part of the 

researcher, and secondarily with knowledge diffusion to the masses. While the teaching 

is an activity wherein the teacher propagates the knowledge and the student gets it. 

These activities are correlated with each other that leads to the proposition “the good 

researcher is a good teacher” (Barnett, 1992). He further elaborates that the standard of 

teaching is directly related to the research as dynamic participation in the conduction of 

research enhances the standard of teaching.  
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The quality of research is a burning issue in the developing as well as developed 

states round the globe. It comprises, concentration on worth of the content of the 

dissertation, value of the research procedure and quality of research supervision. The 

excellence of Post Graduate supervision stays to be a decisive factor in withholding 

and well-timed conclusion of Post Graduate research project. The value of research is 

one way or the other connected with the excellence of the faculty members, research 

courses taught, management of research activities and the services available in the 

institutes of high learning in the country (Isani&Virk, 2005). Pakistan is facing the 

same issues because more weightage is given on the growth rather than the quality of 

research due to demographic pressure, mounting demand from the students, dominant 

role of the public sector in higher education and financial restrictions. There are some 

reasons for this poor quality in research including untrained teachers, obsolete 

curricula, unavailability of facilities and lack of co-ordination among the universities 

and industries. There are some issues in the way of quality research like untrained 

teachers, lake of training facilities, duration of the course, low level researches, 

unrevised curricula, lake of research facilities and lake of incentives for research.     

The major function of universities is to create new knowledge and preserve it for the 

next generation but due to insufficient research and development (R&D) activities, it is 

not functioning well. The condition of research at higher level is not satisfactory as 

cited by the National Education Policy (1998-2010). It states that our present Post 

Graduate study programs represent an important way of moving on research in the 

Universities. The quality of these programs differs, depending upon the facilities for 

research. The policy further states that only a small number of educational institutions 

have Post Graduate studies and research courses which quantify to international 

standards. The situation in social sciences and humanities is unsatisfactory. This is 
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correlated to the deficiency of manpower, shortage of library and research literature 

services. It reveals that the Post Graduate study programs are neither far-reaching 

enough, nor of suitably high quality. According to Isani &Virk, 2005, the foremost 

purpose of a University is to carry out research, but there is a common approach that 

quality of research is not up to the international principles. It’s a national dilemma that 

there are so many fields where research is not carried out at higher level. HEC has 

concerns on the quality of research in the Universities. It has initiated number of steps 

for maintaining quality assurance in research work. In perspective of maintaining 

quality, it categorically states that the issue of quality cannot be compromised on any 

way (HEC, News and Views, 2007). 

Research plays a vital role in higher education. There is unanimous agreement 

that individual and society owe their prosperity and well-being on quality research in 

this modern era (Etzkowitz et al;). Research embarks on various responsibilities 

including envisioning and enhancing knowledge, evolving culture, solving various 

issues in society, human capacity building up, growing the knowledge borders of Basic 

and Social Sciences and publicizing the perceptions of peace, democracy and shielding 

of atmosphere (Valisno, 2000). Rehman (2000) explains that research is not always 

prearranged action but it is carried out by the brilliant minds functioning in suitable 

atmosphere. Braid (2006) refers the example of Japan which was a poor country after 

the worst defeat in the World War 11 but now became one of the developed countries in 

the globe because of advancement in research and innovation particularly in the fields 

of Science and Technology.  

Research needs a favorable environment where research activities may be 

carried out smoothly. Keeping in view the importance of research in socio-economic 
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development of a nation, efforts have been carried out by the relevant agencies and 

policy producers to set a conducive research environment in Higher Education 

Institutions. Parse (2007) opines that promoting research environment in universities 

acquires time and three main prerequisites are needed to get the desired goals including 

1) a firmness to develop into accepted and knowledgeable institute 2) experienced and 

devoted leadership to devise the planning and expansion of such programs 3) economic 

resources to support the work. Andrew Cheetham (2007) explains that research culture 

is the structure that provides the behavior significance which allows us to know and 

assess the research action. Furthermore, he emphasizes that effective counseling  

program helps the faculty members to develop and comprehend research culture in  

university. A sound research culture can be developed with the active involvement of 

both the senior and junior staff in mentoring process. Though, it is not easy to set a 

research culture in the higher education institutions where research culture is not  

engrained. According to Hezelcon (2005), one will face numerous issues at the time of 

developing research culture from very foundation at the institutes of higher learning 

where no concept of quality research exist. Research study conducted by Dyson and 

Deforges (2002), pinpointed various procedures including public view regarding 

research quality and procedures of promotion of universities on the basis of quality of 

research.  

Bland and Ruffin (1992) present a sketch for setting up a conducive research 

environment where twelve factors are playing important role including (1) 

unambiguous objectives for coordination (2) importance of research 3) unique 

culture(4) encouraging cluster environment 5) decentralized organization 6) sharing 

governance (7) regular communication (8) availability of human resources (9) age 
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group, size and variety (10) suitable rewards (11) employment weightage (12) effective 

leadership with research expertise and management practices. Salazar-Clemena (2006) 

carried out similar research study where the members of faculty observed several 

elements for the research development including time, firm conviction in respect of 

research work, faculty involvement, delegated research scheme, constructive cluster 

environment, working condition and organizational communication, research funding 

and proper utilization mechanism. He further pinpoints three main structures for making 

research activities more productive including (1) University research board of studies 

(2) Faculty research board of studies (3)  Board of research studies of department.  It is 

revealed from the above discussions that research culture is a well designed mode of 

conduct of research endeavors and practices working in institutes of high learning.   

2.4.1      Research Importance at University Level  

Main aim of the university is to transfer knowledge to the masses. University is 

a main source of creation of knowledge in various fields. Badat (2009) advocates three 

main roles of university including generation of  knowledge, transmitting knowledge 

for developing critical and evaluative faculties and setting up of co-ordination and 

involvement of the community. According to Sommer (1996), research is reflected as 

main source of economic power of a nation. The study shows that experts in the field of 

economics have firm belief that a favorable situation for research, brings healthy 

economic and social improvement in a country. Li, et al; (2008) say that the entire 

strength of a country largely depends upon the  productivity of research. University is 

considered as a hub of knowledge production worldwide. It proves to be a foremost 

supplier of research on national and global level. University research has brought 

significant changes in individual’s life. They argue that research on one hand brings 
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solutions of ground  problems and enhances material improvement through 

contemporary technology while on the other hand brings new ideas publically which 

improve human understandings in various fields of knowledge.  

Research is the core function of the university as it contributes to the creation of 

new knowledge and is considered as a jewel in the crown (Sommer,1996). This was 

emerged as a university function with the development of the German model of 

universities during 19th century. Now a day the excellence of well reputed universities 

in the world depends on advance research in various fields. During 21st century, the 

university focuses have been diverted towards research as the survival of a university is 

depended upon it. At present, world-class research is not only considered vital for the 

health of the universities but also crucial to economic growth and social cohesion 

(HEC, 2005). At university level, the highly educated individuals and team are needed 

to generate, develop and apply new ideas. University teachers both individually and in 

the form of team are the major source of university research (Government of Pakistan, 

2005). 

Elaborating the role of universities in respect of research, Rouinville (1996), 

says that institutes of higher learning are the bodies that encourage members of faculty 

to get twofold fundamental purposes of knowledge formation and diffusion by 

interrelated method of teaching and research. India knotted its nuclear research to 

teaching in universities. In United States, arrangements are made on regular basis for 

conducting staff meetings of research  institutes and  teaching universities. The study 

revealed that in Russia, concerted efforts are carried out in higher institutions to involve 

students of undergraduate level in research jobs where the faculty members guide them 

about the research trends. According to Basil (1968), nearly one-tenth (1/10) of the 
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Russian undergraduate populace involved in research projects carried out in 

universities. 

Studies reveal that  universities play a significant role in the fields of pure and 

applied research. Pinpointing the prime role of universities, Sanyal & Varghes, 2006 

describe that Higher Education institutions in the developed countries have a sound 

background of research activities and they have identified it as the basic assignment  of 

their success which is evident through their research output. While the developing 

nations have kept sound teaching functions and poor research productivities.  

Economic and social development of a country depend on innovation. 

Governments all over the globe know this fact very well. Rouinville, 1996 says that 

economic development and technological revolution are directly inter-linked for the 

prosperity of a nation. Research and Development (R&D) provides an important 

contribution to output and overall productivity growth. The study reveals that in 

response to such data, governments across Southeast Asia have increased their 

expectations regarding the research output of universities. In part, this has occurred 

through institutional differentiation in which special funding is channeled to top-tier 

universities to promote research. There is a lot of stress on the faculty to involve 

themselves in research activities and this has been felt even in those Universities which 

have lesser enrolments specially in Asia. The authorities are keen to develop every 

sphere of the state through research that will pay back on their funding on Higher 

Education. Moreover, it also adds to the international grace of a State to have credible 

research standing.  

Studies have proved that University-based research carried out in prosperous 

countries, have further strengthened their economic progress but in low income and 
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middle income countries, the case is not the same (Chapman, 2008). According to La 

Rocque, 2007; World Bank, 2009 and Welch 2010a, 2010b, 2011, the poor standard of 

university-oriented research findings lead to less impact. It costs doubts over the 

utilization of these funds in research based universities instead of using it in 

strengthening the instructional base of the universities as a whole. Research excellence 

is a costly business and demands for brilliance and opportunities. Asian Development 

Bank Report (2010), indicates that many Higher Education Institutions in Asia are not 

at home in the basic financial, structural, and human resources in order to be at par with 

the best universities of the world. While some universities have achieved the honour of 

globally recognized hubs of research distinctions. Generally, authorities desire that the 

research institutions impress upon their teaching staff to carry it out and in return the 

academicians present research outcomes to get promotions. There are five impediments 

in the way of smooth functioning of research based universities which must be 

resolved: First, there exists difference between the meaning and level of research. 

According to some scholars, research means studying, using the internet, threshing out 

books or articles for the writing of a research paper or for the attainment of Post 

Graduate level degree (ADB, 2010). Secondly, there is a less emphasis on extensive 

studies and peer review is not generally carried out in letter and spirit (Levin, 2010). 

Merit is not maintained in the allocation of funds for research activities. It is also 

observed that institutions mostly include substandard research papers of their own 

faculty in the research journals published by them setting aside the desired international 

standard. Thirdly, there is a dearth of qualified teachers in the developing countries 

clearly indicating the lack of Science and Technology enrolled students in the region 

(Chapman, 2008 ; Salmi, 2009). Fourthly, as most of the faculty members have not 

been the part of  Doctoral program so they do not have attachment with the research 
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culture resulting in the poor level of research in Higher Education Institutions (Austin, 

2010). Last but not the least, the weak university-industry collaboration and links have 

marred the research infrastructure which has created obstacles in the way of research 

productivity (Chealy, 2006 ; Lee et al., 2009). 

2.5 Research Culture in Pakistan 

The Report of the Commission on National Education (1959) has described that 

teachers in our universities are paying little attention to research activities. The study 

report of University Grants Commission (1975) about the advancement of education in 

higher institutions, has noticed that quality of  research in Pakistani universities is in a 

state of deterioration. There are very few faculty members engaged in meaningful 

research. Due to lack of research tradition in the universities, we are promoting such a 

kind of education that supports status quo. It does not permit any fresh idea and blocks 

to the positive change at the societal level. Our universities are less equipped with 

modern research sources. A university ceases to be a university when it is considered 

only as a teaching hub and no room for research activity. The breakdown to know the 

natural bond between the research and the academic training at University stage has 

been considered as one of the main causes of the failure of the educational policies of 

Pakistan. According to Pakistan National Education Policy (1998-2010), Pakistani 

universities are mostly providing teaching and less research activities are carried out. 

Resultantly, Pakistani universities do not meet the global standard. Studies noted the 

miserable state of research at the universities in Pakistan. The output per annum of 

PhDs is very meager (Ali & Kohun 2007).   
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2.5.1    The State of Research at Pakistani Universities  

Setting up a strong research culture at Universities is urgently required for 

boosting up the economy of a nation. It is currently a pressing urge round the globe that 

universities must be research–based institutions (Salmi 2009 ; Altbach, 2007, 2013). 

Universities are required to enhance their research programs along with quality 

improvement (Tilak,2002).  

Keeping in view the importance of quality research, many developing countries 

are allocating funds for capacity building of their higher institutions. We have the 

examples of Multimedia Super Corridor (MSC) in Malysia and Cyber service in the 

Philippines (PCC) where both the nations are moving fast to set up a knowledge–based 

economy (Symaco, 2012). Pakistan is also following other countries in the developing 

world by introducing reforms in its Higher Education Institutions. Research is being 

given top priority to boost up its economy and converting the society into knowledge – 

based society to compete the world economy (HEC, 2012, 2013).  

Universities are considered as research-based institutions which must be 

committed to create and disseminate knowledge in various disciplines. These 

institutions are required to be upgraded in terms of their libraries, labs, ICT facilities 

and other infrastructures to the international standard to promote teaching and research 

at world-class level (Altbach, 2007). These universities should develop their research 

activities and establish links with the advanced scientific net-work to get benefits and 

bring economic prosperity. World–class universities have highly desirable graduates, 

strong research-base, technological transfer mechanism that eventually lead to strong 

faculty and student, ample resources and operational governance system  (Salmi,2009).  
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It is unfortunate that most of the universities in the developing world have lack 

of such features which can be counted for making world-class research universities. 

There is no doubt that universities round the world are facing various challenges in the 

execution of academic activities including lack of fund, unsound research culture, 

disturbing autonomy and accountability and market oriented research but such issues 

are largely being faced in the universities of developing world (Altbach, 2007).  Study 

reveals that Pakistani universities are facing numerous hurdles like academic autonomy, 

lack of funding, lack of infrastructure (libraries and labs), insufficient ICT facilities, 

defective quality assurance, non-existence strong research culture, inadequate 

reconciliation of modernity with tradition and leadership and management 

(Muborakshoeva, 2013).  

After the establishment of Punjab University, there emerged two strong groups  

having diverse thoughts about the functions of the university; a) the orientalist scholars 

and local intellectuals belonging to Punjab; b) the British officials and Colonialists. The 

former were viewing it to be functioned as the seat of creation of knowledge and 

disseminating in vernaculars while the later believed it would be teaching university 

having English as medium of instruction and produce Civil Servants for the East India 

Company (Mathr, 1968; Singh, 1993 and Muborakshoeva, 2013). The orientalist and 

local intellectuals emerged victorious. Actually the University established for 

promotion of knowledge and creation of an academic environment where research 

culture could flourish through seminars and conferences but later on, the basic aim of 

the university was changed to teaching university on account of political considerations 

of the subcontinent. New universities (Karachi, Punjab and Sindh) were set up during 

the period of 1950s to 1970s for fulfilling the same demands of the newly established 
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State of Pakistan (Akhtar, 1977). It was a fact that the importance of research was not 

denied by all the newly established universities which remained part and parcel of their 

vision and mission. Research was given high priority by these universities and that’s 

why these universities produced world-class researchers who received Noble Prizes 

(Muborakshoeva , 2013). Higher Education Commission of Pakistan is striving hard to 

promote research in the country. The next section highlights the initiatives taken by 

HEC to encourage research in Pakistan. 

2.5.2 Initiatives of Higher Education Commission (HEC) in Promoting Research 

HEC has given more autonomy and academic freedom. The body introduced 

large scale reforms for strengthening faculty, quality assurance, accessibility of Higher 

Education, promotion of quality research, provision of funds for both university and 

staff development, provision of IT facilities and boosting up the level of effective 

teaching and learning through advanced technologies (HEC, 2012). But it is unfortunate 

that the funding since the year 2008 and especially from 2010 and onward  has been 

drastically curtailed by the government but still HEC is committed to develop research 

culture in Higher Education Institutions (Muborakshoeva, 2013).  

Higher Education Commission is struggling hard to promote research initiatives 

by strengthening the infrastructure of Universities and Degree Awarding Institutions  

which accelerates a fruitful research environment in the country. HEC launched so 

many programs since its inception for boosting and strengthening research output of the 

higher education institutions (HEC, 2010-11). According to Dr Mukhtar Ahmad, 

Chairmain HEC, “ About  Six Thousands (6000) scholars have been awarded foreign 

(MS, PhD, Post-Doctorate) scholarships under the umbrella of Human Resource 
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Development Initiatives. Around four thousands (4000) out of them have come back 

after the successful completion of their studies and are serving the nation in different 

capacities. Under the indigenous PhD program five thousands (5000) have been 

awarded scholarships of which twelve hundred (1200) have got their PhD degrees. 

Moreover, 1000 scholars have been awarded provisional scholarships for the year 2012-

2013 in connection with the phase 11 of the indigenous PhD fellowship program (HEC, 

2013). HEC has established a Research and Development division for providing support 

in four main areas like (a) promotion of research in universities (b) capacity building of 

faculty and researchers (c) strengthening research base of universities 

(d)commercialization of research (HEC, 2012). 

National Research Program for Universities (NRPU) has been established to 

encourage and promote research culture in the country. Universities are granted 

research grants for promoting scientific research. During the period (2012-2013), 674 

research proposals had been awarded the grants whereas 141 proposals had been 

discarded after thorough scrutiny while 566 proposals were under consideration. HEC 

has initiated a number of programs to enhance research including Pak-US Science and 

Technology Co-operation, HEC-British Council Partnership in research and education, 

International linkages of Pakistani universities with foreign universities. Pakistani 

universities were encouraged to get an Associate Membership of “ The European 

Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN)” which was considered as a prestigious 

award (HEC, 2014).  

Researchers are inspired to apply for research travel grants for enhancing their 

research capabilities to present their research papers in national and international 

conferences and seminars. Faculty members and scholars get training in the areas of 
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Textbook and Monograph writing techniques which improved the quality of 

publications in various disciplines. HEC is sponsoring workshops, seminars and 

conferences to promote collaborative research as well as to disseminate findings of the 

research study across the country. Thematic Research Grant is another important step 

which is granted to the Public and Private sector Universities to promote research 

culture in both Sciences and Social Sciences. The step is helpful to address key issues 

which are paralysing the research status of Pakistan. Under the HEC reimbursement 

scheme, universities can borrow scientific instruments from each other to overcome 

deficiency while HEC was paying back the amount in due course of time. HEC 

provides easy access to e-research journals of 478 institutions on annual cost of 8.9 

million US$. HEC assesses research publications of HEIs to maintain quality in 

research as per international standard (HEC, 2013).  

Number of steps have been taken by HEC to link research with business for 

boosting up national economy. For achieving the goal, eight Incubator Centers have 

been established in universities so far that helped out young researchers and 

entrepreneurs to initiate joint projects. The Offices of Research Innovation and 

Commercialization (ORIC) have been set up in twenty seven public and private sector 

universities to support research activities. HEC has evolved a monitoring system which 

is overseeing functions of  the ORIC regularly (HEC, 2013). It is monitoring the utility 

of the doctoral scholarship holders that whether they are serving the nation for five 

years as per their bond requirements or leaving the country for getting better 

opportunities as have been reported by various circles.  

Keeping in view the above encouraging steps taken by HEC, it can be added 

that it leads Pakistani Universities and other Higher Education Institutions towards 
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better future by strengthening the basis of research. Despite these signs, still Pakistan is 

far below from India, Iran and Malaysia in terms of  research production (SJR, 2015). 

However, HEC is struggling hard to meet its targets and its endeavors in terms of 

quality research and scientific indicators are showing encouraging signs which are 

proceeding in right directions and ultimately will lead to success in future. There are 

some issues in the way of smooth execution of research activities in the Higher 

Education Institutions in the country which need to be addressed to compete the world 

as well as to boost up the national economy. The next section presents the difficulties 

faced by research scholars and their supervisors at university level. 

2.6  Major Impediments of Research in Pakistani Universities    

Pakistani universities are striving hard to flourish research culture and contribute 

to the national economy but these institutions of higher learning are facing some major 

problems which are discussed below: 

2.6.1 Funding for Promotion of Research                           

 According to Isani & Virk, (2005), funding for Higher Education in Pakistan has  been 

a long-standing issue. HEC under the leadership of Dr Atta ur Rehman, demanded the 

then government and donor agencies for granting generous grants for improving 

research related activities. As a result, sizeable allocation was made possible in the 

budget as well as funds received from various donor agencies which enhanced the 

scientific research activities (HEC,2011). It is a dilemma in the developing countries 

that funds allocated for one specific area could be utilized in other field or even miss-

utilized by the corrupt elements sitting in helm of government affairs. Same was the 

case at HEC where funds were not utilized properly. On the one hand, the flow of fund 
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was curtailed by the  successive governments due to political and financial crisis in the 

country. While on the other hand, study shows that even when the funds were available 

in large quantity during 2000s to 2006, these were not wisely spent as it was spent on 

unnecessary expansions like salary of tenured Professors, unworkable collaboration 

with overseas universities (Hoodhbouy,2010). However, Dr. Javed Ahmad Laghari, 

former chairman HEC, defended utility of the funds and said that funds received were 

utilized prudently by managing finances efficiently, attaining equitability in growth and 

placing emphasis on quality research. But things over the past so many years have 

slowed down and the foreign  scholarship holder candidates are complaining of delay 

tuition fee to be paid to their host universities (HEC, 2011). Slow response witnessed on 

the part of HEC about students’ scholarship application. Out of 674 research proposals 

received during (2013-2014), a high number is still under process in 2014 which shows 

slow pace of disposing of the cases that create mistrust among the faculty members.     

         All the above issues discouraged the potential postgraduate candidates to initiate 

research activities. Depicting the bleak scenario, Muborakshoeva, (2013) says that there 

is an alarming situation where on the one hand a small section of youth are enrolling at 

postgraduate level studies in the public and private sector universities while on the other 

hand, the more brilliant students are opting to join the disciplines of Information 

Technology (IT), Science and Business whereas academically weaker students are 

coming towards Social Sciences and Humanities and Art disciplines. Therefore, 

attainment of high quality research cannot be expected from these students at all. 

Studies reveal that only seven percent students are enrolled in the universities, that 

already are facing acute shortage of funding. Under such situation quality research can’t 

be expected from these universities. The same study revealed that research steered in 
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humanities and social sciences get a smaller amount of funding while it accommodates 

the huge majority of students who decide to choose social sciences, arts and humanities, 

and religious education due to greater accessibility of seats with less academic stress. It 

is a sorry state that out of the total 481 research projects recorded by the National 

Research Program for University, handsome are allocated for education and social 

sciences while humanities and arts have no single allocation among the projects (Higher 

Education Commission, 2011). This is suggested that additional funding should be 

allocated to resources and support structure for the university faculty to support them in 

evolving quality research proposals. It is appreciable that HEC is inviting research 

proposals from private sector universities to encourage the scholars as well as to 

introduce research culture on strong footing in private sector higher institutions by 

taking them on board (Muborakshoeva, 2013). Higher Education Commission got its  

lion share during the financial year  2013-14 (73 per cent out of the 856.4 million USD) 

of the fund which is bigger amount as compared to other educational institutions in the 

country.  However, taking inflation (of 8.7 per cent) into account this budget is in fact a 

decrease of 11 per cent and is equal to Rs 78.9 billion (782.1 million USD) in real term 

(Junaidi, 2014). Flow of sufficient funding can lead to quality research as well as 

increasing output at universities.     

2.6.2   Institutional  Autonomy  

Research study conducted by (Muborakshoeva, 2013) shows that Academic freedom is 

correlated with financial independence of University. The more the university is 

financially independent, the more it will be free from external pressure and ultimately 

teaching and research will be flourished. It is a fact that financial depended university 

cannot exercise academic freedom. The study showed that Higher Educational 
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Institutions like The National College of Arts, Punjab university, the Aga Khan 

University, Lahore University of Management Sciences, Hamdard University, 

University of Management and Technology, Ghulam Ishaq Institute are some of the 

academically autonomous bodies which have strong financial base and can handle 

political and religious pressure as well. University can flourish in the democratic 

atmosphere where there are no restrictions on the academic activities. It needs a 

supportive environment where it comes up with suggestions, proposals and 

dissemination of knowledge to the society for onward implementation. But it is 

unfortunate that such democratic environment does not exist and the universities are 

functioning in controlled atmosphere. Universities are the repositories of knowledge 

that produce research output for the prosperity of the society but such type of links do 

not exist between the two. Political and religious parties interfere in the internal affairs 

of the universities which badly affect teaching and research productivity. Though the 

violence at universities have been reduced up to some extent as compared to 80s and 

90s (Paracha, 2014).     

2.6.3  Status of Research in Pakistan 

The worth of research too is interrelated with the overall societal progress, especially 

how research is appreciated by the masses which is dependent on literacy level. 

Generally people are paying less attention to or totally ignorant to the worth of the 

research. The poor section of the population don not have access to higher education 

and do not care about research benefits while most of  the well-off section of the 

population do not want to enroll their female children to higher education and to 

involve in research activities. The wealthy Pakistanis are also not very sympathetic of 

universities and evolving research culture in the country (Muborakshoeva, 2013).  
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          The study further shows that the well of expatriates Pakistanis particularly 

residing in Middle East prefer to enroll their children in the high ranked Pakistani 

Universities which in turn boosts the Universities’ revenue.  Even then they too do not 

invest in research development in those universities. Some people blame that the 

universities are being disconnected from society and becoming ‘ivory towers’ which 

creates gap between the university and society. Research study identifies grey areas like 

scholars’ involvement in research for getting promotions, leg pulling, less collaboration, 

universities’ non-seriousness towards research, twisting of figures for getting fund and 

the gap that exists between academia and Industry. It shows that there is very little 

collaboration within universities. Besides, universities too are hardly taking the 

initiatives in generating links with industries and society at large (Zardari, 2014).    

2.6.4  Disparity Among the Disciplines 

The establishment of HEC in 2000, brought reforms in higher education sector 

which almost changed the entire fabric of the sector that is manifested from multiple 

increase in the number of universities, enrolments at Universities along with increase of 

production of PhD. The overall enrolments in universities increased from 276,274 

during 2001-2002 to 868,641 during the period 2009-2010. There is a firm rise on the 

whole enrolments at university level during the time.  It is witnessed a very high  raise 

during one decade which reveals a considerable rise in the competence of Higher 

Education system. It will automatically attract fresh students to enroll in various 

disciplines (HEC,2011-2012). HEC took several practical steps to improve research 

environment at universities. One of the important initiatives among these reforms is the 

reinforcement of training of Doctoral Research at Higher Education Institutions of 

Pakistan that revealed a rapid increase of PHDs passed out ratio. HEC report shows that 



39 
 
 

only 3,281 PHDs were produced within the period of 55 years covering on 1947-2002 

in the country. During the next 10-years’ span, nearly Five Thousands (5000) PHDs 

have been passed out, revealing the switch over of higher education institutions towards 

research- based bodies (HEC,2011). 

But insufficient improvement is witnessed about disciplines of Humanities and 

Arts and Social Sciences as compared to other disciplines. The relative inattention of 

the disciplines of Social Sciences in the reforms can be perceived by the strength of 

scholarships conferred upon the students in several disciplines. HEC started a number 

of programs to sustain PHD enrolment in Universities like Indigenous Fellowships 

which began during the year 2000, intended to support Five Thousands PHDs on 

indigenous level wherein share of social sciences and humanities were far less as 

compared to other disciplines (HEC, 2010-11).  

  2.7  Barriers Affecting Research 

The researcher studied the literature thoroughly and identified various barriers in 

the way of smooth conduct of research at postgraduate level. These hurdles are being 

faced worldwide but research activities in the developing countries are badly affected 

by experiencing these barriers. In the current study, the scholar identified the following 

major barriers from the available literature. 
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2.7.1 Supervisory Barriers 

According to Lovitts, 2001, supervision is described as demanding, 

interpersonally focused one to one contact between the supervisor and the supervisee. 

Supervisor is appointed to assist the academic work of the scholar either in terms of 

coursework or research program. Supervision is an intricate phenomena which is 

subject to various elements like, social norms, conduct of the supervisor and the 

scholars, the bond that arises from this relationship and the expertise of the research 

supervisor and the complex issues among scholars. Students experience lots of  

hardships in the process of research project. Scholars’ lack of familiarity with their 

research topics and sometimes unawareness of methodology of research procedure 

(lovitts,2001; Latona & Browne,2001). While on the other side, supervision is 

considered to be the basic factor that is to be kept in mind while studying impediments 

in the way of conducting research of graduate scholars. According to (Dysthe,2002 and 

Armitage,2006) supervision is a two pronged mutual understanding that desires both the 

scholar and supervisor to be in touch in the spirit of professionalism, respect and 

broadmindedness. In fact, supervision is a compound social interaction which involves 

two parties of converging and diverging interests. Hence, a balance among these 

interests is pivotal for the successful supervision of research endeavours.  In addition to, 

there is an awareness among scholars about their academic rights and there is much 

likelihood now a days that they would ask for competent and approachable supervisors. 

Consciousness regarding the sphere of responsibilities of the students and supervisors is 

of prime importance.   

 Research indicates that three areas can improve completion rates of doctoral 

candidates including institutional elements (nature of discipline, guidelines and a sense 
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of belonging) supervision engagements (consistent feedback from both supervisor and 

scholar, regular meeting schedule and timely initiative) and scholar groups and 

characteristics such as discipline, entry qualifications, psychological factors (Latona & 

Browne,2001). There are other researchers who found some other factors which could 

be connected with timely research completion including age, gender and demands of 

external employment, provision of direction and inspiration and indirect assistance like 

outside contacts and financial aid from any source (Wright & Cochrane,2000; Haksever 

& Manisali,2000 and Smith et al,1993). Martin et al (2001) identify some other 

differences in doctoral completion rates such as gender (female has higher completion 

rate than male scholar) and study type (full time scholar has higher completion ratio 

than part-time). 

Study conducted by Armitage,(2006) indicates that there is a dire need for 

effective supervisory approach during the research activities of the scholar from initial 

stage to the end of thesis completion stage because scholars face lots of difficulties 

during the period. A number of  scholars do not have a thorough understanding of their 

research titles while others have lack of research skills. Supervision is very crucial 

element in the successful completion of research program. It is a two way interactive 

strategy which calls for both the scholar and the supervisor to keep one another engage 

with professional spirit. Supervision is a multifaceted social engagement where two 

individuals having diverse interests have to deal with each other. It is necessary that 

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

bring fruitful results (Norhasni et al; 2011). 

Research studies carried out by (Holbrook & Johnston, 1999; Cargill, 1998; 

Dysthe, 2002; Woolhouse, 2002; Armitage, 2006 and Lamm, Clerehan & Pinder, 2007) 
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discussed multifaceted aspects of student-supervisor relationship such as way of 

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

expect of each other, communicative problems, different ways of conducting process of 

supervision and their difference of perceiving the whole process of supervision.  

Mc Cormack (2004) through his research work found out that there was a huge 

difference of opinion between supervisor and supervisee. Research scholars consider 

research pursuit from their own point of view while the supervisors have their own 

expectation from scholars. Resultantly, timely completion of research endeavor may get 

affected. Discussing the role of planning in supervision, Armitage (2006) stressed the 

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

conducting planning before launching dissertation is viewed in the literature as a 

universal topic. He further says that the research supervisors need to highlight the 

avoidable issues by systematic planning procedure so that the research process continue 

smoothly. 

Commenting upon the supervisee’s expectations, Woolhouse (2002) and 

Phillips & Pugh (2000) stated that right from the beginning of a supervisory program, 

supervisor must know what are the expectations of their supervisee and clearly tell them 

what they can do for them and what not. Supervisee be boosted up to come up with 

their expectations in written which should be reviewed regularly during the course of 

research period. According to Anderson, Day & Mc Laughlin (2006) supervisors 

consider that through their supervisory role they not only have to achieve and maintain 

set academic standards through their research scholars but also have to develop among 

supervisees the traits of confidence and independence. For this purpose, supervisors 

need to bring supervisees’ academic activities in line with the practices of research 
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community. Grant (2003) observes that powerful relationship is very much crucial 

between the supervisor and the scholar to boost up the research activities. She further 

describes that supervision is different in its approach, it requires a mixture of 

pedagogical and interpersonal skills.  

Aaker, et al (1994) argue that supervision can be seen as by a technical prudence 

design. Thesis guideline procedures imply to impress upon the supervisor to act upon a 

scientific wisdom design that may focus on matters of technique, method and observing 

the rules of scholastic approach. The research study indicated, that majority of the 

research supervisors in fact observe more of a well deliberated model likely to be 

adjustable to the process of supervision. The same study showed that effective 

supervision needs to be cater for the interest of research scholars and to bring about a 

change in their way of supervision as desired. 

Vikinas (2002) identified two roles of supervisors which they have to 

accomplish during research process. The one is the role of a deliverer- assisting scholars 

in the management of their research endeavours while the other is of a monitor where a 

supervisor gives feedback and critically reviews scholar’s progress during research 

process. Discussing about the challenges research scholars come across, one area 

according to Bitchener & Basturkmen (2006) is supervisor’s deliberate attempt to keep 

important points hidden from the scholars in respect with research completion.  

Alkylina (2007) suggested that in order to keep scholars away from isolation and assist 

them in their research pursuits, they can be made part of small research groups. 

Supervisors often overlook that how supervisees face problems due to loneliness during  

the execution of research activities. To address such type of problems small groups 

meeting be set up, so that the researchers can interact with each other and solve their 
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problems easily and with confidence. In case if communication and understanding gap 

between the supervisors and supervisees persist, then the research process may not 

proceed ahead. According to Dong (1998) there was a confusion of opinions between 

the supervisors and scholars that how much academic assistance was provided during 

the research project. During her research study, she noticed that the scholars were not 

satisfied with the support provided by their supervisors. It needs that the students’ 

expectations must be discovered from the very beginning of the research project and 

must be communicated to the scholars that how much support can be granted to them 

by the supervisors during the research activities. Discussing on the effective supervisory 

role, Drennan & Clarke (2009) suggested some important measures to be taken by the 

supervisor like instant feedback, regularly holding meetings and maintaining balance 

between guidance and independence.  

Lumadi (2011) stated that there was a clash of opinions of supervisor and 

supervisee as far as they had expectations from each other regarding ongoing research 

pursuit but unfortunately both the parties are dissatisfied with each other’s role and 

performance. On the one hand, the scholars expected their supervisors of more support 

in respect of research methodologies and providing regular feedback. They protest 

against the behavior of their supervisors who cannot be contacted easily and the 

scholars have to wait for a long time for getting feedback. On the other hand, the 

supervisors have their own reservations regarding the performance of the scholars 

including lack of interest for dissertation, overlooking supervisor’s remarks and poor 

comprehension and writing skills of the scholars (ibid). Supervisors complain that they 

have to spend extra timing and energy while editing and making corrections in the 

dissertation work of the scholars. Aspland, et al (1990) mention scholars’ worries 
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regarding delay in getting feedback and feelings of loneliness. Moses (1984) pinpointed 

problems like supervisor’s workload having large number of scholars to supervise, 

clash of research interests between supervisor and supervisee, personality differences 

and scholar’s viewpoint about his/her supervisor being less cooperative. Several other 

studies show that supervisors need to know the expectations of the scholars from the 

very beginning of the research work and to provide clear guidance on the role of the 

supervisors and the input they will offer to the students (Dong,1998 and Drennan & 

Clarke, 2009). Aspland et al (1999) present documents which are useful for solving 

issues, confronting to both supervisor and supervisee during the course of conducting 

research activities. They point out some problems that are creating hurdles in the 

relationship of supervisor and scholar including student’s reservations about the 

supervision he/she gets from the early stage, student’s concern of lack of supervisor’s 

research skills, delay of receiving feedbacks from the supervisor and feelings of 

isolation. Drennan & Clarke (2009) opine that supervisors should have the prior 

knowledge of what research scholars expect from them and they should give prior 

guidance to the supervisee in this regard.  

Armstrong (2012) through his study findings pinpointed that supervisor 

complained about scholar not paying regular visits to them, besides, they failed to meet 

deadlines and even arranged meetings. Over and above they were indifferent or rather 

negligent by following the directions of their supervisors. According to Fan (2013) 

scholars expressed their views that though supervisor was courteous yet too busy to 

spare time. Scholars get appointment after weeks of waiting. They wait for a long time 

but when their turn come they are given just few minutes. Supervisor never made an 

email contact. They are directed not to contact the supervisor directly and ask for taking 
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prior appointment but even then his availability has been a matter of concern. 

Commenting on the views of supervisors, Fan (2013) says that some scholars avoid 

regular face to face contact for unknown reasons especially foreign students as 

compared to local students. He further says that scholars show lack of motivation, busy 

schedule, desire to plagiarize someone else research work, lack of critical thinking and 

allure supervisor with gifts. According to Armstong (2012) and Fan (2013) most of the 

research supervisors are devoted  to the process of supervision but cannot do justice 

with their cause due to large number of scholars under their supervision. That’s why 

they cannot provide sufficient timing to each of their supervisee. The supervisor-

supervisee relations cannot improve as long as considerable differences in the quality 

and quantity of supervision as well as differences in expectations and perceptions exist. 

Semejin & Gelderman,(2009) stated that non-availability or lack of training makes the 

supervisors unaware of their role that how they can effectively develop and maintain 

their supervisory role. Drennan & Clarke (2009) presented their viewpoint that 

competency in supervisory skills in turn develops in scholar the skills of critical 

thinking and independence in research work along with proper knowledge and 

utilization of research designs related with scholar’s research. They further recorded 

that there are factors such as the quality of supervision and good infrastructural support 

which are better predictors of student outcomes in relation to research skill development 

than characteristics like age, years qualified, gender and undergraduate educational 

qualifications. Postgraduate Research Experience Survey report (2013) discussed the 

views of the respondents across UK, it was the element of supervision which was 

thought of to be the most decisive one in the completion of research work. Study 

conducted by Drennan & Clarke (2009), reveal that every research scholar and 

supervisor has different attitude and aptitude. Therefore, when they work together, there 
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arise complexities and issues. Business like or professional style of supervision takes 

into consideration the research work from purely professional point of view. The focus 

of attention remains on the research and its smooth progression. Personal elements 

remain irrelevant and cannot be given weight-age during the course of research 

activities. On the other hand, supervisory style based on personal elements that focuses 

much on scholar’s personal and family matters, while research work goes in the 

background. During the meetings domestic affairs are discussed frequently and the 

supervisor remains busy in knowing the personal matters of the scholar. The study 

shows that there may be supervisory style based on the frequency of meetings and 

intensity of work to be done. Meetings may be frequent or infrequent and task may be 

too much or too little to be completed. In product based supervisory style, supervisors 

talk about results. They follow their schedule and deadlines. In process oriented 

supervisory style, focus is not on the achievement of results rather the process used for 

the achievement of the results where the supervisors manage the process. In the first 

case, if the research scholar remains behind the deadline while completing an 

assignment, the supervisor meets only if write up is ready for presentation. The process 

oriented supervisor through a comprehensive meeting will try to solve the problem. The 

supervisor endures to get knowledge of the personal issues of the PhD scholar, his/her 

domestic matters and emotional attachments during the course of supervision. The 

study adds that in most of the cases, this relationship results in establishing a stronger 

family bond between the two. If ample time and energy on the part of supervisor are not 

spared then the frequent interaction between the supervisor and supervisee would come 

to a minimum level. If there exists a significant interaction, it is two pronged; a result 

orientation or a process orientation. In the strong cases of product orientation, 

discussions are often result based, with a focus on research publications. While in the 
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chronic cases of process orientation, it is vice versa. In the product orientation, schedule 

of meetings are kept about the deliberations upon the written chapters by the 

supervisors and they try to adhere to deadlines. While during the process orientation, 

supervisors themselves act as managers encouraging scholars to come up with positive 

outcome.  In the first case, they hesitate to cancel research sittings with the scholars till 

they have something concrete for discussion in the planned meeting. While in the 

second case, the supervisors try to break the ice and plan frequent meetings with the 

research scholars. In some cases, the supervisors are more oblivious when there are 

projects like thesis or chapters in bulk to be viewed (Dietz A.J (Ton) et al,2006). The 

relationship between the supervisor and supervisee is the reflection of the level of 

frankness, self esteem, learning initiatives, mental soundness, dedication, the art of 

articulation, expressiveness and the well of both the parties.  It also matter if there is 

only one supervisor, or if there are more and if one of these plays a role of daily 

supervisor. The study further reveals that there are three types of supervisors namely,  

the delegator: non-accommodative and business-minded. They are usually Heads of 

departments, Deans or key players of huge research projects. They are quite easily 

awarded  PhD projects and are usually accessed to do so as they have a place in funding 

platforms. Despite the fact that in some cases this is the part of the deal as they are busy 

people and cannot afford enough time  for supervision in the real sense of the word (the 

donor agencies might not be in picture about this fact or they would be intentionally 

doing so). Delegators run a research empire in which the actual supervision is mandated 

to others. But while dealing with the donor agencies, they are affront and are also 

responsible for the submission of ultimate report to the donor agencies. Secondly, the 

accommodative and generalist approach holder. Such type of research supervisors never 

get into the minute details of the research. They usually have good relationship with the 
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Doctoral candidate like family friend or a colleague and they have full backing of the 

supervisor in his/her research pursuits. Research sittings are usually informal and are 

scheduled at home or on the mutual consent. Often, casual and occasional businesses 

are carried out and hard questions about progress or research productivity are not asked.  

In short, their relationship is the true version of the dictum that a friend in need is a 

friend indeed. The last one is an expert, highly inquisitive business and process oriented 

person. This type of supervisor keeps the scholar at a fair distance and he/she never tries 

to know about the personal whereabouts of his/her research scholar and never indulges 

in domestic relationship with them. The supervisor only realizes his/ her character as a 

stimulant for positivity and wants his/her scholar to emerge as a successful human. 

According to Lin & Cranton (2005) & Mc Alpine & Norton (2006) research scholars 

are not given opportunities for their inputs about the development of research process. 

Lovitts (2005) opined that many a time research scholars are not prepared according to 

what research demands. Doctoral research scholar is expected to develop critical 

thinking and produce original research work. Lessing & Schulze (2002) pinpointed 

research scholar’s needs in the area of getting competency in analysis and interpretation 

of data, skill acquisition in research methods report writing and exposure to active 

learning prospects. There are some important elements like training in research 

methods, conduction of seminars, allocation of timing and supervisory inputs which are 

considered helpful for the early completion of the research project. According to 

Mackinnon, 2004 and McAlpine & Norton 2006, research scholars had problems 

regarding research at individual, departmental and institutional level. Therefore, it 

requires that their problems be addressed at these levels. At departmental level such 

arrangements can be made to avoid research area interests incompatibility, personality 

mismatch, communication, cultural or lingual problems between supervisor and 
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supervisee. Moreover, for the annual appraisal of research scholar’s progress, an 

administrator may be given the responsibility to assess the supervisory exercise and 

submit the progress details to the department concerned (Holdaway et al; 1995).  

According to Phillips and Pugh,2000; Frischer and Larsson (2000), there are some 

useful guidelines for effective supervisory role including setting up a comprehensive 

plan in writing before starting research work, launching regular settings between the 

supervisors and supervisee, assessing proper course work, keeping proper record of 

thesis supervision and maintaining record of progress of project. 

 Spear (2000) says that the most common complaints of the scholars against 

their supervisors are lack of contact, supervisor administrative engagements, having too 

many students to supervise and frequent outside university visit schedules. The 

researcher came out with the findings that the remedy for most of research scholars’ 

problems is the availability and regular meetings of supervisor with supervisee. The 

scholars need to know the evaluation principles. It is evident from the research studies 

that availability, easy access and thoughtful supervision are the keys to successful 

completion of the research program (Donald et, al, 1995). The main problem during the 

initial stage of the research project is the absence of mutual trust and understanding 

between the supervisor and supervisee. Both the parties need to develop confidence 

building measures and settle the differences through mutual understanding because this 

is the phase where strong bond of cordial relationship will build and the research will 

smoothly proceed towards its logical end (Loganbill and Hardy, 1983). According to 

Russell (1996), it is the quality of supervision which ultimately decides the quality of 

research work. In the same sense, Hockey (1996) stated that the role of supervision is to 

be viewed as leading the research scholar towards the successful completion of his/her 
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research work. This view point is backed up by Frischer & Larson (2000) who argued 

that effective supervisory role is inevitable for the successful accomplishment of 

research task. 

2.7.2  Issues Related to Supervisor    

The relationship between supervisor and supervisee if moves on according to 

the professional requirements, determines the successful achievement of research 

scholars’ research endeavors (Lessing & Schulz,2002; Ives & Rowley, 2005 and Lin & 

Cranton, 2005). According to Malfroy (2005) most of the time it happened that research 

scholars became the victim of anxiety as they found their supervisors non-supportive in 

their research work, quite contrary to what they had expected of them. Lessing & 

Schulze (2002) stated that different factors like refined skills in research area, assistance 

provided to the research scholar, critiquing and critical thinking get proper balancing 

through the role of supervision. Ives & Rowley (2005) stressed the need of having a 

match of personality and research area compatibility between the supervisor and 

supervisee so that smooth working relationship could prevail. For the improvement of 

the process of supervision, lessing & Schulze (2002) suggested that training and 

orientation to be given to the supervisors so that research scholars’ needs could be 

addressed in a better way. According to Cryer (2000) supervisors should be flexible in 

the use of supervisory skills as research scholars have difference of attitude, aptitude, 

academic competency and motivation. The supervisor must play a dual role as a guide 

as well as a critical friend. The supervisor should be accommodative and adopt flexible 

supervision approaches that suite the requirements of the scholar because the doctoral 

scholars belong to diverse nature in terms of academic aptitude, personality traits, 

feelings and motivation. According to Haksever & Manisali (2000) those supervisors 
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who use facilitative and flexible approach during the conduct of research work, prove to 

be more accommodative and supportive towards their research scholars.  

Butterworth et al; (1992) argued that observing ethical considerations for 

supervision is necessary for both supervisor and supervisee. According to Carrol (1996) 

effective supervision takes different roles as per the needs and requirements of its 

research scholars’ demand. He further stated that supervisory tasks move around actions 

of a supervisor, while role means what part a supervisor personally has to perform. The 

word function encompasses both these terms. According to Van (2000), a supervisor’s 

job is to monitor the research endeavor and the progress of the research scholars. 

Besides, a supervisor has to provide assistance and guidance along with the 

development of skills of research scholars.  

Commenting upon the effectiveness of the supervisory role Pierce (2004) and 

Van (2000) stated that supervisors should be emotionally aware and self-evaluative 

while working with their supervisees. Holloway (1995) concluded that supervisee’s past 

psychological history and recent issues should be in supervisor’s knowledge and he/she 

should devise his supervisory strategy keeping in view supervisee’s needs in respect 

with research work. Holloway (1995) and Fowler (1999) identified the skills of 

communication, listening carefully supervisee’s viewpoint and then giving positive 

feedback and skills involved assistance and guidance by the supervisor to supervisee 

when needed. According to Page & Woske (1994) and Carrol (1996) the salient features 

of effective supervision are respect, understanding, honesty, democracy and non-

harassment to opposite gender. The role of the good supervisor is to take care of the 

welfare of the scholar, good approach to teaching and learning techniques, supportive to 

the scholar and keep the morale of the scholar high. Haksever & Manisali (2000) and 
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Phillips & Pugh (2000) thought regular assistance and morale boosting of the research 

scholars to be one of the key responsibilities of a good supervisor. Spear (2000) stated 

that a supervisor’s job is to provide feedback to supervisee in respect of selection of 

topic, methodology, cohesiveness and clarity in writing, elements of layout and the 

process of completion of work and overall progress. Provision of positive feedback over 

research scholar’s write up is an important feature of supervision, as it develops 

scholar’s intellect.  Haksever & Manisali (2000) pinpointed assistance to be given to the 

supervisee during research related problems, analysis of supervisee’s research task and 

help in the conduct of research project are the attributes of an effective supervisor. 

According to Phillips & Pugh (2000), it is the responsibility of the research scholar to 

choose supervisor keeping in consideration supervisor’s track record in research.   

Spear (2000) argued that supervisor’s competency regarding research scholar’s 

research area in general, is necessary. Talking about supervisor-supervisee relationship, 

Piccinin (2000) pinpointed areas of research which require focus including selection of 

a research topic, planning involved in the research, identification and acquisition of 

needed resources, management of the project, conduct of research, review of the related 

literature, data analysis and its interpretation, writing initial draft and its defense. 

Therefore, according to the researcher, supervision needs highly developed skills of 

interpersonal interaction from both supervisor and supervisee. According to Spear 

(2000) and Phillips & Pugh (2000) effective communication between supervisor and 

supervisee is one of the key ingredients of good supervision because without effective 

communication research scholar’s perceived problems cannot be addressed. Both 

supervisor and supervisee must be prepared to constructive criticism, ready to listen to 

one another’s arguments with open mind. Donald et al; (1995) stated that difference in 
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personalities, age, culture, language, race, gender or differences due to approach to 

work may cause hindrances to open communication. According to Lovitts (2001), the 

factors which affect doctoral research completion, are related with the research 

scholar’s personality like his/her I.Q, motivation and learning techniques. These are 

also related with location, peer group, department and supervisor. Overall environment 

and culture of the concerned discipline and faculty also affect research completion 

endeavor.  

According to Norhasni et al, 2011, completion of doctoral research mainly rests 

on the viable working relationship between supervisor and supervisee. In the words of 

Terrel et al; (2009) this relationship has been termed as connectivity. He says that low 

level of good working relationship between supervisor and supervisee in doctoral 

program can cause possible attrition. Acker & Black (1994) opined that it is weak 

communicative linkage and poor association between the supervisor and the supervisee 

due to which research scholars in their doctoral research work face most of the 

problems. According to Armstrong (2004), research scholars think their working 

relationship with their supervisors to be highly important, which resultantly determines 

the completion and quality of their research work. Mc Clure (2005) conducted a study, 

findings showed that different research scholars needed different supervisory styles and 

techniques, some required great amount of dependence, while others needed great level 

of independence. The study showed that 90% respondents had the views that due to 

overloaded of academic work their supervisors were unable to give them enough time. 

The same study further revealed that supervisors were partial and biased to gender and 

casts. Research supervisors did not have the required skills and competency of a 

research supervisor. It was also found that 86% research scholars had the views that 
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there existed communication gap between supervisor and supervisee. It was harsh and 

rough behavior of the supervisors which created communication gap. The same study 

also found that 56% respondents made themselves responsible for not sparing enough 

time to their research pursuits because of their other domestic and outside home 

commitments. Ninety percent (90%) of the respondents stated that they were facing 

most of the research related problems due to their weak and underdeveloped skills of 

English writing.  

Talking about one of the functions of supervision Collins (2002) pinpointed 

advisory factor to be the key element in the degree completion at doctoral level. 

According to the author, the task of a supervisor is to train and impart all the necessary 

skills needed for the research pursuits to the young research scholars. But Anderson, 

Day & McLaughlin (2006) thought supervisory role to be multifaceted and dynamic 

one which is under the influence of constant change. Therefore, they thought it to be 

quite a demanding task to be accomplished. According to Styles and Radloff (2001), the 

supervisors need to take the scholars into confidence and appoint them as co-managers 

in the process of research activities. This encourages the scholars that they are the co-

managers of their experiences as doctoral scholars which bring confidence and 

decision-making capability into the scholars. Such type of initiatives lessen the burden 

on supervisor. A study conducted by Nevada (2009) who found that PhD scholars 

complained that their supervisors did not give proper timings for guidance because of 

the heavy work load of the supervisors. There was a shortage of supervisors in both 

public and private sector universities while they had to supervise large number of M 

Phil and PhD scholars along with other teaching and administrative responsibilities. The 

researcher further pinpointed that some supervisors were biased and prejudice towards 
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sex and castes that discourage the scholars. A study conducted by Bacha (2009) 

observed that lack of competent supervisors was one of a major hurdles in the research 

activities. Most of the PhD scholars complained that their supervisors had lack of 

research expertise in their fields of study as well as they did not give proper guidance 

and they had to give their supervisors some monitory gains for giving them favor in 

early completion of the research work. Iqbal et al (2012) revealed that harsh and un-co-

operative attitude of the supervisors some time create problems as the scholars 

especially the female faced difficulties while discussing their research related issues 

with the supervisors openly.  

According to Anderson, Day & McLaughlin (2006), supervision is not an easy 

task but it’s a very complex and challenging job. It warrants flexibility and continuity to 

bear fruitful results. According to Todd, Smith, and Bannister 2006, the nature of job of 

a supervisor is very much a hard landscape in respect of academic professional practices 

that definitely facilitates to form the character of an academician. The main role of a 

supervisor as suggested by Moses (1992) are to assist the scholar to select a doable 

research topic and start data collection, overseeing scholar’s progress, and the last one is 

writing up of the study.          

Supervisor is very important person in the academic life of scholar. Therefore, 

both the party needs to establish a strong bond of friendship and good relationship (Bair 

& Hawath,2004; Shariff, Ramli, & Ahmad,2014 and Tahir Ghani, Atek & manaf,2012). 

According to Sambrook, Stewart, & Robert (2008), the aim of research supervision is to 

guide and maintain scholars throughout the course of doctoral research and to provide 

together emotional as well as technical help. The quality of research supervision is very 

essential for completion of PhD degree throughout the world (Latona & Browne,2001; 
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Petersen, 2007 and Wright,2003). Supervisor-supervisee good association is a prime 

factor of quality supervision. The qualities of an effective supervisor and the scholar’s 

perceptions of their supervisors have been explored while investigating supervisory 

styles, supervisory relationships, attrition and non-completion of PhD (Latona & 

Browne, 2001; Shariff et al.2014 and Tahir et al, 2012). Evidence shows that 

ambiguous and dissimilar assumptions and expectations on the part of both supervisor 

and supervisee give rise to problems in supervisory relationship (Tahir et al,2012 and 

Talebloo & Baki,2013). A clear understanding of the role of supervisor and research 

scholar is needed for building a healthy and productive relationship for early 

completion of doctoral degree (Thompson, Kirkman, Watson & Stewart, 2005). 

Research studies suggest that supervisor should be a knowledgeable, active and 

competent researcher to analyze and enhance scholar’s research practices (Abiddin & 

West, 2007a). Researchers believe that supervisor needs to have high publications in 

his/her field, track record of sizeable PhD students’ supervision and counselling skills 

(Abiddin, 2007a; Frischer & Larsson, 2000 and Philps & Pugh, 2000). Supervisor’s 

supervisory leadership styles also matter in supervision, as it can influence the outcome 

of the study. Fischer & Larsson (2000) conducted similar study which revealed the 

causes of failure of the doctoral scholars. The authors conducted interviews from the 

fifteen PhD students who dropped out from a Swedish university. The study shows that 

the supervisor adopted leissez-faire type of leadership style whereby the students were 

left without proper guidance and timely direction during the course of the program. This 

style is not effective. The study further pointed out faults of inability of recording 

proper minutes of the meetings and setting goals on the part of both supervisor and 

research scholar. 
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Pearson & Brew (2002) suggested a longer and much more wide-ranging 

training program which also looked in detail at the pedagogy of supervision and 

evaluation of the process. Some universities offer research supervision as a module of a 

postgraduate certificate for all academic staff. Training and Accreditation Program for 

Postgraduate Supervisors (TAPPS) offers training for doctoral supervisors originally 

established by the Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council at the 

Institute for Animal Research in Surrey (Eley & Murray, 2009). In Sweden, doctoral 

students are entitled to have a trained research supervisor and there are extensive 

assessed academic development programs. In 2010, six higher education institutions in 

Ireland have joined to pilot a training structure for supervisors of postgraduate research 

students that comprises series of four workshops spreading over 17 contact hours. This 

program covers both institutional specific practices and the PhD student life-cycle 

including supporting academic writing and advanced topics such as managing a large 

research group, external examining and intellectual property issues. 

 A variety of styles to training supervisors are being used around the world. 

Brew & Pescta (2004) refer to one of the few programs which are formally evaluated. 

At the University of Sydney, they offered six supervision modules each of which took 

an hour and a half of independent study time. This was followed by the “Recognition 

Module” which was an on-line reflective case study of the participants’ own 

supervision practice, demonstrating their learning journey with on-line feedback as the 

writing was in progress.  
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2.7.3  Financial Barriers   

Carrying out research activities at postgraduate level is viewed as time 

consuming and expensive which warrant sufficient financial resources at the disposal of 

the scholar. Financial status of the research scholars always matter in the smooth 

progress of research work. The research endeavors, if successfully have to carry on, 

rests on one of the key elements i.e how easily and adequately the monetary resources 

are available to the research scholar (Bowen & Rudenstine, 1992). They further adds 

that research scholars with insufficient financial resources take more time to the 

completion of their research endeavors than the research scholars who are well off or 

get scholarships or other financial assistance from any source. According to Hoffer et 

al; (2001) since 2000 over 30% doctoral research scholars shoulder the financial burden 

of their PhD themselves. This percentage remained 40.5 % in case of women.  

2.7.3.1  Financial Assistance 

Financial assistance offered by a University to research scholars increases its 

enrolment. Financial aid greatly affects retention and degree completion rates. Every 

type of financial aid has its impact on drop out and degree completion rates. Fully 

funded scholarships and research assistance-ship show increased number of research 

completion endeavors than financial aid in the form of teaching assistance ships, tuition 

fee remission or self-sponsorship (Kearns , H & Marshal K, 2008). One of the reasons 

of getting doctoral degree is to get lucrative pay as compared to other degrees’ 

employment salaries (Azuma ,1999). Kerlin (1995) opined that employees having PhD 

degrees receive very handsome salary packages.  
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Study reveals that lack of or inadequate financial resources is considered to be 

one of the major causes of attrition rate at doctoral research level. Sometimes 

unexpected expenses during the research project may force the researcher to relinquish 

the research in the middle. Some research scholars start doing regular jobs which not 

only causes delay in their degree completion but also sometimes proves to be a death 

blow for the termination of their program (Jones, 2002). According to Carter’s 

Educational Group (2004), research scholars with fully funded scholarship earned their 

doctoral degrees in time while those research scholars who had partial or no funding 

were highly vulnerable to leave their research work unfinished.  

2.7.3.2 Economic Integration  

According to Wao & Onwuegbuzie (2011), economic integration meant the 

level to which research scholar’s monetary requirements are fulfilled during their 

doctoral research pursuit. Retention rates in case of self-financing become low. It is 

university which through its different financial assistance programs provides economic 

integration and raises retention and degree completion rates (Earl-Novell,2006). Lovitts 

(2001) found that 20 % of the research scholars complained about the shortage of 

financial resources as the causes of their exit from the research work.  

Study conducted by Rockinson-Szapkiw et al; 2014, showed that material and 

relational loses influenced the concept of resilience in doctoral candidates as they were 

growing up in poverty. The losses experienced by these candidates due to their social 

cultural environment made it mandatory for them to develop in themselves reliance at 

an early age, a phenomenon required for higher education and doctoral program 

(Clauss-Ehlers, 2008 and Luthar et al., 2000). This phenomenon of self reliance got 

further impetus by factors like a) a significant individual) a personal faith. These 
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individuals thought of higher education as the important step which could get them out 

of poverty. Equal attention and importance was given to both these types of motivation 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985). According to Lessing & Lessing (2004) and Mackinnon (2004), it 

becomes quite difficult for part time students to do justice with their studies and job 

responsibilities as they receive minimum assistance and research process’s 

understanding from their respective research supervisors. Therefore, they start thinking 

themselves to be isolated. This further aggravates the situation where research scholars 

become the victim of anxiety (Lovitts,2005 and Malfroy,2005).  

Research scholars coming from deprived backgrounds need adjustability in 

advanced and high tech environment, particularly in a system which requires fast 

adoptability for the development of creative and critical thinking from researcher 

(Lessing & Schulze,2002). Commenting on the areas that affect the completion of 

graduate research studies, lessing & Lessing (2004) opined that research scholars’ 

friendly and easy access to administration process, knowing their academic and 

technical requirements, analyzing how much overburdened research scholars are, 

providing them constant and regular schedule of meetings with supervisors and 

removing their state of isolation and managing their issues and conflicts increase the 

ratio of research completion at graduate level. Another factor which affects the 

completion of doctoral research, is the non-inclusion of scholars’ opinion for the 

betterment or the redressal of graduate research work process. Those in the authority do 

not give weightage to research scholars’ saying thinking it to be trivial or of no use 

(McLaughlin & Tierney, 1993). Doctoral scholars often do not have proper knowledge 

about the process of the program, how to get financial assistance and lack the skills to 

complete it (Golde and Dore,2001). Rademeyer (1994) argued that research scholars’ 
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shifting moods and feelings and financial limitations and time resources may decelerate 

the process of research. On the other hand research scholar’s perseverance, financial 

assistance, supervisor’s supportive attitude and past research experience bolsters the 

retention rate (Smith et al; 1993 and Phillips & Pugh, 2000). Several motives can push 

the candidates for higher studies like, a) inherent interests and enjoyment of learning) 

an altruistic approach that through higher education they can better help their families 

financially (Deci & Ryan, 1985). Having grown up in poverty and been provided with 

examples of family devotion to provision, participants are highly motivated to provide 

finances for their families. According to Rudestam & Newton, (2007), majority of the 

candidates enrolled and then desired to put off their entry into a doctoral study on the 

plea of  unawareness of the laborious nature of the program and detachment from the 

family for long time. Research scholars deferred the study or took deliberate decisions 

to get themselves red of the tasks before enrolling in the program. It was to make sure 

that the candidates did not overlook their economic status, life partner, kids, and other 

family members for the sake of getting graduate degree. They characterized their 

doctoral perseverance to a number of feelings and sustainable plans. These approaches 

consist of force taken from the belief and relational chains (Spaulding & Rockinson-

Szapkiw, 2012).  Some of them did not characterize university integration as significant 

altogether. It were the experiences taken from the practices in poverty which helped the 

doctoral students to persist.  

2.7.4  Social Barriers 

Doctoral research scholars face challenges like work stress, competitive 

environment, uncertain situations at times and feelings of loneliness during conducting 

research. Doctoral research scholars get enrolment in their respective programs having 
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various social, economic and academic backgrounds. They proceed for their aims with 

different energy level and commitment. They have differences of race, caste, sex, 

marital status, social background, life experiences and academic achievements. Their 

energy into graduate program give them an access to get socialize with faculty’s 

environment and prevailing culture. They have to mould themselves according to the 

new environment. This process of social adoptability depends upon the will and wish of 

a research scholar. The willing cases very quickly adjust according to the prevailing 

culture while those who show hardness soon quit their programs instead of accepting 

changes (Lovitts,2001). A research scholar’s academic and social life determines 

his/her life quality at campus. Socialization at campus means research scholars’ close 

interaction with peer group, staff and faculty members. Lack of this academic and social 

integration may result in dropout (ibid). Academic and social balancing is required for 

the smooth progress of the degree completion pursuit. According to the author, research 

scholars with high level of academic integration may fall into trouble as they go for 

perfection in their work. They do not meet deadlines for the submission of assignments 

as they remain dissatisfied with their labor and resultantly work remains incomplete. 

The faculty too dissatisfied with the performance of the scholar due to scholar’s need 

for perfection and lack of winding up his/her research work in time. Research scholars 

with a balance stance adopt to the situations very quickly and smoothly progress in the 

system until any external elements (financial issues, health problems or family matters)  

posing hindrance in the completion of research work (Powell & Dean,1986). According 

to Powell & Dean (1986), during thesis writing two kinds of stress are involved. One is 

social stress where research scholar unaware of the fact that the time which is being 

wasted with members of his/her social circle could have been spent for thesis writing. 

The other is task stress where the research scholar while involved in thesis writing 
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becomes negligent of his/her members of social circle. Similarly during the preparation 

of thesis, research scholar also becomes a victim of loneliness (Bowen & 

Rudenstine,1983). Spending hours in library searching for sources, reading research 

related writings and writing thesis, isolates the research scholar from rest of the 

community.  

Collaborative study and peer communication are viewed as very important 

academic activities in higher education. Researchers found out that the academicians 

need to build joint room for common understanding and instructional change (Moore J.  

2005; and Aghaee & Hansson,2013). The PhD Completion Project (2008) pointed out 

several important elements of peer collaboration and exchange of views among the 

doctoral students during their research work like bringing scholars of diverse disciplines 

together to engage in academic interaction, setting and motivating research culture, 

formation of academic committees and involvement of students for gaining insight, 

creating student groups, establishing inter-disciplinary interactions, observing and 

examining students’ academic progress and setting up network of support among the 

scholars of different disciplines. Bienkowska & Klofsten,2012; Boud,Cohen & 

Sampson, 2014 highlighted the importance of collaboration and communication that 

could effectively contribute to earn a PhD qualification.  

Information and Communication Technology (ICT) plays a very important role 

and various forms of collaboration can be set and utilized because of its vast coverage 

(Aghaee & Hansson,2013). Currently, universities round the glob make use of  ICT to 

facilitate their students as well as managed courses. They introduce collaboration 

mechanism through the use of ICT for their research students who are enrolled in the 

same discipline. There are some useful research engines like Research Gate and 
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indexing supports like Google Scholar systems which are very helpful in finding 

relevant research material as well as corresponding authors of the source. It is observed 

that the collaboration and communication are highly used in PhD research activities as 

compared to other learning management activities. Universities provide facilities and 

encourage peer collaboration system to get maximum output from the research 

activities. Research scholars need assistance from their peer group while conducting 

their research work. Lack of peer cooperation and communication is one of the 

problems pinpointed by (Guilford, 2001). According to Broome et al; (2011) assistance 

in the research work from the fellow research scholars is very important during research 

endeavor. Boud,et al; (2014) state that the use of peer relations on account of nurturing 

learning effects is considered a matter of concern in higher education. According to 

Kyvik & Olsen, (2013) and PhD Completion Project (2008), one of the main reasons of 

dropout at doctoral level is inadequate communication and interaction among doctoral 

research scholars. The PhD scholars face difficulties in finding peer interaction as well 

as faculty support during research stage (ibid). Golde (2005) supports these findings 

and pinpoints that lack of peer interaction and faculty assistance are some of the causes 

that lead to research scholar’s isolation during research activities. The scholar confronts 

such state of isolation while conducting research work in a small scientific lab or 

carrying  field work in far flung areas where he/she has lack of peer or faculty support. 

Bringing scholars of the same discipline together is a difficult task but the introduction 

of ICT made it easy to interact with peers, share information and solve problems apart 

from space and time. On a broader scale, common interests of the scholars and their 

academic issues can be addressed easily through the use of ICT as the group members 

have the common interests (Preece, 2000 and Andrews, 2002).  
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A new-comer in a society strives hard to adjust in it and learn norms and values 

of the society. Adjustment in a society is vital since it shows sense of belongingness to 

social structure (Wenger, 2004). Online communities can comprise both strong and 

weak type of relationships. The first type of ties are portrayed by constant 

communication, access to related information, shared values and social and emotional 

help. The second types are required to represent the community to various ideas and 

approaches. Both type of ties are important to link for learning from the experiences of 

online communities (Haythornthwaite, 2007). The first might assist participation of the 

community and build up profound knowledge in the boundaries of a society while the 

second support growth of novel kinds of approaches and understandings.  

2.7.4.1   Feelings of Isolation  

Doctoral research scholars start their research work with great excitement and 

energy but at some point they may become the victim of feeling of loneliness. 

According to Annick Janson et al; 2004, doctoral research scholars at start of their 

research work had minimum feelings of isolation which increased as the research work 

went on. This ultimately had an adverse effect on their self-esteem. In the domain of 

basic sciences, feeling of loneliness may not be an issue as research scholars may be 

working in the laboratory on a project in the form of a team. Contrary to this, 

humanities may not have this collaborative team work research environment. Therefore, 

the research scholar may become the victim of feelings of isolation.  

At doctoral level research endeavor may become a sort of social liability for the 

research scholar as he/she does not find enough time to spend with the members of 

his/her social circle Lovitts (2001). The study further reveals that these feelings of 
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loneliness may be tackled by department by the application of different strategies like 

participation in seminar, conference and formal doctoral meetings of research scholars. 

2.7.5      Personal Barriers 

Lovitts (2001) argued that doctoral research scholars’ non-completion of degree 

program may be due to lack of necessary information, sense of loneliness, learning 

experiences causing boredom and poor advisory roles of the members of the faculty. 

Moreover, marriage, severe mental and physical illness and pregnancy can force a 

research scholar to quit his/her program. According to Bair & Haworth (1999) about 

40% to 60 % postgraduate research scholars drop out, and have not been able to get 

their doctoral degrees. Sizeable literature is available about departure of undergraduates 

from studies while there is a shortage of literature about doctoral scholars who departed 

from academic endeavors (Glode, 2005 and Lovitts, 2001). According to Willis & 

Carmichael (2011), it is the internal shift in moods and thinking of the scholars due to 

which the worth and weightage of their doctoral degree become less important and they 

slink to other programs. Doctoral scholars secretly shift to other occupation without 

announcing withdrawal. Faculty members are gradually becoming aware that doctoral 

attrition occurs but are shocked and perplexed when they learn of their own program’s 

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

Golde (2002) and Protivnak & Foss (2009) stated that doctoral research work 

caused mental and physical health problems for research scholars. Study revealed that 

some of the students undergone serious health problems like continuous weight gain, 

hemorrhage, asthma and sleeping disorder due to which they could not continue their 

study. Physical problems shown with the study, were weight gain, sleepiness, 

disturbance in dietary routine causing indigestion and constipation while depression and 
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stress were the mental issues associated with the research scholars. This stress emanated 

in the form of social pressure of keeping social contacts intact. It spoiled a lot of time of 

the research scholar who could use it for thesis writing. It turned into another way 

where research scholar at the cost of his/her social life prepared thesis. Both situations 

caused stress for the research scholar. According to Lessing & Lessing (2004) and 

Mackinnon (2004), it becomes quite difficult for part time students to do justice with 

their studies and job responsibilities as they receive minimum assistance and research 

process’s understanding from their respective research supervisors. Therefore, they start 

thinking themselves to be isolated. This further aggravates the situation, research 

scholars become the victim of anxiety as fearing not to come up to the expectations and 

not being prepared for evaluation (Lovitts, 2005 and Malfroy, 2005).  

Research scholars coming from deprived backgrounds need adjustability in 

advanced and high tech environment, particularly in a system which requires fast 

adoptability for the development of creative and critical thinking from researcher 

(Lessing & Schulze, 2002). Commenting on the areas that affect the completion of 

graduate research studies, Lessing & Lessing (2004) opined that research scholars’ 

friendly and easy access to administrative procedures, knowing their academic and 

technical requirements, providing them constant and regular schedule of meetings with 

supervisors and removing their state of isolation and managing their issues and 

conflicts, increase the ratio of research completion at graduate level. Another factor 

which affects the completion of doctoral research, is the non-inclusion of scholar’s 

opinion for the betterment or the redress of graduate research work process. Those in 

the authority do not give weightage to research scholars’ saying and thinking it to be 

trivial or of no use (McLaughlin & Tierney, 1993). Doctoral scholars often do not have 
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proper knowledge about the process of the program and lack the skills to complete it 

(Golde and Dore, 2001). Mouton (2001) stated that delay or incompletion of doctoral 

research is mainly caused by research scholar’s lack of expertise in managing proper 

research design, gathering and analyzing data and report writing. Rademeyer (1994) 

argued that research scholar’s shifting moods and feelings and financial limitations and 

time resources may decelerate the process of research. On the other hand, research 

scholar’s perseverance, assistance from the supervisor and past research experience 

bolsters the retention rate (Smith et al; 1993 and Phillips & Pugh, 2000). 

According to Strayhorn (2005), doctoral research scholar’s degree completion 

get affected by their persistence, age, sex, race, marital status and motivation. This view 

point is endorsed by Price,( 2006) that married research scholars show better persistence 

than unmarried research scholars. Lovitts (2005) stated that research scholar’s style of 

learning, I. Q level, academic achievement and motivation exert positive influence on 

persistence. According to (McAlpine & Norton, 2006), the chances of withdrawal 

increase in humanities and social sciences as research scholar has to work individually 

unlike those of natural and health sciences where scholar conduct research in a 

laboratory or in cohort. In the second case, the scholars are socially engaged that 

minimize isolation feelings. Grover  (2007) observed that competence and high level of 

energy to be the factors strengthening persistence while Terrel (2002) thought that 

research scholars’ dependent attitude, idealistic thoughts and habit of delaying tasks to 

be the stumbling blocks in the way of degree completion.  

Generally, both men and women face similar barriers during doctoral research 

studies but they react in a different way to deal with. As long as women are concerned, 

they face some additional factors like seclusion, harassment, low self-esteem, 
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discrimination, family pressures due to time constrains, limited support network and 

short of relevant skill. Further, having an uncooperative advisor can create extra 

troubles for female than male scholars (desJardin, 1994). Scholars seek  career guidance 

from their supervisors that what and how to do after getting the graduate degree. If a 

graduate student is not accommodated as academician, he/she requires to know what 

other choices are left to him/her. There is less possibility for a research scholar to leave 

the study if he/she finds a trustworthy advisor who has expertise in the field of the 

student (Collins, 2002). Resultantly, the scholar would gain a lot from the devised plan 

of the advisor that would help him/her to know what to expect from the advisor and 

how to acquire what is desired.  

Studies reveal that research scholars attributed their own problems like not 

giving sufficient time to their research work due to domestic issues, financial problems, 

weak writing skills, weak vocabulary and grammar and poor IT skills to be the 

obstacles in the way of completion of their degrees. Scholars cannot adjust their 

research study with their job responsibilities. The scholars have lack of research 

techniques and trainings that can cause hurdles in research work. Doctoral study is 

viewed as expensive study and usually the students enrolled at later stage of their lives 

where they have to balance their family responsibilities with the research work that 

ultimately cause stress and the scholars decide to leave the program silently 

(Madhusudhan, M. 2007 and Hocky 1994).  

According to Gardner & Gopaul (2012), doctoral scholars belonging to Science 

disciplines begin the journey at early age as compared to Social Sciences and 

Humanities who start the journey at later stage. The scholars in the first case give more 

time than to the second case due to their extra engagements. Scholars belonging to the 
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Science disciplines spend more time in research work in lab and stick to study due to 

the demanding nature of the disciplines. They usually are full-time scholars as 

compared to Social Sciences and Humanities. 

2.7.5.1  Motivation 

Hoskins & Goldberg (2005), call motivation to be one of the basic elements 

responsible for doctoral research scholar’s persistence. They further opined that 

research scholars who are responsible and professionally motivated show better 

performance. At personal level motivation works for setting and achieving personal 

goals, enjoying a contest and urge for success while at professional level it works for 

career enhancement. Motivation is closely connected with goals and achievements. 

According to (Wao & Onwuegbuzie, 2011) research scholars entered postgraduate 

programs not having the intention of doing research but as they got adjusted they set for 

themselves the goal of doing and completing research. Hard work and self-reliance 

were the vital elements towards persistence to the doctoral study. The important factors 

associated with self-determination like personal vigor taken from cognitive assessment 

(constructive  thoughts and self-talk), self- control and managerial policies for target 

achievement (Ryan & Deci, 2000, 2006, 2008a; Ryan & Niemiec, 2009) were also 

crucial features of perseverance. Household assimilation also gave support for 

motivation to carry on and impetus to finish the study which was cherished by the 

family (Deci & Ryan, 2000; Deci et al., 1991 and Ryan & Deci, 2000).   

 2.7.5.2  Family Responsibilities 

Family responsibilities were also considered to be one of main causes of 

withdrawal from doctoral research program by research scholar. Most of the research 
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scholars stated that their family members supported them during their research work. 

Wasburn- Moses (2008) stated that it was a big issue for doctoral research scholars to 

create a balance between research work and family obligations. Majority of the doctoral 

research scholars were dissatisfied due to imbalance between academic and research 

time consumption along with family responsibilities. This time mismanagement or 

imbalance resulted in stress, depression, restlessness and anxiety among research 

graduate research scholars who quit the program at some stage due to their personal 

issues (Smith et al ; 2006 and Lovitts; 2001).   

 2.7.5.3  Stress and Anxiety  

  McAlpine & Norton (2006) stated that sponsored students  underwent very 

minimum level of stress and anxiety as compared to the students who did not receive 

funding. The capacity to efficiently deal with stress is closely connected with doctoral 

persistence. Smith et al; (2006) opined that stress handling programs like seminars, 

conferences, workshops moderate the effects of stress. The researchers observed that 

personal support systems just like company of friends and religion could relax stressful 

conditions among the research scholars. 

2.7.5.4   Gender Related Issues 

Seagram et al; (1998) found that female students due to domestic 

responsibilities like raring up children delayed their research work. Studies conducted 

by (Heenan, 2002 and Eitel & Martin, 2009) called female research scholars’ household 

responsibilities, financial issues and lack of guidance to be the hindrances in pursuing 

and completing higher degrees. Council of Graduate School conducted a study in 2008 

on the problems of dropout rates of doctoral research scholars. The findings showed 



73 
 
 

that attrition rate for female students of doctoral programs were higher than male 

candidates in spite that  women enrolment in higher studies increased day by day but 

even then due to the high risks involve in their research studies they cannot reach to the 

completion stage.  Latona & Browne (2001) identified three main areas related to 

successful research completion including institutional factors, supervision 

understandings between the supervisor and supervisee and lastly students’ groups for 

academic and social interactions. Previous studies conducted by Gardner, 2008, reveal 

that female doctoral scholars are facing numerous issues pertaining to children, husband 

and other family members’ care as well as taking care of her own health in case of 

pregnancy and gender discrimination. That’s why it is very difficult for the scholars to 

carry out research along with these core responsibilities.   

2.8   Administrative Barriers  

Various studies (Moses,1985 and Donald et al; 1995) state that there are some issues 

attached with the supervision including organizational or professional factors which 

affect research. The former relates with the formation of rules and regulations and 

policies for research students’ supervision, how these policies will be conveyed to the 

scholars and their supervisors, how many students a supervisor will supervise, how the 

supervisor will effectively provide supervision and how to deal with the inadequate 

equipments for better utilization. The later factor deals with the role of supervisor 

including insufficient preparedness on the part of the supervisor and lack of  interest of 

the supervisor in connection with the research title of the scholar. All these issues are 

directly linked with the administrative responsibilities of the institution. It is the prime 

duty of the organization to appoint such a supervisor whose research interests can 

match to the research activities of the scholar as well as he/she has proficiency in the 
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field (Donald et al;1995). Donald et al,1995 suggest that the administration should 

ensure supervisor-supervisee ratio of less than or equal to 1:6 to get fruitful results. 

Sometimes certain issues arise where scholar faces personality conflict, hurdles in 

communication process, cultural differences or language issues or personal clashes 

during the research endeavors. Here the administration needs to properly manage the 

situation and provide the best solution to all these problems to the overall satisfaction of 

both the supervisor and supervisee as well as to create a congenial research environment 

in the institution.  

 The main role of the administration of an institution is to manage, operate the 

activities in order to help out the scholars to complete their research project well in 

time. Universities assisting the scholars to provide financial links to fulfill the monetary 

needs of the scholars through scholarships, fellowships, teaching assistantships and 

other financial schemes. Universities create conducive atmosphere to build a stable 

supervisor-supervisee relationship. There are some universities who are launching new 

internal funding schemes to lessen scholar’s financial burden and to reduce the 

scholar’s dependence on outside sources (Small Wood, 2004). 

 Another hurdle, postgraduate research scholars experience, is residency 

compulsion which means graduate students have to be regularly get themselves 

registered during the academic session and have to pay the fee burden (Myers, 1999). 

Timely completion of a graduate program not only saves the time but also saves the 

money of the research scholar. Otherwise, dues for the extended period can put a 

financial burden on researcher. Institutional factors may come in the way of smooth 

completion of research work causing delay in research work. Moreover, these barriers 

may include problems with the committee doing supervision or improper or no 
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guidance from the supervisor. During research stage students miss departmental support 

programs. Resultantly, they feel a sense of loneliness. This feeling of isolation 

aggravates when research scholars find that course work does not prepare them for 

thesis writing task (Kiley, M., & Mullins, G. 2003). The researcher also pinpointed that 

research scholars’ weak training for thesis writing is because of their supervisors’ 

indifferent attitude or lack of interest as they are not paid for their supervisory task. 

Bassett (1979) conducted cross-disciplinary research study that shows that education 

doctorate level students are poorly prepared for research prior to launching on their 

thesis and they need to be helped properly by the faculty. Scholars belonging to 

education discipline need extra guidance as compared to other disciplines. The 

institutions give reward to the faculty members on account of research and publications 

while ignore proper guidance to doctoral students. Latona & Browne (2001) stated that 

one reason for successful completion of doctoral research thesis, was the effective role 

of the institution which it played in helping out research scholars in the pursuits of their 

research.  

Smith (2002) held administration of Universities to be responsible for dropouts 

at doctoral level and advocated research scholars’ case by raising their voice for 

bringing reforms in graduate programs so that retention rate could increase. 

Madhsudhan  (2007)  reported that research scholars faced shortage of computers with 

internet facilities. Naveda, (2009) found that research scholars faced high fees, 

inadequate computer and internet facilities, insufficient drinking water, electricity, toilet 

facilities. Moreover, solution of their problems are not expedited by the department and 

institution as bureaucratic hurdles come in the way.  
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The research scholars hold university administration to be responsible for 

different problems. Majority of research scholars state that accommodation is one of the 

main problems in university hostel. University administration does not allow research 

scholars to further reside in hostel after their one year stay there. These findings are in 

line with the findings of Naveda (2009) who describes that research scholars residing in 

hostels come across more problems than day scholars. The university administration 

does not allow the researcher to stay at university hostel after one year so the students 

have to arrange private accommodation nearby the university. The owners charge high 

rent that are not affordable for the scholars which become an extra financial burden on 

them. Studies revealed that scholars faced difficulties in their synopsis approval due to 

the political rift between their supervisors and Director/Chairman of the department. 

Research scholars made department responsible for not conducting adequate number of 

seminars for the development of their research skills. The study further revealed that 

Even if some seminars were arranged, all research scholars could not attend those 

because they were not informed well in time due to poor planning and organization of 

the university administration. These results are in conformity with the findings of 

research conducted by Alan et al ; (2005) which state that doctoral study quality besides 

other factors rests on the exposure of attending seminars and presentations to the 

research scholars. Further, research scholars complained that inadequate internet 

resources were available in the department while  libraries were short of latest books 

relevant to their research work. Similar research study conducted by Naveda (2009) 

revealed that accessibility of books, journals and other research related material were 

some of the major problems of doctoral research scholars that affected research work.    
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 According to Kerlin  (1995) when research scholars enter into a graduate school 

they quickly and consciously try to understand and then know the rules and regulations 

of the institution by adjusting themselves accordingly if otherwise they can suffer 

badly. In case these departmental rules and regulations are quite explicitly defined but 

there may be the situations where the departmental culture does not define the rules in a 

crystal clear manner rather rules seem to be in operation in a vague and arbitrary 

manner. Therefore, in these situations the role of a research scholar seems to be more 

important as he/she not only has to understand these rules but also has to quickly settle 

down so that he/she may not suffer in academics and research process. Leonard (2007) 

argued that the departmental culture has an influence. She explained that a culture 

having academic and social elements facilitates students to get connected and build up 

networks. It can have a constructive effects on students’ drive to engage in learning and 

research activities. She points out that, while some departments do work specifically to 

develop collegiality among students. Developing collegiality amongst academics and 

nurturing new supervisors is also important work for the department to undertake .          

 

 A study conducted by Katz, R. (2016) revealed that the Doctoral students do 

not have proper training of their doctoral project management skills that how they could 

manage their doctorate program towards completion. A research project at doctoral 

level is a temporary arrangement which has a specified time frame with limited 

resources. This project needs proper skills to handle and lead it to early completion.  

The nature of research project varies from that of the general business-project. The 

research project is widely studied by the researchers and identified various skills of the 

project that could lead it to success (Vekkaila et al , 2012). The research project has a 
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definite starting point (proposal acceptance) as well as an ending point (defense of 

thesis). The scholar has to complete the task bearing in mind the time frame and 

available resources. The scholar himself/herself manages his/her project without 

knowing the fact that he/she is the project manager. During the course of doctoral 

research, the scholar performs two different jobs, on one hand he/she is writing his/her 

dissertation while on the other hand he/she efficiently sets plan and manages his/her 

project (Katz, 2009). Every project has some uncertainty and confusion during its initial 

stage but when it is properly handled then the element of uncertainty automatically 

reduces and the manager confidently moves ahead towards successful completion. The 

manager knows that how the task will be managed during the specific timings, limited 

resources  and how the dead line will be met (Philps & Pugh, 2012).  

 Risk Management is a main factor in project life which needs to be properly 

handled. The study conducted by (Mcwilliam et al; 2002) showed that risk can be 

managed through good supervisor-supervisee relations from starting point till the 

completion of the project life. The research study reveals that usually doctoral scholars 

are motivated and know how to manage their timing and achieve targets they set, and 

how they would overcome possible barriers. Study shows that accomplishment of the 

research scheme rests upon the efficiency and ability of research scholar that how 

effective is he devising the research plan. The scholar should set a checklist as 

evaluation tools to be followed towards early completion of research project (Katz, 

2016).  
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CHAPTER 3 

                                  METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY 

 This chapter presents the method and procedure adopted for carrying out the 

research. The study was descriptive in nature and survey method was employed to 

collect the data from the study respondents. Details of population, sample, sampling 

technique, research instrument, data collection procedure, and data analysis of the study 

are given in the subsequent sections.  

3.1 Population 

 All the M.Phil/PhD scholars of  Public and Private sector universities of 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan, enrolled in the academic year (2010-13) and their 

research supervisors constituted the population of the study. There are about sixteen  

thousand and one hundred (16100) students enrolled in M.Phil and PhD Program in 

both public and private sector universities being supervised by one thousand and fifty 

six (1056) supervisors. 

 3.2 Sample  

  Multistage sampling technique was used for this study. Total number of 

respondents were six hundred and forty (640). The sampling was carried out in three 

stages. At the first stage, out of 30 general universities of KP (public and private), eight 

universities (4 each from public and private sector) were randomly chosen (Appendix 

A). At second stage, eight departments (four belonging to social science faculty and 

four from natural science) were selected at random from private and public sector 

university. In the final stage of the sampling process, six hundred and forty (640) 

respondents (Ph.D/ Mphil scholars and supervisors) were selected using simple random 
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sampling technique from the four social sciences and four natural sciences departments 

of the eight randomly selected universities. Sample selection was carried out keeping in 

view the population ratio given by Gay (1996). 
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3.3 Research Instruments  

 A questionnaire comprising of two parts was designed by the researcher to 

collect the relevant data from PhD/MPhil scholars and supervisors. Nature of the 

barriers faced by scholars and supervisors is similar, therefore same questionnaire was 

used for the collection of data. This questionnaire was distributed among the scholars of 

PhD/ M.Phil level and their supervisors. First part of the questionnaire consisted upon 

various variables (independent) like demographic factors, gender related issues, 

departments’ nature, programme in which scholar is enrolled, nature of department, 

status of scholar (PhD/ M.Phil), supervisors’ status (H.E.C approved/ not approved) and 

status of university (public sector or private sector). Second part of the questionnaire 

was same for both the scholars and the supervisors. This part consisted of fifty (50) 

items based on the five point Likert scale. These five points were, strongly disagree, 

disagree, un-decided, agree and strongly agree, having values 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 

respectively. On the other hand the questionnaire also included an open ended question. 

Purpose of this open ended item was to ask the respondents about the barriers of the 

research (which they think are not asked in the questionnaire). The questionnaire 

comprised of five barriers as discussed in chapter two were:  

1. Supervisory Barriers    

2. Financial  Barriers   

3. Personal  Barriers        

4. Social  Barriers     

5. Administrative  Barriers    
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3.3.1 Validation of Research Instruments                                                                                            

 For the purpose of confirming the validity of the questionnaire, a committee of 

experts (including supervisor) was constituted by the department comprising of thirteen 

members (please see appendix “E”). These experts were taken from natural and social 

sciences as well. According to Gay (1996), validity of an instrument is to know the 

extent to which it measures a trait, what it claims to measure.  

3.3.2 Pilot Testing  

  Pilot testing of the research instrument was carried out in order to eliminate 

ambiguities. Often if not always it happens that a researcher thinks that the items 

included in the research instrument are clear, objective and comprehensive. This view is 

developed due to two reasons. First reason is the researchers develop the instruments 

themselves and second is because they have better understanding of the topic under 

discussion. It is small scale implementation of the instrument.    

3.4 Conceptual Framework of the Study 

Conceptual framework of a research work is given for a quick and better 

understanding of the study under consideration. Conceptual framework is actually a 

blue print of the study. According to Hyman, (2006) conceptual framework is an 

analytical tool with several variations and contexts. It is used to make conceptual 

distinctions and organize ideas. Strong conceptual frameworks capture something real 

and do this in a way that is easy to remember and apply. To understand the barriers in 

conducting research at postgraduate level, the researcher designed a framework having 

five domains which are interdependent. These barriers are supervisory, financial, 

personal, social and administrative. Although each of the aforementioned barrier has its 
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impact on the scholarly activities but it is not easy to clarify the percentage effect of 

each domain on the research. These five types of barrier collectively decrease the 

research outputs of the scholar which ultimately hinders the research activities at both 

the public and private sector universities. The framework can be illustrated with the 

following figure:  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.4.1 Conceptual Framework of the study 

3.5 Reliability of the Instruments 

 Reliability of the instrument is the internal consistency of the items included in 

it. To check the reliability, the questionnaire was given to twenty eight (28) supervisors 

and twenty eight (28) Ph.D /MPhil scholars of two universities (one each from public 

and private sector). The public sector university was Abdul Wali Khan, University, 

Mardan and Northern University, Noshera from private sector. Equal number of 

supervisors (14 public and 14 private) and scholars (14 public and 14 private) were 

taken from both the universities. The researcher personally distributed the questionnaire 
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among scholars and supervisors. These respondents were part of population but not the 

part of sample. For the calculation of internal consistency of the instrument, Chronbach 

alpha coefficient was applied through SPSS (statistical Package for Social Sciences) 

version 16.The calculated value of Chronbach alpha was 0.937. As a result of reliability 

eight (8) items were rephrased/corrected and five (5) were deleted altogether. Value of 

Chronbach alpha ranges from 0 to 1. The general break up of coefficient of reliability is 

as follow. 

(a) Less than 0.6 = poor 

(b) From 0.61 to 0.8 = Acceptable 

(c) More than 0.8 = good  (Sekaran, 1999) 

Another explanation of the coefficient of reliability is given by George and Mallery, 

(2003). This is cited by Gliem and Gliem, (2003). 

(a) More than 0.9 = Excellent  

(b) From 0.81 to 0.9 = Good 

(c) From 0.71 to 0.80 = Acceptable   

(d) From 0.61 to 0.70 = Questionable  

(e) From 0.51 to 0.60 = Poor      

(f) Less than 0.5 = Unacceptable 
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Table No. 3.1  

                  Calculated Values of Chronbach Alpha   

Factors                                Number of Items                                     Alpha value   

Supervisory Barriers                       10                                                  0.93   

Financial  Barriers                          8                                                    0.94   

 Personal Barriers                          14                                                   0.94   

Social Barriers                               8                                                    0.95    

Administrative  Barriers                 10                                                   0.93 

Total                                             50                                                  0.937                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

  

 

Table 3.1 shows the analyses of reliability of the questionnaire (Grid wise). Range of 

the calculated value of alpha is 0.93 to 0.95. total calculated value of the questionnaire 

is 0.937. As the researcher developed the questionnaire himself, therefore this value 

cannot be compared with other scales in the literature or anywhere else.    

3.6      Data Collection Procedure 

 The researcher personally visited the sample universities and administered the 

questionnaires to the supervisors and M.Phil/PhD scholars after taking in to 

consideration ethical values. The questionnaires were given to six hundred and forty 

(640). Respondents for this study were highly educated and had the ability to 

understand the items therein. Furthermore, as all of them were connected to the process 

of research, therefore they understood the importance of the matter under consideration. 

They had gone through research activities at different levels and had experienced 



86 
 
 

various barriers themselves. For re-collection of the questionnaire, the researcher visited 

the universities again after a period of twenty (20) days. During this visit, the researcher 

collected four hundred and three (403) filled questionnaires from both type of 

respondents. The researcher again visited the universities for the collection of remaining 

questionnaires after a gap of fifteen (15) days and received sixty eight (68) 

questionnaires. The researcher received fifty (50) filled questionnaires by post. Many 

reminders were sent to remaining one hundred and nineteen (119) scholars and 

supervisors but they did not return the questionnaires. Therefore, the researcher with the 

due consent of the research supervisor put them in to the list of non respondents. Hence 

the return rate for this survey was more than eighty one percent (81%). According to 

Gay (1998), any turn over above than seventy percent (70%) is good for the large 

surveys. 
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Table No. 3.2  

                  Sample Composition of Respondents   

     N= 521    where N = Number of Respondents 

Table 3.3 shows the respondents who returned the questionnaire after filling it. Out of 

521 respondents 310 were  from public sector universities while 211 were  from private 

sector universities. There were two hundred and twenty supervisors (220) and 301 

scholars. Out of 301 scholars 90 were enrolled in PhD program while 211 were in M 

Phil program.  Similarly out of 521 respondents 385 were male while 136 were female 

respondents. There were 230 respondents from Natural Sciences while 291 respondents 

were from Social Sciences. According to Cohen (1988) for every demographic variable, 

sample size may be sixty (60) respondents to an estimated power of eighty (80) for 

average effect size. 

 

 

 

Demographic variables Categories N=521      % 

University Type Public   

Private 

310  

211  

    59.50  

    40.49 

Respondent Type Supervisor 

Scholar                       

 220 

301 

    42.22  

    57.77  

Gender Male  

Female 

385  

136 

   73.89  

   26.10 

Discipline  Natural  Science 

Social Science 

230  

291  

   44.14  

   55.85 

Enrolment in program Ph D  

M Phil 

90  

211 

   17.27  

   40.49 
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3.7 Analysis of Data 

 Data collected through the questionnaire was analyzed through SPSS version 

16. Mean, standard deviation and independent sample t-test were calculated.The 

statements of five barriers were coded as SB for supervisory barriers, FB for financial 

barriers, PB for personal barriers, SB for social barriers and AB for administrative 

barriers. Items in each barrier were further coded as SB (SB1……….SB10), FB 

(FB11……..FB17), PB (PB18 ………..PB32), SB (SB33 ……..SB40) and AB (AB41 

……..AB50).  

Mean score was divided in to three categories: 

(a) From 0.00 to 0.99 = Strongly Disagree    

(b) From 1.00 to 1.99 = Disagree 

(c) From 2.00 to 2.99 = Undecided 

(d) From 3.00 to 3.99 = Agree 

(e) From 4.00 to 5.00 = Strongly Agree  

 Enueme and Egwunyenga (2008), conducted research on Principals’ 

instructional leadership role and made four categories of mean score in the following 

ways: 

(i) From 0.00 to 1.49 = Very Low Extent 

(ii) From 1.50 to 2.49 = Low Extent  

(iii) From 2.50 to 3.49 = High Extent 

(iv) From 3.50 to 4.00 = Very High Extent 

 According to Gay (1998), there is no hard and fast rule for categorizing mean 

values. The researcher can categories these values according to his own convenience.  
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 The t- test was applied to calculate the difference of means among the opinion 

of PhD/ M Phil Scholars and supervisors, supervisors of natural and social sciences, 

male and female supervisors and scholars, scholars from social and natural sciences 

disciplines. t- test is used to know the significance of difference between the means 

values of the samples. 0.05 level of significance was set for testing null hypotheses of 

the study. According to Stevens (1996), 0.05 level of significance can be considered 

good in all type of social science studies.  

 According to Mangal (2004) for the purpose of finding out difference of 

opinions of the different categories of respondents t- test is most effective. He further 

stated that if comparison or the difference sought is more than two categories or 

variables than other test like ANOVA or ANCOVA can be applied. Two levels of 

significance on which the mean values can be compared are 0.05 and 0.01. If the 0.05 

level of significance is applied, it means that there is ninety five percent (95%) 

acceptance chances. And for more accurate results, confidence level of 0.01 is applied 

which means that the accuracy of the results can be expected up to ninety-nine percent 

(99%).      

 There were two open ended items in the questionnaire. For the analysis of 

these items frequency distribution method was used. Analysis of these open ended was 

also carried out by using 16th version of SPSS.   
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CHAPTER 4 

      DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 

This chapter presents analysis of the data followed by discussion. Descriptive and 

inferential statistics are employed to analyze the data. Table 4.1 reveals the 

demographic sketch of the respondents. For testing the hypotheses, statistical tools of  

percentage, mean score and t-test were used and analyzed the data. The chapter 

consisted thirty four (35) Tables. Interpretation of the tables reveals the general 

perceptions of the supervisors and the scholars about research barriers at Post Graduate 

level in Public and Private Universities of the Province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. The 

data was collected through questionnaire consisting of five main barriers viz; 

supervisory, financial, social, personal and administrative in the questionnaire.  

Section ‘A’ presents demographic data of the study, section ‘B’ deals with 

quantitative data analysis while section ‘C’ interprets content analysis.                              
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4.1 SECTION ‘A’ (DEMOGRAPHIC DATA) 

Table No. 4.1.1  

                     Demographic Profile of Study Respondents N= 521 

 

The above table (4.1) shows the demographic profile of the respondents. Five Hundred 

and Twenty One (521) respondents, sixty percent (60%) belonged to Public Sector 

Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa while forty percent (40%) were from Private 

Sector Universities of the province. Forty Two (42%) respondents were PhD and M 

Phil supervisors while Fifty Eight percent (58%) were research scholars. Seventy Four 

percent (74%) were male respondents while Twenty Six percent (26%) were female. 

Forty Four percent (44%) respondents belonged to Natural Sciences while Fifty Six 

percent (56%) were from Social Sciences. Seventeen percent (17%) respondents were 

from PhD while Forty percent (40%) were from M Phil program. As for as status of the 

Demographic variables Categories N=521 % 

University Type Public   

Private 

310  

211  

59.50  

40.49 

Respondents Supervisor  

Scholar 

219 

302 

42.22  

57.77  

Gender Male  

Female 

385  

136 

74.00  

26.10 

Discipline  Natural  Sciences 

Social Sciences 

230  

291  

44.14  

55.85 

Enrolment in program 

 

Status of Supervisor 

PhD  

M Phil 

Approved 

Non approved 

90  

211 

153 

66 

17.27  

40.49 

70 

30 
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supervisor is concerned seventy percent (70%) were HEC approved while thirty percent 

(30%) were not HEC approved supervisors.    
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4.2  SECTION ‘B’  (QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS)  

Table No. 4.2.1  

                    Opinions of Supervisors about Supervisory Barriers: 

Item 

No. 

 

Description 
    SDA       DA       UD        A      SA 

 

Mean 

SB-1 F 25 28 26 75 44 3.30 

 % 11.4 % 21.9% 11.9 % 36.2 % 20.1%  

SB- 2 F 33 61 25 69 31 3.02 

 % 15.1% 27.9% 11.4% 31.5% 15.0%  

SB-3 F 19 38 30 78 54     3.50 

 % 8.7% 17.4% 13.7% 35.6% 24.7%  

SB-4 F 16 21 22 98 62 3.77 

 % 7.3% 9.6% 10.0% 44.7% 28.3%  

SB-5 F 10 21 27 105 56 3.80 

 % 4.6% 9.6% 12.3% 47.9% 25.6%  

SB-6 F 11 28 24 115 48 3.77 

 % 5.0% 9.6% 11.6% 52.2% 21.9%  

SB-7 F 10   43 88 40 3.50 

 % 4.6% 17.4% 19.6% 40.2% 18.3%  

SB-8 F 23 56 32 69 39 3.21 

 % 10.5% 25.6% 14.6% 31.5% 17.8%  

SB-9 F 28 49 31 68 43 3.22 

 % 12.8% 22.4% 14.2% 31.1% 19.6%  

SB-10 F 16 19 31 119 34 3.62 

 % 7.3% 8.7% 14.2% 54.3% 15.5%  

Mean of  means x = 3.47 

Table 4.2.1 indicates the percentage at Mean score of the supervisors’ views about the 

different items of supervisory barriers in public and private sector universities. The 

table shows that majority of supervisors (56%, mean=3.30) agreed with the statement 

“communication gap between supervisor and supervisee creates hurdles” substantiate 
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proportion of respondents (46%, mean=3.02) agreed that “supervisor is rarely available 

at the time of guidance” majority of the respondents (60%, mean=3.50) agreed that 

“non-co-operative attitude of supervisor causes frustration among scholars” majority of 

the supervisors(73%, mean=3.77) agreed that “non-availability of supervisor 

discourages scholars during their research” majority of the supervisors (73%, 

mean=3.80) agreed that “supervisor’s heavy workload creates hurdles in providing 

sustainable  guidance to the scholar”  majority of the supervisors (74%, mean= 3.77) 

had agreement that “delay in the feedback from supervisor discourages the scholar” 

majority of the respondents (58%, mean=3.50) agreed that “supervisor has paucity of 

time in solving scholar’s queries” substantiate proportion of the respondents (49%, 

mean=3.21) agreed that “supervisor rarely evaluates the progress of research work” 

majority of the respondents (51%, mean= 3.22)agreed that “supervisor keeps the 

scholar busy on his/her own project” while majority of the supervisors (70%, mean = 

3.62) agreed that “lack of proper meeting schedule hampers research work”. 
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Table No. 4.2.2  

                 Opinions of Supervisors about Financial Barriers  

Item No. Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

FB-11 f 4 23 15 103 74 4.00 

 % 1.8% 10.5% 6.8% 47.0% 33.8%  

FB-12 f 4 20 28 94 73 3.97 

 % 1.8% 9.1% 12.8% 42.9% 33.3%  

FB-13 f 3 20 25 110 61 3.94 

 % 1.4% 9.1% 11.4% 50.2% 27.9%  

FB-14 f 4 20 34 107 54 3.85 

 % 1.8% 9.1% 15.5% 48.9% 24.7%  

FB-15 f 9 27 37 99 47 3.68 

 % 4.1% 12.3% 16.9% 45.2% 21.51%  

FB-16 f 6 17 23 114 59 3.93 

 % 2.7% 7.8% 10.5% 52.1% 26.9%  

FB-17 f 5 16 24 95 79 4.04 

 % 2.3% 7.3% 11.0% 43.4% 36.1%  

x= 3.91 

Table 4.2.2 indicates the percentage at Mean score of the supervisors’ views about the 

different items of financial barriers in public and private sector universities.  The table 

reveals that majority of the respondents (81%, mean= 4.00) agreed with the statement 

“financial problems of scholar affect research work” majority of the supervisors (76%, 

mean = 3.97) agreed that “non-availability of financial assistance from institution 

hampers research work of scholar” majority of the supervisors (78%,mean=3.94) agreed 

that “different expenditures linked with research process (traveling for data collection, 

printing, binding and purchasing electronic devices etc) affect research activities” 

majority of the respondents (73%, mean=3.85) agreed that “finding a profitable 

alternative job causes discontinuation of research work” majority  (67%, mean=3.68) 

agreed that “comparatively less monetary benefits of research cause withdrawal from 
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research work” majority of the respondents (79%, mean=3.93) agreed that “access to 

relevant web material through payment hinders research work while majority of the 

supervisors (79%, mean=4.04) agreed that “inaccessibility of Higher Education 

research grant causes financial burden on research scholar”.  
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 Table  No.4.2.3  

                   Opinions of Supervisors about Personal Barriers  

Item No. Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

PB-18 F 8 25 37 97 52 3.73 

 % 3.7% 11.4% 16.9% 44.3% 23.7%  

PB-19 F 8 28 23 104 56 3.79 

 % 3.7% 12.8% 10.5% 47.5% 25.6%  

PB-20 F 6 22 35 120 36 3.72 

 % 2.7% 10.0% 16.0% 54.8% 16.4%  

PB-21 F 7 28 44 91 49 3.67 

 % 3.2% 12.8% 20.1% 41.6% 22.4%  

PB-22 F 6 21 64 88 40 3.62 

 % 2.7% 9.6% 29.2% 40.2% 18.3%  

PB-23 F 7 20 27 121 44 3.80 

 % 3.2% 9.1% 12.3% 55.3% 20.1%  

PB-24 F 9 17 28 114 51 3.83 

 % 4.1% 7.8% 12.8% 52.1% 23.3%  

PB-25 F 6 27 26 93 67 3.86 

 % 2.7% 12.3% 11.9% 42.5% 30.6%  

PB-26 F 6 36 42 99 34 3.53 

 % 3.7% 16.4% 19.2% 45.2% 15.5%  

PB-27 F 3 18 25 115 58 3.95 

 % 1.4% 8.2% 11.4% 52.5% 26.5%  

PB-28 F 2 18 22 115 62 3.99 

 % .9% 8.2% 10.0% 52.5% 28.3%  

PB-29 F 18 46 41 78 36 3.31 

 % 8.2% 21.0% 18.7% 35.6% 16.4%  

PB-30 F 9 31 42 101 36 3.57 

 % 4.1% 14.2% 19.2% 46.1% 16.4%  

PB-31 F 9 32 30 100 48 3.67 

 % 4.1% 14.6% 13.7% 45.7% 21.9%  

PB-32 F 9 34 38 89 49 3.62 

 % 4.1% 15.5% 17.4% 40.6% 22.4%  

x= 3.71 
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Table 4.2.3 indicates the percentage at Mean score of the supervisors’ views about the 

different items of personal barriers in public and private sector universities.  The table 

reveals that majority of the respondents(68%, mean=3.73) agreed that  “irrelevant 

research topic causes lack of interest of the research scholar” majority of the supervisors 

(73%, mean=3.9) agreed that “family engagement is a cause for discontinuation of 

research activities” majority of the supervisors (70%, mean=3.72) agreed that “time 

constraint hampers early completion of research” majority of supervisors (64%, 

mean=3.67) agreed that “non-supportive attitude of family discourages scholar to 

complete research” majority of the supervisors (58%, mean=3.62) agreed that “research 

variables are not managed by scholar” majority of the respondents (75%, mean=3.80) 

agreed that “family responsibilities hamper research activities” majority of the 

respondents (75%, mean= 3.83) agreed that “non-conducive domestic environment 

discourages scholar from research” majority of the respondents (73%, mean=3.86) 

agreed that “lack of basic computer skills affect research” majority of the respondents 

(61%, mean=3.53) agreed that “variations in dissertation pattern confuse scholar” 

majority of the supervisors (79%, mean= 3.95) agreed that “lack of academic writing 

skill hinders research work” majority of the respondents (81% men= 3.99) agreed that 

“lack of knowledge of research tools hampers research” majority of them (52%, 

mean=3.31) age factor of scholar affects research work” majority of the supervisors 

(62%, mean=3.57) agreed that “access to respondents causes delay in research” 

majority of them (67%, mean=3.67) agreed that “lack of prior research experience 

creates hurdles in conducting research” majority of them (63%, mean=3.62) agreed that 

“lack of interest of respondents in filling questionnaires discourages researcher”. 
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Table No. 4.2.4   

                   Opinions of Supervisors about Social Barriers  

 Item No. Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

SB-33 f 10 55 42 78 34 3.32 

 % 4.6% 25.1% 19.2% 35.6% 15.5%  

SB-34 f 13 52 49 72 33 3.27 

 % 5.9% 23.7% 22.4% 32.9% 15.1%  

SB-35 f 10 44 35 90 40 3.48 

 % 4.6% 20.1% 16.0% 41.1% 18.3%  

SB-36 f 10 20 32 104 53 3.78 

 % 4.6% 9.1% 14.6% 47.5% 24.2%  

SB-37 f 10 49 47 74 39 3.38 

 % 4.6% 22.4% 21.5% 33.8% 17.8  

SB-38 f 9 23 44 107 36 3.63 

 % 4.1% 10.5% 20.1% 48.9% 16.4%  

SB-39 f 8 26 38 105 42 3.67 

 % 3.7% 11.9% 17.4% 47.9% 19.2%  

SB-40 f 5 22 30 107 55 3.84 

 % 2.3% 10.0% 13.7% 48.9% 25.1%  

x=3.54 

Table 4.2.4 indicates the percentage at Mean score of the supervisors’ views about the 

different items of social barriers in public and private sector universities. The table 

shows that majority of supervisors (51%, mean=3.32) agreed with the statement that 

“research scholar feels isolation because of his/her engagements in research activities” 

substantiate proportion of supervisors (48%, mean= 3.27) agreed that “continuous 

isolation from social  activities due to research leads to distress” majority of the 

respondents (59%, mean= 3.78) agreed that “distress causes lack of interest in research” 

majority of them (72%, mean= 3.78) agreed that “working environment at job place 

affects the scholar’s research schedule” majority of the respondents (51%, mean=3.38) 
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agreed that “research scholar feels alienated among the research community in the 

department” majority of the respondents (65%, mean= 3.63) agreed that “lack of peer 

group academic experience affects the scholar’s understanding of research” majority of 

the respondents (67%, mean= 3.67) agreed that “scholar suffers from non-conducive 

research environment in the department”  while majority of them (74%, mean= 3.84) 

agreed that “overall social obligations of the researcher affect the research work”. 
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Table No. 4.2.5   

                  Opinions of Supervisors about Administrative Barriers  

  Item No. Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

AB-41 F 5 27 30 102 55 3.80 

 % 2.3% 12.3% 13.7% 46.6% 25.1%  

AB-42 F 5 21 18 118 57 3.9 

 % 2.3% 9.6% 8.2% 53.9% 26.0%  

AB-43 F 4 22 22 101 70 3.96 

 % 1.8% 10.0% 10.0% 46.1% 32.0%  

AB-44 F 6 13 21 114 65 4.00 

 % 2.7% 5.9% 9.6% 52.1% 29.7%  

AB-45 F 7 25 42 87 58 3.75 

 % 3.2% 11.4% 19.2% 39.7% 26.5%  

AB-46 F 5 10 34 109 61 3.96 

 % 2.3% 4.6% 15.5% 49.8% 27.9%  

AB-47 F 5 22 22 94 76 3.98 

 % 2.3% 10.0% 10.0% 42.9% 34.7%  

AB-48 f 6 8 31 98 76 4.05 

 % 2.7% 3.7% 14.2% 44.7% 34.7%  

AB-49 f 4 12 21   78 4.10 

 % 1.8% 5.5% 9.6% 47.5%  35.6%  

AB-50 f 4 12 21 82 100 4.20 

 % 1.8% 5.5% 9.6% 37.4% 45.7%  

x= 3.97 

Table 4.2.5 indicates that percentage at Mean score of the supervisors’ views about the 

different items of administrative barriers in public and private sector universities. The 

table shows that majority of the respondents (72%, mean=3.8) agreed that “lengthy 

procedural requirements of research process affect research work”, majority of the 

supervisors (80%, mean= 3.9) agreed that “lack of research related activities (like 

seminars, workshops, presentations etc) in the department, affect learning of research 
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skills”, majority of the respondents (78%, mean= 3.96) agreed that “non-co-operative 

attitude of university administration affects researcher’s motivation for research”,  

majority of the supervisors (82%, mean= 4.00) agreed that “non-provision of adequate 

research facilities in the institution disturb scholar’s research work”, majority of the 

supervisors (66%, mean=3.75) agreed that “professional rivalry among the faculty 

members deteriorate research activities”, majority of them (77%, mean= 3.96), majority 

of the supervisors (77%, mean= 3.98) agreed that “lack of access to official records 

during data collection causes delay in research”, majority of the respondents (79%, 

mean= 4.05) agreed that “non-availability of e-library facility in the department affects 

research”, majority of them (83%, mean=4.10) agreed that “lack of regular availability 

of power for using Information and Communication(ICT) facilities causes delay in 

conducting research”, majority of supervisors (83%, mean= 4.10) showed agreement 

that “lack of accessibility of relevant literature for citation is a barrier in completing 

research work” while majority of them (83%, mean=3.20) agreed that “lack of 

equipments in the laboratory delay research work”.  
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Table No. 4.2.6  

                  Opinions of MPhil and  PhD Scholars about Supervisory Barriers  

Item No. Description SDA   DA UD A SA Mean 

SB-1 F 24 45 28 118 86    3.65 

 % 8% 15% 9.3% 39.2% 28.6%  

SB-2 F 21 58 37 128 60     3.48 

 % 7% 19.3% 12.3% 41.5% 19.9%  

SB-3 F 16 32 25 134 94     3.68 

 % 5.3% 10.6% 8.3% 44.5% 31.2%  

SB-4 F 10 25 27 134 105     3.99 

 % 3.3% 8.3% 9% 44.5% 34.9%  

SB-5 F 13 27 38 143 80    3.83 

 % 4.3% 9% 12.6% 47.5% 26.6%  

SB-6 F 10 23 31 141 96    3.96 

 % 3.3% 7.6% 10.3% 46.8% 32.1%  

SB-7   F       5 37 58 142 59    3.71 

                     %  1.7% 12.3% 19.3% 47.2% 19.6%  

SB-8             f  14 58 45 116 68    3.55 

                     %  4.7% 19.3% 15% 38.5% 22.6%  

SB-9            f  23 53 55 109 61    3.44 

                    %  7.6% 17.6% 18.3% 36.2% 20.3%  

SB-10          f  12 33 29 151 76    3.82 

                    %  4.1% 11.2% 9.6% 49.4% 24.3%  

x= 3.71  

Table 4.2.6 shows the percentage at Mean score of the scholars’ views about the 

different items of supervisory barriers in public and private sector universities. The 

table shows that majority of the respondents (68%, mean= 3.65) agreed that “there is 

communication gap between supervisor and supervisee which creates hurdle”, majority 

of the scholars (61%, mean= 3.48) agreed that “supervisor is rarely available at the time 

of guidance” , majority of the respondents (76%, mean= 3.68) non-co-operative attitude 
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of supervisor causes frustration among scholars”, majority of the respondents (79%, 

mean= 3.99) agreed that “non-availability of supervisor discourages scholar in his/ her 

research”, majority of the scholars (74%, mean=3.83) agreed that “supervisor’s heavy 

workload creates hurdles in providing continuous guidance to the scholar”, majority of 

the scholars (79%, mean= 3.96) agreed that “delay in the feedback from supervisor 

discourages the scholar”, majority of the respondents (67%, mean=3.71) agreed that 

“supervisor has paucity of time in solving scholar’s queries”,  majority of them (61%, 

3.55) agreed that “supervisor rarely evaluates the progress of research work”, majority 

of the scholars (56%, mean= 3.44) agreed that “supervisor keeps the scholar busy on 

his/her own project” while majority of them (73%, mean= 3.82) agreed  that “lack of 

proper meeting schedule hampers research work”. 
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Table No. 4.2.7  

                  Opinions of MPhil and PhD Scholars about Financial Barriers  

Item No.    Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

FB-11 F 6 8 31 135 121 4.19 

 % 2.0% 2.7% 10.3% 44.9% 40.2%  

FB-12 F 2 20 31 132 116 4.13 

 % 1.7% 6.6% 10.3% 43.9% 38.5%  

FB-13 F 8 23 27 143 100 4.01 

 % 2.7% 7.6% 9.0% 47.5% 33.3%  

FB-14 F 3 27 28 150 93 4.01 

 % 1.0% 9.0% 9.3% 49.8% 30.9%  

FB-15 F 5 33 62 138 63 3.73 

 % 1.7% 11. % 20.6% 45.8% 20.9%  

FB-16 F 4 37 28 139 93 3.93 

 % 1.3% 12.3% 9.3% 46.2% 30.9%  

FB-17 F 3 16 38 148 96 4.06 

 % 1.0% 5.3% 12.6% 49.2% 31.9%  

x= 4.00   

Table 4.2.7 indicates that percentage at Mean score of the scholars’ views about the 

different items of financial barriers in public and private sector universities. The table 

shows that majority of the respondents (85%, mean= 4.19) agreed that “financial 

problems of scholar affect his/her research work”, majority of the scholars (82%, 

mean= 4.13) agreed that “non-availability of financial assistance from institution 

hampers research work”, majority of the scholars (81%, mean= 4.01) agreed that 

“different expenditures linked with research process(traveling for data collection, 

printing, binding and purchasing electronic devices etc) affect research activities”, 

majority of the respondents (80%, mean= 4.01) agreed that “finding a profitable 

alternative job causes discontinuation of research work”, majority of the scholars (66%, 
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mean= 3.73) agreed that “comparatively less monetary benefits of research cause 

withdrawal from research work”, majority of the respondents (77%, mean= 3.93) 

agreed that “access to relevant web material through payment hinders research work” 

while majority of them (81%, mean= 4.0) agreed that “inaccessibility of Higher 

Education research grant causes financial burden on research scholar”.  
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Table No. 4.2.8  

                 Opinions of M Phil and  PhD Scholars about Personal Barriers  

Item No.       Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

PB-18 f 9 29 33 130 100 3.94 

 % 3.0% 9.6% 11.0% 43.2% 33.2%  

PB-19 f 10 37 31 140 63 3.83 

 % 3.3% 12.3% 10.3% 46.5% 27.6%  

PB-20 f 6 23 35 160 77 3.93 

 % 2.0% 7.6% 11.6% 53.2% 25.6%  

PB-21 f 6 27 52 139 77 3.84 

 % 2.0% 9.0% 17.3% 46.2% 25.6%  

PB-22 f 7 42 66 122 64 3.64 

 % 2.3% 14.0% 21.9% 40.5% 21.3%  

PB-23 f 7 29 36 162 67 3.84 

 % 2.3% 9.6% 12.0% 53.8% 22.3%  

PB-24 f 6 21 27 153 94 4.02 

 % 2.0% 7.0% 9.0% 50.8% 31.2%  

PB-25 f 6 27 26 135 107 4.03 

 % 2.0% 9.0% 8.6% 44.9% 35.5%  

PB-26 f 5 34 56 137 69 3.77 

 % 1.7% 11.3% 18.6% 45.5% 22.9%  

PB-27 f 4 26 32 152 87 3.97 

 % 1.3% 8.6% 10.6% 50.5% 28.9%  

PB-28 f 4 23 37 155 82 3.96 

 % 1.3% 7.6% 12.3% 51.5% 27.2%  

PB-29 f 19 58 63 99 62 3.42 

 % 6.3% 19.3% 20.9% 32.9% 20.6%  

PB-30 f 11 28 56 137 69 3.75 

 % 3.7% 9.3% 18.6% 45.5% 22.9%  

PB-31 f 13 34 32 144 78 3.80 

 % 4.3% 11.3% 10.6% 47.8% 25.9%  

PB-32 f 11 35 36 146 73 3.78 

 % 3.7% 11.6% 12.0% 48.5% 24.3%  

x= 3.83 
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Table 4.2.8 indicates the percentage at Mean score of the scholars’ views about the 

different items of personal barriers in public and private sector universities. The table 

shows that majority of the scholars (76%, mean= 3.94) agreed that “irrelevant research 

topic causes lack of interest of the research scholar”, majority of the respondents (74%, 

mean+ 3.83) agreed that “family engagement is a cause for discontinuation of research 

activities”, majority of the respondents (79%, mean= 3.93) time constraint hampers 

early completion of research”, majority of the scholars (72%, mean=3.84) agreed that 

“non-supportive attitude of family discourages scholar to complete research”, majority 

of the scholars (62%, mean= 3.64) agreed that “research variables are not managed by 

scholar”, majority of the respondents (76%, mean= 3.84) agreed that “family 

responsibilities hamper research activities”, majority of the scholars (82%, mean= 4.02) 

agreed that non-conducive domestic environment discourages scholar from research”, 

majority of them (80%, mean=4.03) agreed that “lack of basic computer skills affect 

research”, majority of them (68%, mean= 3.77) agreed that “variations in dissertation 

pattern confuse scholar”, majority of the scholars (79%, mean= 3.97) agreed that “lack 

of academic writing skill hinders research work”, majority of them (79%, mean= 3.96) 

agreed that “lack of knowledge of research tools hampers research”, majority of the 

scholars (53%, mean=3.42) agreed that “ age factor of scholar affects research work”, 

majority of them (68%, mean= 3.75) agreed that “access to respondents causes delay in 

research work”, majority of them (73%, mean=3.80) agreed that “lack of prior research 

experience creates hurdles in conducting research” while majority of the scholars (73%, 

mean= 3.78) agreed that “lack of interest of respondents in filling questionnaires 

discourages researcher”. 
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Table No. 4.2.9  

                  Opinions of M Phil and  PhD Scholars about Social Barriers  

Item No.         Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

SB-33 F 9 52 44 133 63 3.63 

 % 3.0% 17.3% 14.6% 44.2% 20.9%  

SB-34 F 9 46 53 121 72 3.67 

 % 3.01% 15.3% 17.6% 40.2% 23.9%  

SB-35 F 10 26 45 160 60 3.78 

 % 3.3% 8.6% 15.0% 53.2%

  

19.9%  

SB-36 F 6 16 43 153 83 3.97 

 % 2.0% 5.3% 14.3% 50.8% 27.6%  

SB-37 F 14 32 85 123 47 3.52 

 % 4.7% 10.6% 28.2% 40.9% 15.6%  

SB-38 F 4 30 57 143 67 3.79 

 % 1.3% 10.0% 18.9% 47.5% 22.3%  

SB-39 F 3 33 43 152 70 3.84 

 % 1.0% 11.0% 14.3% 50.2% 23.3%  

SB-40 F 3 33 43 159 73 3.9 

 % 1.0% 11.0% 14.3% 52.8% 24.3%  

x =  3.76 

Table no. 4.2.9 reveals the percentage at Mean score of the scholars’ views about the 

different items of social barriers in public and private sector universities. The table 

shows that majority of the respondents (65%, mean= 3.63) agreed that “research scholar 

feels isolation because of his/her engagement in research activities”, majority of the 

scholars (64%, mean= 3.67) agreed that “continuous isolation from social  activities due 

to research leads to distress”, majority of the respondents (73%, mean= 3.78) agreed 

that “distress causes lack of interest in research”,  majority of the scholars (78%, mean= 

3.97) agreed that “working environment at job place affects the scholar’s research 
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schedule”, majority of the scholars (56%, mean=3.52) agreed that “research scholar 

feels alienated among the research community in the department”,  majority of them 

(70%, mean= 3.79) agreed that “lack of peer group academic experience affects the 

scholar’s understanding of research”, majority of the respondents (73%, mean=3.84) 

scholar suffers from non-conducive research environment in the department” while 

majority of them (77%, mean= 3.9) agreed that “overall social obligations of the 

researcher affect the research work”. 

  

 



111 
 
 

Table No. 4.2.10  

                  Opinions of M Phil and PhD Scholars about Administrative Barriers  

Item No.   Description SDA DA UD A SA Mean 

AB-41 F 5 21 28 158 89    4.01 

  % 1.7% 7.0% 9.3% 52.5% 29.6%  

AB-42 F 16 34 30 124 97    3.84 

 % 5.3% 11.3% 10.0% 41.2% 32.2%  

AB-43 F 9 19 19 132 122    4.13 

 % 3.0% 6.3% 6.3% 43.9% 40.5%  

AB-44 F 5 17 32 144 103    4.07 

 % 1.7% 5.6% 10.6% 47.8% 34.2%   

AB-45 F 10 14 50 135 92    3.95 

 % 3.3% 4.7% 16.6% 44.9% 30.6%  

AB-46 F 8 15 43 152 83    3.95 

 % 2.7% 5.0% 14.3% 50.5% 27.6%  

AB-47 F 6 20 25 137 113    4.10 

 % 2.0% 6.6% 8.3% 45.5% 37.5%  

AB-48 F 6 13 37 163 82    4.10 

 % 2.0% 4.3% 12.3% 54.2% 27.2%  

AB-49 F 3 16 28 150 104    4.12 

 % 1.0% 5.3% 9.3% 49.8% 34.6%  

AB-50 F 5 9 38 134 115    4.15 

 % 1.7% 3.9% 12.6% 44.5% 38.2%  

 x  =  4.04 

Table 4.2.10 reveals that percentage at Mean score of the scholars’ views about the 

different items of administrative barriers in public and private sector universities. The 

table indicates that majority of the respondents(82%, mean= 4.01) agreed that “lengthy 

procedural requirements of research process affect research work”, majority of the 

respondents (73%, mean=3.84) agreed that “lack of research related activities (like 

seminars, workshops, presentations etc) in the department affect learning of research 
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skills”, majority of the scholars (84%, mean=4.11) agreed that “non-co-operative 

attitude of university administration affects researcher’s motivation for research”, 

majority of the respondents (82%, mean= 4.07) agreed that “non-provision of adequate 

research facilities in the institution disturb research work”, majority of the respondents 

(75%, mean=3.95) agreed that “professional rivalry among the faculty members 

deteriorate research activities”, majority of research scholars (78%, mean= 3.95) agreed 

that “lack of access to official records during data collection causes delay in research”, 

majority of them (83%, mean= 4.10) agreed that “non-availability of e-library facility in 

the department affects research work”, majority of scholars (81%, mean=4.10) agreed 

that “lack of regular availability of power for using Information and 

Communication(ICT) facilities causes delay in conducting research”,  majority of them 

(84%, mean= 4.12) agreed that “lack of accessibility of relevant literature for citation is 

a barrier in completing research work” while majority of them (83%, mean= 4.15) 

agreed that “lack of equipments in the laboratory delay research work”. 
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Table No. 4.2.11  

                           Sector Wise Comparison of Views of Supervisors and Scholars about  

Supervisory Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 

Public  

Supervisor 139 3.37 0.87 
2.99 291 0.00* 

Scholar 172 3.65 0.75 

 

Private 

Supervisor 80 3.65 0.76 
3.06 309 0.00* 

Scholar 130 3.84 0.66 

           p < 0.05   

Table 4.2.11 illustrates that mean score of supervisors is 3.37 and scholars of public 

sector universities is 3.65 respectively at p = 0.00. There exists dissimilarity in the 

views of the scholars and supervisors about supervisory barriers in research completion 

in public sector universities. The null hypothesis that there exists difference in the views 

of the supervisors and the research scholars in public sector universities about the 

supervisory barriers is therefore rejected.  

The above table reveals that mean score of supervisors is 3.65 and scholars of 

private sector universities is 3.84 respectively at p= 0.00. There exists  considerable 

difference in the views of the supervisors and the research scholars regarding 

supervisory barriers in the completion of research in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there exists no difference in the views of the supervisors and the 

researcher in private sector universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore 

rejected. 
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Table No. 4.2.12  

                     Sector Wise Comparison of Views of Supervisors and Scholars about  

Financial Barriers 

           p < 0.05 

Table 4.12 illustrates that mean score of supervisors is 3.87 and scholars of public 

sector universities is 3.96  respectively at p = 0.34. There exists no considerable 

difference in the views of the supervisors and the research scholars concerning the 

financial barriers in the completion of research in public sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there exists no difference in the views of the supervisors and the 

researchers in public sector universities about the financial barriers is therefore 

accepted. 

  The above table explains that the mean score of supervisors is 3.97 and scholars 

of private sector universities is 4.01 respectively at p= 0.17. There exists no 

considerable difference in the views of the supervisors and the researchers concerning 

the financial barriers in the completion of research in private sector universities. The 

null hypothesis that there exists no difference in the views of the supervisors and the 

researchers in private sector universities about the financial barriers is therefore 

admitted.

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df    p-value 

 

Public  

Supervisor 139 3.87 0.63 
0.94 291       0.34 

Scholar 172 3.96 0.49 

 

Private 

Supervisor 80 3.97 0.66 1.35 309      0.177 

Scholar 130 4.01 0.54 
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Table No.4.2.13 

                Sector Wise Assessment of Views of the Supervisors and the Scholars about   

Personal Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 

Public  

Supervisor 139 3.72 0.64 
0.03 291 0.97 

Scholar 172 3.75 0.59 

 

Private 

Supervisor 80 3.89 0.67 0.36 309 0.71 

Scholar 130 3.93 0.57 

           p < 0.05 

Table 4.2.13 proves that mean score of supervisors is 3.72 and scholars of public sector 

universities is 3.75 at p = 0.97 respectively. There exists no difference in the views of 

the supervisors and researchers regarding personal barriers in the completion of 

research in public sector. The null hypothesis that there exists no difference in the views 

of the supervisors and researchers in public sector universities about the personal 

barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table explains that mean score of supervisors is 3.89 and scholars of 

private sector universities is 3.93 at p= 0.71 respectively. There exists no variation in 

the views of the supervisors and the researchers regarding personal barriers in the 

completion of research in private sector. Null hypothesis that there exists no  difference 

in the views of the supervisors and researchers in private sector universities about the 

personal barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No. 4.2.14 

                    Sector Wise Comparison of Views of Supervisors and Scholars about 

Social Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Supervisor 139 3.54 0.69 
1.08 291 0.27 

Scholar 172 3.63 0.63 

 

Private 

Supervisor 80 3.62 0.68 1.19 309 0.23 

Scholar 130 3.76 0.52 

              p < 0.05 

Table 4.2.14 indicates that mean score of supervisors is 3.54 and scholars of public 

sector universities is 3.63 at p = 0.27 respectively. There exists no considerable 

difference in the views of the supervisors and the researchers regarding social barriers 

during the completion of research in public sector universities. The null hypothesis that 

there exists no important difference in the views of the supervisors and the researchers 

in public sector universities about the social barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table explains that mean score of supervisors is 3.62 and scholars of 

private sector universities is 3.76 at p= 0.23 respectively. There exists no considerable 

difference in the views of the supervisors and the researchers concerning social barriers 

during the completion of research in private sector universities. The null hypothesis that 

there exists no difference in the views of the supervisors and researchers in private 

sector universities about the social barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No. 4.2.15  

                    Sector Wise Comparison of Views of Supervisors and Scholars about 

Administrative Barriers 

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 

Public  

Supervisor 139 4.02 0.61 
1.38 291 0.16 

Scholar 172 3.95 0.71 

Private 
Supervisor 80 3.98 0.74 1.00 309 0.31 

Scholar 130 4.14 0.45 

 p < 0.05 

Table 4.2.15 illustrates that mean score of supervisors is 4.02 and scholars of public 

sector universities is 3.95 respectively at p = 0.16. There exists no considerable 

difference in the views of the supervisors and the researchers regarding administrative 

barriers in the completion of research in public sector universities. The null hypothesis 

that there exists no difference in the views of the supervisors and the researchers in the 

Universities of Public sector regarding administrative barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table reveals that mean score of supervisors is 3.98 and scholars of 

private sector universities is 4.14 respectively at p= 0.31. There exists no considerable 

difference in the views of the scholars and the supervisors concerning administrative 

barriers during the completion of research in the universities of private sector. The null 

hypothesis that there exists no difference in the views of the supervisors and the 

researchers in the Universities of private sector regarding administrative barriers is 

therefore accepted.    
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Table No.4.2.16  

     Sector and Program Wise Comparison of Views about Supervisory Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD   t Df p-value 

 

Public  

PhD 61 3.70 0.71  
0.85 167 0.39 

MPhil 108 3.69 0.75  

 

Private 

PhD 26 4.00 0.59  
1.42 128 0.15 

MPhil 104 3.99 0.62  

p < 0.05 

Table 4.2.16 illustrates that mean score of PhD is 3.70 and M Phil respondents of public 

sector universities is 3.69 respectively at p = 0.39. There is no significant difference 

between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the supervisory barriers in 

research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis that there is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents in public 

sector universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore accepted. 

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

respondents is of private sector universities is 3.99 respectively at p= 0.15. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the 

supervisory barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of PhD and  

MPhil respondents in private sector universities about the supervisory barriers is 

therefore accepted. 

  

 

 

 



119 
 
 

Table No.4.2.17  

                  Sector and Program Wise Comparison of Views about Financial Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 

Public  

PhD 61 3.96 0.55 
0.26 167 0.79 

MPhil 108 3.95 0.58 

 

Private 

PhD 26 4.0 0.43 
0.57 128 0.56 

MPhil 104 3.99 0.57 

p<0.05 

 

Table 4.2.17 demonstrates that mean score of PhD is 3.96 and M Phil respondents of 

public sector universities is 3.94 respectively at p=0.79. There is no significant 

difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the financial 

barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis that 

there is no significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents 

in public sector universities about the financial barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the PhD is 4.06 and M Phil 

respondents is of private sector universities is 3.99 respectively at p= 0.56. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the 

financial barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of PhD and  

M Phil respondents in private sector universities about the financial barriers is 

therefore accepted. 
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Table No.4.2.18  

                       Sector and Program Wise Comparison of Views about Personal Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 

Public  

PhD 61 3.67 0.67 
1.19 167 0.23 

M Phil 108 3.79 0.56 

 

Private 

PhD 26 3.80 0.65 
1.29 128 0.19 

M Phil 104 3.97 0.55 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.18 reveals that mean score of PhD is 3.67 and M Phil respondents of public 

sector universities is 3.79 respectively at p = 0.23. There is no significant difference 

between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the personal barriers in 

research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis that there is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents in public 

sector universities about the personal barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the PhD is 3.80 and M Phil  

respondents is of private sector universities is 3.97 respectively at p= 0.19. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the 

personal barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of PhD and 

MPhil respondents in private sector universities about the personal barriers is therefore 

accepted. 

 

 

 

 

 



121 
 
 

Table No.4.2.19  

                Sector and Program Wise Comparison of Views about Social Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

 

Public  

PhD 61 3.49 0.71 

2.02 167 0.04* 
M Phil 108 3.70 0.58 

 

Private 

PhD 26 4.10 0.42 
1.56 128 0.12 

M Phil 104 3.92 0.54 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.19 proves that mean score of PhD  is 3.49 and M Phil respondents of public 

sector universities is 3.70 respectively at p = 0.04. There is significant difference 

between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the social barriers in 

research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis that there is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents in public 

sector universities about the social barriers is therefore rejected. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the PhD is 4.10 and MPhil  

respondents is of private sector universities is 3.92 respectively at p= 0.12. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and MPhil respondents about the 

social barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null hypothesis 

that there is no significant difference between the opinions of PhD and MPhil 

respondents in private sector universities about the social barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No. 4.2.20  

                  Sector and Program Wise Comparison of Views about Administrative 

Barriers 

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

PhD 61 3.94 0.72 
0.15 167 0.87 

M Phil 108 3.95 0.54 

 

Private 

PhD 26 4.14 0.41 
0.01 128 0.98 

M Phil 104 4.14 0.46 

 

Table 4.2.20 reveals that mean score of PhD is 3.94 and M Phil respondents of public 

sector universities is 3.95 respectively at p = 0.87. There is no significant difference 

between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents about the administrative barriers 

in research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis that there is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and M Phil respondents in public 

sector universities about the administrative barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the PhD is 4.14 and M Phil 

respondents is of private sector universities is 4.14 respectively at p= 0.98. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of PhD and MPhil respondents about the 

administrative barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of PhD and    

MPhil respondents in private sector universities about the administrative barriers is 

therefore accepted. 



123 
 
 

Table No.4.2.21  

                Sector and Gender Wise Comparison of Views about Supervisory Barriers 

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Male  238 3.61 0.86 

1.69 309 0.09 

Female 32 3.66 0.66 

 

Private 

Male 147 3.72 0.71 

1.55 208 0.12 

Female 63 3.89 0.69 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.21 shows that the mean score of the male respondents is 3.61 and female 

respondents of public sector universities is 3.66 respectively at p = 0.09. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the 

supervisory barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and 

female respondents in public sector Universities regarding the supervisory barriers is 

therefore admitted.  

The above table shows that the mean score of the male is 3.72 and female of 

private sector universities is 3.89 respectively at p = 0.12. There is no significant 

difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the supervisory 

barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null hypothesis that 

there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents 

in private sector universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No  4.2.22  

                 Sector and Gender Wise Comparison of Views about Financial Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Male 238 3.90 0.60 
1.20 309 0.22 

Female 32 3.99 0.40 

 

Private 

Male 147 3.96 0.55 
0.35 208 0.72 

Female 63 3.93 0.61 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.22 shows that the mean score of the male respondents is 3.90 and female 

respondents of public sector universities is 3.99 respectively at p = 0.22. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the 

financial barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and 

female respondents in public sector universities regarding financial barriers is therefore 

admitted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the male is 3.96 and female of 

private sector universities is 3.93 respectively at p = 0.72. There is no significant 

difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the financial 

barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null hypothesis that 

there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents 

in private sector universities about the financial barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No. 4.2.23    

                  Sector and Gender Wise Comparison of Views about Personal Barriers 

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Male 238 3.72 0.64 

0.93 309 0.35 

Female 32 3.79 0.50 

 

Private 

Male 147 3.81 0.67 

1.17 208 0.24 

Female 63 3.92 0.62 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.23 shows that the mean score of the male respondents is 3.72 and female 

respondents of public sector universities is 3.79 respectively at p = 0.35. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the 

personal barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and 

female respondents in public sector universities concerning personal barriers is 

therefore acknowledged. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the male is 3.81 and female of 

private sector universities is 3.92 respectively at p= 0.24. There is no significant 

difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the personal 

barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null hypothesis that 

there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents 

in private sector universities about the personal barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No.4.2.24  

                Sector and Gender Wise Comparison of Views about Social Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 

Public  

Male 238 3.56 0.68 

1.29 309 0.19 

Female 32 3.67 0.56 

 

Private 

Male 147 3.80 0.68 

1.03 208 0.30 

Female 63 3.90 0.57 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.24 shows that the mean score of the male respondents is 3.56 and female 

respondents of public sector universities is 3.67 respectively at p = 0.19. There is no  

significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the 

social barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null hypothesis 

that there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and female 

respondents in public sector universities concerning social barriers is therefore 

acknowledged. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the male is 3.80 and female of 

private sector universities is 3.90 respectively at p = 0.30. There is no significant 

difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the social 

barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null hypothesis that 

there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents 

in private sector universities about the social barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No.4.2.25  

                Sector and Gender Wise Comparison of Views about Administrative Barriers 

Sector Respondent N Mean SD  t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Male 238 3.95 0.65  

1.51 309 0.13 

Female 32 4.08 0.45  

 

Private 

Male 147 4.02 0.62  

0.99 208 0.32 

Female 63 4.11 0.53  

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.25 shows that the mean score of the male respondents is 3.95 and female 

respondents of public sector universities is, 4.08 respectively at p = 0.13. There is no 

significant difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the 

administrative barriers in research completion in public sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there exists no considerable dissimilarity in the views of male and 

female respondents in public sector universities regarding the administrative barriers is 

therefore admitted. 

The above table reveals that mean score of the male is 4.02 and female of 

private sector universities is, 4.1 respectively at p = 0.32. There is no significant 

difference between the opinions of male and female respondents about the 

administrative barriers in research completion in private sector universities. The null 

hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of male and 

female respondents in private sector universities about the administrative barriers is 

therefore accepted. 
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Table No.4.2.26 

                 Sector and Discipline Wise Comparison of Views about Supervisory Barriers 

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Natural science 167 3.52 0.83 

0.13 308 0.89 

Social science 143 3.53 0.80 

 

Private 

Natural science 63 3.59 0.82 

2.41 209 0.01* 

Social science 148 3.84 0.64 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.26, shows that the mean score of the natural sciences respondents is 3.52, and 

social sciences respondents of public sector universities is 3.53 respectively at p = 0.89. 

There is no difference in the views of the respondents of Natural and Social Sciences 

regarding the supervisory barriers in completion of research in Public sector 

universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the 

opinions of natural sciences and social sciences respondents of public sector 

universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore accepted. 

   The above table shows that the mean score of the natural sciences is, 3.59 and 

social sciences respondents of private sector universities is, 3.84 respectively at p= 0.01. 

There exists difference in the views of Social and Natural Sciences respondents 

regarding supervisory barriers in the completion of research in private sector 

universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the 

opinions of natural sciences and social sciences respondents of private sector 

universities about the supervisory barriers is therefore rejected. 
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Table No.4.2.27  

                Sector and Discipline Wise Comparison of Views about Financial Barriers 

Sector Respondent N  Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Natural science 167 3.96 0.54 

1.24 308 0.21 

Social science 143 3.88 0.57 

 

Private 

Natural science 63 3.93 0.58 

0.22 209 0.82 

Social science 148 3.95 0.60 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.27, shows that the mean score of the natural sciences respondents is 3.96 and 

social sciences respondents of public sector universities is 3.88 respectively at p = 0.21. 

No considerable difference exists in the opinions of Social and Natural Sciences 

respondents concerning the financial barriers during research work in public sector 

universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the 

opinions of natural sciences and social sciences respondents in public sector universities 

about the financial barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the natural sciences is 3.983 and 

social sciences  respondents of private sector universities is, 3.95 respectively at p= 

0.82. No considerable difference exists in the opinions of Social and Natural Sciences 

respondents concerning financial barriers during research completion in private sector. 

The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of 

natural sciences and social sciences respondents of private sector universities about the 

financial barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No.4.2.28  

                Sector and Discipline Wise Comparison of Views about Personal Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Natural science 167 3.79 0.581 

1.74 308 0.08 

Social science 143 3.67 0.643 

 

Private 

Natural science 63 4.02 0.62 

1.60 209 0.11 

Social science 148 4.11 0.53 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.28 shows that the mean score of the natural sciences respondents is 3.79 and 

social sciences respondents of public sector universities is, 3.67 respectively at p = 0.08. 

No considerable difference exists in the opinions of Social and Natural Sciences 

respondents regarding personal barriers during research completion in public sector 

universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the 

opinions of natural sciences and social sciences respondents of public sector 

universities about the personal barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the natural sciences is, 4.02 and 

social sciences respondents of private sector universities is, 4.11 respectively at p= 0.11. 

No important difference exists in the views of Social and Natural Sciences  respondents 

about personal barriers during research completion in private sector universities. The 

null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of natural 

sciences and social sciences respondents of private sector universities about the 

personal barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No.4.2.29  

                Sector and Discipline Wise Comparison of Views about Social Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t Df p-value 

 

Public  

Natural science 167 3.61 0.67 

0.78 308 0.43 

Social science 143 3.56 0.64 

 

Private 

Natural science 63 3.82 0.50 

0.15 209 0.87 

Social science 148 3.833 0.70 

p<0.05 

Table  4.2.29 shows that the mean score of the natural sciences respondents is, 3.61 and 

social sciences respondents of public sector universities is 3.56 respectively at p = 0.43. 

No important difference exists in the views of Social and Natural  Sciences respondents 

regarding social barriers during research completion in public sector universities. The 

null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of natural 

sciences and social sciences respondents of public sector universities about the social 

barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the natural sciences is 3.82 and 

social sciences respondents of private sector universities is, 3.83 respectively at p= 0.87. 

No important difference exists in the views of Social and Natural Sciences respondents 

regarding social barriers during research completion in private sector universities. The 

null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the opinions of natural 

sciences and social sciences respondents in private sector universities about the social 

barriers is therefore accepted. 
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Table No.4.2.30   

               Sector and Discipline Wise Comparison of Views about Administrative 

Barriers  

Sector Respondent N Mean SD t df p-value 

 

Public  

Natural science 167 4.02 0.58 

1.24 308 0.21 

Social science 143 3.94 0.63 

 

Private 

Natural science 63 4.00 0.60 

0.61 209 0.53 

Social science 148 4.06 0.58 

p<0.05 

Table 4.2.30, shows that the mean score of the natural sciences respondents is 4.02 and 

social sciences respondents of public sector universities is 3.94 respectively at p = 0.21. 

No important difference exists in the views of Social and Natural Sciences respondents 

concerning the administrative barriers during research completion in public sector 

universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between the 

opinions of natural sciences and social sciences respondents of public sector 

universities about the administrative barriers is therefore accepted. 

The above table shows that the mean score of the natural sciences is, 4.00 and 

social sciences  respondents of private sector universities is, 4.06 respectively at p= 

0.53. No important difference exists in the views of natural and social sciences 

respondents regarding administrative barriers during research completion in private 

sector universities. The null hypothesis that there is no significant difference between 

the opinions of natural sciences and social sciences respondents of private sector 

universities about the administrative barriers is therefore accepted. 
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4.3  SECTION ‘C’ (Analysis of Open –Ended Questions) 

Two open ended questions were included at the end of the questionnaire. The 

respondents were asked to write down barriers which they considered were creating 

hurdles in research process at postgraduate level programs of public and private sector 

universities of KP.  

Table No.4.3.1    

                Barriers Mentioned by Research Supervisors (Public)            N= 139 

S.N0.  Statement f % 

1 Supervisors complained about the passive attitude of their 

scholars. 

135 97.12% 

2  Research scholars are weak in comprehension and English 

writing skills.  

127 91.36% 

3 Research scholars have lack of knowledge about research 

tools. 

122 87.76% 

4 Research scholars have lack of reading and developing 

theoretical background. They can not interpret results of the 

study. 

118 84.89% 

5 Lack of communication between the university and industry 111 79.85% 

6 Lack of qualified faculty 107 76.97% 

7 Lack of inter-department co-ordination and co-operation 100 71.94% 

8 Intra-university issues create hurdles 97 67.78% 

 

The above table indicates the view points of the supervisors regarding barriers at 

postgraduate level research program of public sector universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. The following barriers were recorded in the open ended questions of the 

survey portion by the supervisors which were prioritized on the following order; 

supervisors complained about the passive attitude of the scholars (97.12 %) ,scholars 

were weak in comprehension and writing skills (91.36 %), scholars were weak in using 

research tools (87.76%), scholars were weak in reading, framing theoretical background 
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and result interpretation (84.89%), communication gap between University and Industry 

(79.85%), shortage of qualified research supervisors (76.97 %), lack of inter-department 

co-ordination and co-operation within the university (71.94%) and intra-university 

issues create hurdles (67.78%). 
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Table No.4.3.2   

               Barriers Mentioned by Research Supervisors (Private)        N= 80 

 

The above table shows the views of the supervisors regarding barriers at postgraduate 

level research program in private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. The 

following barriers were recorded in the open ended questions of the survey portion by 

the supervisors which were prioritized as; Lack of PhD supervisors (87.5%), Lack of  

Lab equipments (85%), Lack of video-conferencing facilities (78.75%), Lack of 

financial assistance to scholars from HEC (72.5%), Poor comprehension and academic 

writing skills of the scholars (62.5%), Poor statistical skills of the scholars (58.75%), 

Lethargic approach of the scholars during the research project (55%), Lack of co-

S. No. Statement F % 

1 Lack of PhD supervisors 70  87.5% 

2  Lack of  Lab equipments 68  85% 

3 Lack of video-conferencing facilities 63  78.75% 

4 Lack of financial assistance to scholars from 

HEC 

58  72.5 % 

5 Poor comprehension and academic writing skills 

of the scholars 

50  62.5% 

6 Poor statistical skills of the scholars 47  58.75% 

7  Lethargic approach of the scholars during the 

research project 

44  55% 

8 Lack of co-ordination among the public and 

private sector universities in respect of arranging 

joint research Seminars, Workshops, conferences 

etc 

43  53.75% 

9 Non-existence of research culture especially in 

private sector universities  

40  50% 

10 Less remuneration to PhD supervisors as 

compared to public sector universities 

38  47.5% 
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ordination among the public and private sector universities in respect of arranging joint 

research Seminars, Workshops, conferences etc (53.75%), Non-existence of research 

culture especially in private sector universities (50%), Less remuneration to PhD 

supervisors as compared to public sector universities (47.5%). 
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Table No.4.3.3   

               Barriers Mentioned by Research Scholars (Public)                 N= 172 

S. No. Statement F    % 

1 Lack of experienced supervisors 164  95.34 % 

2  Lack of establishment of research groups 159  92. 44 % 

3 Lack of orientation sessions for enhancing 

scholar’s comprehension, developing theoretical 

application and writing capabilities 

154 89.53 % 

4 No facility to engage scholars with the world 

research community to learn modern research 

skills 

147 85.46 % 

5 Female access to data collection and regular 

visit for attending supervisory meetings due to 

social constrains 

139 80.81 % 

6 Female domestic responsibilities 131 76.16 % 

7 Social recognition of research endeavors 125 72.67 % 

8 No proper mechanism of student–supervisor 

ratio  

119 69.18 % 

9 Gap between the scholar’s understanding about 

research and expectations of the supervisor 

113 65.69% 

 

The above table indicates the views of the scholars regarding barriers at postgraduate 

level research program in public sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. A number 

of barriers were recorded in the open ended question of the survey portion by the 

scholars of the sector which were prioritized on the basis of response frequency. These 

barriers are: shortage of experienced supervisors (95.34%), lack of setting up of 

research groups (92.44%), Lack of orientation sessions for enhancing scholar’s 

comprehension, developing theoretical application and writing capabilities (89.53%), 

no facility to engage scholars with the world research community to learn modern 

research skills (85.46%), female access to data collection and regular visit for attending 
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supervisory meetings due to social constrains (80.81%),female household 

responsibilities (76.16%), social recognition of research endeavors (72.67%), no proper 

mechanism of student-supervisor ratio (69.18 %) and gap between the scholar’s 

understanding about research and expectation of the supervisor (65.69%). 
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Table No.4.3.4   

               Barriers Mentioned by Research Scholars (Private)                      N=130 

S. No. Statement F % 

1 Lack of HEC approved supervisors 123 94.61% 

2  Imbalanced supervisor-scholar ratio 119 91.53% 

3 Absence of counselling and guidance initiatives 

for research scholars   

114 87.69% 

4 No proper training for application of statistical 

tools 

100 76.92% 

5 Difficulty in accessing data especially official 

documents  

93 71.53% 

6 Inadequate research facilities as compared to 

facilities available to scholars of public sector  

89 68.46% 

7 Unforeseen and heavy expenses during research 81 62.30% 

8  Non- availability of full-time supervisor  79 60.79% 

9 Lack of social recognition of research endeavors 72 55.38% 

 

Table 4.3.4 indicates the view points of the scholars regarding barriers at  postgraduate 

level research program in private sector universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. A number 

of barriers were recorded in the open ended question of the survey portion by the 

scholars of the sector which were prioritized on the basis of response frequency. These 

barriers are: lack of HEC approved supervisors (94.61%) imbalanced supervisor- 

scholar ratio (91.53%), absence of counselling and guidance initiatives during research 

activities (87.69%), no proper training of application of statistical tools (76.92%), 

difficult access to official data especially for private sector research scholar (71.53%), 

inadequate research facilities as compared to public sector universities (68.46%), 

unaffordable expenses during research (62.30%), non-availability of full-time 

supervisor (60.69%) and lack of social recognition of research endeavors (55.38 %). 
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4.4  DISCUSSION 

In this research study major barriers were explored that affected research endeavors at 

postgraduate level. Five main barriers were identified from the extensive study of the 

available related literature. These were Supervisory barriers, Financial barriers, 

Personal barriers, Social barriers and Administrative barriers. Intent investigation of the 

views of the respondents (supervisors and scholars) in respect of the demographic 

variables revealed that majority of respondents considered that these five major barriers 

were affecting the  research at postgraduate level program. 

The study was quantitative in nature wherein one questionnaire comprising of 

fifty (50) items was prepared and applied to both research supervisors and scholars 

while two open-ended questions were included at the end of the questionnaire for 

getting general views of both supervisors and scholars about the barriers during the 

execution of research at postgraduate level. The results which came out from the 

analysis of the data are discussed below under the objectives of the study ; 

Objective 1 Barriers in Conducting Research at Post Graduate Level at Public and 

Private Sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa:  

The data linked to the barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level program was 

analyzed and interpreted from the questionnaire. Majority of the respondents were of 

the view that the barriers in the questionnaire (Supervisory, Financial, Social, Personal 

and Administrative) affect the smooth process of research activities at postgraduate 

level program. This finding is in line with the study of (Latona & 

Browne,2001;Golde,2005;Armitage,2006;Mclaughlin,200;Fan,2013,Spear,2000; 

Lovitts, 2001) who also identified almost the similar barriers that create hurdles in 

conducting research including lack of coordination between the supervisor and 
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supervisee, long interval of meetings between the  two, supervisor busy schedule, lack 

of continuous feedback from supervisor, differences in student-supervisor perception of 

the overall research experiences, appropriate expertise of the supervisor, lack of 

identification of scholar’s strengths and weaknesses from the very start of the research 

work and biased attitude of the supervisor towards gender and caste. These findings 

also support the study conducted by Bacha (2009) who mentioned that short of capable 

teaching staff was one of the main causes referred to generally for the slow progress of 

doctoral research process.  

Objective 2  To Compare the Difference of Opinions Among Supervisors and 

Scholars of Public Sector General Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa about the 

Barriers in Conducting Research at Post Graduate Level Program: 

The data linked to the difference of opinions of respondents of public sector universities 

about barriers in execution of research work was analyzed and interpreted from the 

questionnaire. The results revealed that there existed difference of opinions among the 

respondents of public sector universities about the supervisory barriers. This difference 

of opinions may exist  due to the following reasons: 

1. Availability of  research supervisors in public sector universities may be one of 

the causes of differences in opinions as some established universities have 

sufficient number of supervisors whereas there are some newly established 

universities where there is a shortage of supervisors. 

2. Strength of the scholars of public sector universities is increasing day by day as 

compared to the available number of supervisors. 

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

supervisors.   
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4. Science scholars have greater attachments with advisors due to the nature of 

research as compared to  Social Sciences and Humanities’ scholars. These 

findings are in line with findings reported by Ives & Rowley ( 2005). 

While the supervisors and scholars had unanimous views about financial, 

personal, social and administrative  barriers. These findings are in line with the 

previous studies conducted in the field by Drennan and Clarke,2009 ;Naveda, 

2009; Lumadi,2008 and Bacha, 2009, who found the same barriers in 

postgraduate research program. 

 Objective 3   To Compare the Difference of Opinions Among Supervisors and 

Scholars of Private Sector General Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa about the Barriers in Conducting Research at Post 

Graduate Level Program: 

The data related to the opinions of the respondents of private sector universities shows 

that there is difference of opinions among both the respondents about supervisory 

barriers. The results may be due to the following reasons: 

1. Supervisor is usually engaged part-time at university. Both supervisor and 

supervisee have limited time for academic discussion. 

2.  Supervisors of private sector universities are paid very low for supervision as 

compared to public sector universities which loses interests of the supervisors.    

3. Private sector universities have lack of research facilities (library, laboratory and 

ICT) that badly affected research activities. No proper funding from government 

is available for developing infrastructures of these institutions.  
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While the respondents have the same views about the financial, social, personal and 

administrative barriers. These results are in line with the study conducted in the field by 

Gardner & Gopaul, 2012 and Jairan & Kahl Jr, 2012, who identified the same factors in 

their research studies that were the potential barriers in doctoral research.   

Objective 4   To Compare the Opinions of PhD and M Phil Scholars about Different 

Barriers Affecting Research Activities at Post Graduate Programs at 

Public Level Universities  

The related portion of data regarding opinions of the respondents (PhD and MPhil) was 

analyzed and interpreted from the questionnaire which showed that there was no 

difference of opinion about supervisory, financial, social, personal and administrative 

barriers in public sector universities. These findings are in line with the studies 

conducted by Donald et al;(1995); Grant & Graham (1999); & Wall (2005) Grevholm, 

Persson & Wall (2005);,Phillips and Pugh(2002); Naveda,2009; Lovitts,2001; 

McAlpine and Norton (2006) and Willis; Carmichael (2011) who identified that 

supervisory, financial, social, personal and administrative barriers are creating hurdles 

in smooth execution of research endeavors. The data showed that difference of views 

existed among the respondents of public sector universities about social barriers. The 

reason of this insignificance of opinions among the public sector universities about 

social barriers may be: 

1)  The scholars have lack the skills to adopt themselves in the society during 

research activities.   

2)  Scholar’s internal conflicts (ever changing thoughts and feelings) and external 

conflicts (personal relationships, time and resource limitations) may be some of 
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the reasons that create differences in the opinions of the respondents of public 

sector universities 

3)   Irregular contact between supervisor–supervisee may be one  of the issues 

which create differences and distress. 

4)  Absence of the mechanism to overcome state of isolation of the research 

scholars at the department may be one of the reasons of differences in the 

opinions of the respondents. State of isolation may vary university to university 

and discipline to discipline which is usually ignored. 

 Objective 5  To Compare the Opinions of PhD and M Phil Scholars about 

Different Barriers Affecting Research Activities at Post Graduate 

Level Program of Private Sector Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa 

The data linked to the views about the barriers among the respondents of private sector 

universities reveals that there exists no difference of opinions about supervisory, 

financial,personal,social and administrative barriers in conducting research work. All 

the respondents have agreement that the barriers are hurdling the smooth execution of 

research at postgraduate level programs. These findings are in line with the previous 

studies conducted in the field by Styles & Radloff (2001) McCormack (2004); 

Armitage (2006); Zainul Abiddin (2007); Drennan and Clarke (2009) and Lovitts 

(2005) who mentioned almost the same barriers in research. 
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Objective  6  To Compare the Difference Among the Opinions of Male and Female 

Scholars about the Barriers in Conducting Research of Public Sector 

Universities in Khyber Pakhtunkhwa   

The data related to male and female scholars about the barriers in conducting research 

work was analyzed and interpreted from the questionnaire. The data showed that all the 

respondents had the same views about the barriers in the execution of research activities 

at postgraduate level program. All the respondents agreed that the barriers recorded in 

the questionnaires(supervisory, financial, social, personal and administrative) were 

affecting the smooth execution of research activities. These results were in line with the 

previous study conducted by Hockey (1994);Council of Graduate Schools (1990) 

;Heenan(2002); Lovitts (2001) and Strayhorn,2005; Oswalt & Riddock, 2007; Eitel & 

Martin,2009 ; CGS (2008) and Wao & Onwuegbuzie,2011 who mentioned that female 

doctoral candidates had the same feelings of harsh attitude of their supervisors during 

the course of discussion which usually created hurdles in research work. They further 

mentioned that family obligations created hurdles in research work due to the high level 

stress which female students have been experiencing during their research work. 

Objective 07  To Compare the Difference Among the Opinions of Male and 

Female Scholars about the Barriers in Conducting Research of 

Private Sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa   

The data linked to the views of male and female scholars of private sector universities 

about the barriers in conducting research work was analyzed and interpreted. The data 

revealed that all the respondents had the same views about the barriers in the execution 

of research activities at postgraduate level program. All the respondents agreed that the 
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barriers referred to in the questionnaires were affecting the smooth conduct of research 

activities. These results were in line with the previous study conducted by Hockey 

(1994); desJardin, (1994) ;Council of Graduate Schools (1990) ; Lovitts (2001) and 

Strayhorn, 2005; Eitel & Martin, 2009 ; CGS (2008) and Wao & Onwuegbuzie,2011 

who mentioned that females doctoral candidates had the same feelings of harsh attitude 

of their supervisors during the course of discussion which usually created hurdles in 

research work. They further noted the issues associated with the female scholars such as 

low self-esteem, harassment and discrimination, unusual time pressures arising from 

family responsibilities and lack of relevant experience. 

Objective 8  To Compare the Opinions of Natural Sciences and Social Sciences 

Respondents about the Barriers in Conducting Research at Post 

Graduate Level of Public Sector Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa 

The related data of the opinions of the respondents (Natural and Social sciences)  about 

the barriers in research was analyzed and interpreted from the questionnaire. The end 

results revealed that the respondents of public sector universities had the same opinions 

about supervisory, financial, personal, social and administrative barriers during the 

process of research work. These findings are in line with the study already conducted in 

the field by McAlpine and Norton (2006) and  Muborakshoeva, (2013) who recorded 

the same barriers in their research work. 
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 Objective 9  To Compare the Opinions of Natural Sciences and Social Sciences 

Among the Respondents about the Barriers in Conducting  

Research at Post Graduate Level of Private Sector Universities of 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

The related data shows that important differentiation exists in the views of the 

respondents of Social and Natural Sciences regarding supervisory barriers in conducting 

research at private sector universities. The difference may be:   

1. The difference of opinions among the respondents of private sector universities 

about supervisory barriers may exist because in some programs independent 

thoughts and creativity are valued while in others, persistence and hard work  

may be appreciated. 

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

sciences favor more team based research. Consequently, scholars of social 

sciences have usually less attachments with their supervisors as compared to the 

scholars of natural sciences. 

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

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

sciences. 

These findings are in line with the previous study conducted by Basset (1979); 

Ivankova & Stick, 2007; Nettles & Millet, 2006; National Science Foundation, 2009 

and Wao & Onwuegbuzie 2011 who conducted a cross-disciplinary research studies 

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

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

provide proper guidance and training before embarking of research. Alkylina (2007) 
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also supports the previous study. The data showed that both the respondents of natural 

and social sciences had the same views about financial, personal, social and 

administrative barriers in carrying out research endeavors. The study is in line with the 

previous research study conducted by Wright and Cochrane, (2000); Martin et al 

(2001); Elgar (2003); Earl – Novel, (2006) and McAlpine; Norton (2006); Ivankova & 

Stick, 2007 and Wao & Onwuegbuzie,2011 who are of the opinions that  discipline 

areas important for completion, with completion rates varying from 45% in arts and 

humanities to 70 % in life sciences. 
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                                    CHAPTER   5 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

This survey type descriptive research was carried out to identify barriers in conducting 

research at postgraduate level. The scholar collected data with the help of the 

questionnaires from the MPhil and PhD supervisors and research scholars of both the 

public and private sector universities. All the MPhil and PhD scholars and Supervisors of 

public and private sector universities of KP served as population of the study. There were 

nine objectives in this research and the same number of null hypotheses are tested to 

achieve these objectives. A brief summary, findings, conclusion and recommendations of 

the research presented in subsequent sections:  

5.1   SUMMARY   

This study dealt with the investigation of the barriers in conducting research at 

postgraduate level programs of public and private sector universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa. The effects of demographic variables (the status of scholar, the status of 

supervisor, the nature of gender, the nature of department and the nature of discipline) 

were explored through five main barriers including supervisory, financial, personal, social 

and administrative. 

The study was of survey type in nature. The research tool consisted questionnaire 

of 50 closed-ended items based on five point Likert Scale for both supervisors and 

scholars of postgraduate level programs in public and private sector universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa and two open-ended items for detail insights. The available related literature 

was thoroughly studied and identified five main barriers including supervisory, financial, 

personal, social and administrative that affect research initiatives in both sector of 

universities. Statistical techniques including percentage, mean and t-test were applied to 
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analyze the data. Judgmental validation method was used for tool’s validation. The scholar 

conducted pilot testing prior to confirming and executing the research tool. This research 

study covered eight Universities of KP, four each in public and private sectors. Four 

departments each in natural sciences and social sciences were selected to collect data. Five 

supervisors and five research scholars were selected from both natural and social sciences 

departments for data collection.   

The researcher randomly selected eight universities out of Nineteen (23) public 

and seven (07) private level Universities of KP. The sample comprising 640 respondents, 

having the share of 320 scholars and 320 supervisors. The researcher himself visited the 

sample universities and collected the data. Total of five hundred and twenty one (521) 

responses were received. Out of these, sixty percent (60%) belonged to Public Sector 

Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa while forty percent (40%) were from Private Sector 

Universities of the province. Forty Two  percent (42%) respondents were PhD and M Phil 

supervisors while Fifty eight percent (58%) were Scholars. Seventy Four percent (74%) 

were male respondents while Twenty Six percent (26%) were female. Forty Four (44%) 

respondents belonged to Natural Sciences while Fifty Six percent (56%) were from Social 

Sciences. Seventeen  percent (17%) respondents were from PhD while Forty percent 

(40%) were from M Phil program. The data was analyzed using statistical tests and 

deduced for representing the results of the study. The results assisted the scholar to arrive 

at the winding up of the research study.  Discussion, conclusion and findings of the study 

guide the scholar to set suggestions that are needed to be implemented. The 

recommendations are useful for prospective researchers to give insight for further study in 

the field.          
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5.2   FINDINGS  

Findings regarding barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level programs are 

emerged from the analysis are given below in different categories: 

5.2.1 Supervisory Barriers Mentioned by Supervisors in Conducting Research at 

Public and  Private Sector Universities 

1) Most of the supervisors (56%) agreed that communication gap between supervisor 

and supervisee created hurdle in research (table 4.2.1).  

2) Substantiate number (46 %) of the supervisors had the opinion that supervisors were 

hardly available at the time for guidance (table 4.2.1). 

3) Majority of the respondents (60%) agreed that non-co-operative attitude of 

supervisors caused frustration among the scholars (table 4.2.1). 

4) Majority of the supervisors (73%) had agreement that non-availability of the 

supervisor discouraged scholar (table 4.2.1). 

5) Majority of the supervisors (73%) agreed that heavy workload of the supervisor 

created hurdles in providing continuous guidance (Table 4.2.1). 

6) Majority of the supervisors (74%) had agreement that delay in the feedback 

discouraged the scholar (Table 4.2.1). 

7) Most of the supervisors (58%)  were of the same views that supervisor had paucity of 

time in solving scholar’s problems (table 4.2.1). 

8) Substantiate number of the supervisors (49%) agreed that supervisors rarely 

evaluated the progress of research work of the scholar (table 4.2.1). 

9) Most of the supervisors (51%) agreed that supervisors kept the scholar busy on 

his/her own project  (Table 4.2.1). 
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10) Majority of the supervisors (70%) had agreement that lack of proper meeting 

schedule hampered research work  (table 4.2.1). 

5.2.2 Financial Barriers Mentioned by Supervisors in Conducting Research at 

Public and Private Sector Universities 

11) Majority of the supervisors (81%) agreed that financial constraints affected research 

work of the scholar (table 4.2.2). 

12) Majority of the respondents (76%) agreed that non-availability of financial 

assistance from the institution hampered research work of the scholar (table 4.2.2). 

13) Majority of the supervisors (78%) agreed that different expenditures linked with 

research process (travelling for data collection, printing, binding and purchasing 

electronic devices etc) affected research work (table 4.2.2). 

14) Majority of the respondents (73%) agreed that finding a profitable alternative job 

caused discontinuation of research work (table 4.2.2). 

15) Majority of the supervisors (67%) agreed that comparatively less monetary benefits 

of research caused withdrawal from research work (table 4.2.2). 

16) Majority of the supervisors (79%) agreed that access to relevant web material 

through payment hindered research project (table 4.2.2). 

17) Majority of the supervisors (79%) agreed that inaccessibility of HEC research grant 

caused financial burden on research scholar (table 4.2.2). 

5.2.3  Personal Barriers Mentioned by Supervisors in Conducting Research at 

Public and  Private Sector Universities 

18) Majority of the respondents (68%) agreed that irrelevant research topic caused lack 

of interest of the scholar (table 4.2.3). 

19) Majority of the respondents (73%) agreed that family engagements was a cause for 

discontinuation of research activities (table 4.2.3). 
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20) Majority of the supervisors (70%) agreed that time constraints hampered early 

completion of research (table 4.2.3). 

21) Majority of the supervisors (64%) agreed that non-supportive attitude of the family 

discouraged scholar to complete research project (table 4.2.3). 

22) Most of the respondents (58%) agreed that research variables were not managed by 

scholar  (table 4.2.3). 

23) Majority of the supervisors (75%) agreed that family responsibilities hampered 

research activities (table 4.2.3). 

24) Majority of respondents (75%) agreed that non-conducive domestic environment 

discouraged scholar from research (Table  4.2.3). 

25) Majority of supervisors (73%) were of the opinions that lack of basic computer 

skills affected research progress (table 4.2.3). 

26) Majority of supervisors (61%) were of the views that variation in dissertation 

pattern confused scholar (table 4.2.3). 

27) Majority of the respondents (79%) agreed that lack of academic writing skill 

hindered research progress (table 4.2.3). 

28) Majority of supervisors (81%) agreed that lack of knowledge of research tools 

hampered research (table 4.2.3). 

29) Most of the respondents (52%) agreed that age factor of scholar affected research 

work (table 4.2.3). 

30) Majority of supervisors (62%) agreed that access to respondents caused delay in 

research work (table 4.2.3). 

31) Majority of supervisors (67%) agreed that lack of prior research experience created 

hurdles in research (table 4.2.3). 
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32) Majority of the respondents (63%) agreed that lack of interest of respondents in 

filling questionnaires discouraged researcher (table 4.2.3). 

5.2.4 Social Barriers Mentioned by Supervisors in Conducting Research at Public 

and  Private Sector Universities 

33) Most of supervisors (51%) agreed that research scholar felt isolation because of 

his/her engagements in research activities (table 4.2.4). 

34) Substantiate number of the respondents (48%) agreed that continuous isolation due 

to research involvement led to distress (table 4.2.4). 

35) Most of the supervisors (59%) agreed that distress caused lack of interest in 

research (table 4.2.4). 

36) Majority of the respondents (72%) agreed that working environment at job place 

affected research schedule of the scholar (table 4.2.4). 

37) Most of the supervisors (51%) agreed that research scholar felt alienated among the 

research community in the department (table 4.2.4). 

38) Majority of the respondents (65%) agreed that lack of peer group academic 

experiences affected the understanding of research skills of scholar (table 4.2.4). 

39) Majority of supervisors (67%) agreed that scholar suffered from non-conducive 

research environment in the department (table 4.2.4). 

40) Majority of the respondents (74%) agreed that overall social obligations of 

researcher affected the research work (table 4.2.4). 

5.2.5  Administrative Barriers Mentioned by Supervisors in Conducting Research 

at Public and  Private Sector Universities 

41) Majority of supervisors (72%) agreed that lengthy procedural requirements of 

research affected research work  (table 4.2.5). 
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42) Majority of the respondents (80%) agreed that lack of research related activities 

(like seminars, workshops, presentations etc) in the department affected learning of 

research skills  (table 4.2.5). 

43) Majority of the respondents (78%) agreed that non-co-operative attitude of 

university administration affected researcher’s motivation for research (table 4.2.5). 

44) Majority of supervisors (82%) agreed that non-provision of adequate research 

facilities in the institution disturbed scholar’s research work (table 4.2.5). 

45) Majority of supervisors (66%) agreed that professional rivalry among the faculty 

members deteriorated research activities (table 4.2.5). 

46) Majority of supervisors (77%) agreed that lack of access to official records during 

data collection caused delay in research (table 4.2.5). 

47) Majority of the respondents (77%) agreed that non-availability of e-library facility 

in the department affected research work (table 4.2.5). 

48) Majority of supervisors (79%) agreed that lack of regular availability of power for 

using ICT facilities caused delay in conducting research (table 4.2.5). 

49) Majority of the respondents (83%) agreed that lack of accessibility of relevant 

literature for citation was a barrier in completing research work (table 4.2.5). 

50) Majority of the respondents (83%) agreed that lack of equipments in laboratory 

delayed research project (table 4.2.5). 

5.2.6  Supervisory Barriers Mentioned by Research Scholars (PhD and M Phil) in 

Conducting Research at Public and Private Sector Universities 

51) Majority of scholars (68%) agreed that communication gap between supervisor and 

supervisee created hurdle in research (table 4.2.6).  

52) Majority of the scholars (61%) had the opinions that supervisors were hardly 

available at the time of guidance (table 4.2.6). 
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53) Majority of the respondents (76%) agreed that non-co-operative attitude of 

supervisors caused frustration among the scholars (table 4.2.6). 

54) Majority of the scholars (79%) had agreement that non-availability of the supervisor 

discouraged scholar (table 4.2.6). 

55) Majority of the scholars (74%) agreed that heavy workload of the supervisor created 

hurdles in providing continuous guidance (table 4.2.6). 

56) Majority of the respondents (79%) agreed that delay in the feedback discouraged 

the scholar (table 4.2.6). 

57) Majority of the scholars (67%) agreed that supervisor had paucity of time in solving 

scholar’s problems (table 4.2.6). 

58) Majority of the scholars (61%) agreed that supervisors rarely evaluated the progress 

of research work of the scholar (table 4.2.6). 

59) Most of the scholars (56%) agreed that supervisors kept the scholar busy on his/her 

own project  (table 4.2.6). 

60) Majority of the respondents (73%) agreed that lack of proper meeting schedule 

hampered research work  (table 4.2.6). 

5.2.7  Financial Barriers Mentioned by Scholars in Conducting Research at Public 

and  Private Sector Universities 

61) Majority of the scholars (85%) agreed that financial constraints affected research 

work of the scholar (table 4.2.7). 

62) Majority of the respondents (82%) agreed that non-availability of financial 

assistance from the institution hampered research work of the scholar (table 4.2.7). 

63) Majority of the scholars (81%) agreed that different expenditures linked with 

research process (travelling for data collection, printing, binding and purchasing 

electronic devices etc) affected research work (table 4.2.7). 
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64) Majority of the respondents (80%) agreed that finding a profitable alternative job 

caused discontinuation of research work (table 4.2.7). 

65) Majority of the scholars (66%) agreed that comparatively less monetary benefits of 

research caused withdrawal from research work (table 4.2.7). 

66) Majority of the scholars (77%) agreed that access to relevant web material through 

payment hindered research project (table 4.2.7). 

67) Majority of the scholars (81%) agreed that inaccessibility of HEC research grant 

caused financial burden on research scholar (table 4.2.7). 

5.2.8  Personal Barriers Mentioned by Scholars in Conducting Research at Public 

and  Private Sector Universities 

68) Majority of the respondents (76%) agreed that irrelevant research topic caused lack 

of interest of the scholar (table 4.2.8). 

69) Majority of the respondents (74%) agreed that family engagements was a cause for 

discontinuation of research activities (table 4.2.8). 

70) Majority of the scholars (79%) agreed that time constraints hampered early 

completion of research (table 4.2.8). 

71) Majority of the scholars (72%) agreed that non-supportive attitude of the family 

discouraged scholar to complete research project (table 4.2.8). 

72) Majority of the respondents (62%) agreed that research variables were not managed 

by scholar  (table 4.2.8). 

73) Majority of the scholars (76%) agreed that family responsibilities hampered 

research activities (table 4.2.8). 

74) Majority of the respondents (82%) agreed that non-conducive domestic 

environment discouraged scholar from research (table 4.2.8). 
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75) Majority of the respondents (80%) agreed that lack of basic computer skills affected 

research progress (table 4.2.8). 

76) Majority of the respondents (68%) agreed that variation in dissertation pattern 

confused scholar (table 4.2.8). 

77) Majority of the respondents (79%) agreed that lack of academic writing skill 

hindered research progress (table 4.2.8). 

78) Majority of scholars (79%) agreed that lack of knowledge of research tools 

hampered research (table 4.2.8). 

79) Most of the respondents (53%) agreed that age factor of scholar affected research 

work (table 4.2.8). 

80) Majority of scholars (68%) agreed that access to respondents caused delay in 

research work (table 4.2.8). 

81) Majority of scholars (73%) agreed that lack of prior research experience created 

hurdles in research (table 4.2.8). 

82) Majority of the respondents (73%) agreed that lack of interest of respondents in 

filling questionnaires discouraged researcher (table 4.2.8). 

5.2.9  Social Barriers Mentioned by Scholars in Conducting Research at Public 

and  Private Sector Universities 

83) Majority of scholars (65%) agreed that research scholar felt isolation because of 

his/her engagements in research activities (table 4.2.9). 

84) Majority of the respondents (64%) agreed that continuous isolation due to research 

involvement led to distress (table 4.2.9). 

85) Majority of scholars (73%) agreed that distress caused lack of interest in research 

(table 4.2.9). 
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86) Majority of the respondents (78%) agreed that working environment at job place 

affected research schedule of the scholar (table 4.2.9). 

87) Most of scholars (56%) agreed that research scholar felt alienated among the 

research community in the department (table 4.2.9). 

88) Majority of the respondents (70%) agreed that lack of peer group academic 

experiences affected the understanding of research skills of scholar (table 4.2.9). 

89) Majority of scholars (73%) agreed that scholar suffered from non-conducive 

research environment in the department (table 4.2.9). 

90) Majority of the respondents (77%) agreed that overall social obligations of 

researcher affected the research work (table 4.2.9). 

5.2.10  Administrative Barriers Mentioned by Scholars in Conducting Research at 

Public and  Private Sector Universities 

91) Majority of scholars (82%) agreed that lengthy procedural requirements of research 

affected research work  (table 4.2.10). 

92) Majority of the respondents (73%) agreed that lack of research related activities 

(like seminars, workshops, presentations etc) in the department affected learning of 

research skills  (table 4.2.10). 

93) Majority of the respondents (84%) agreed that non-co-operative attitude of 

university administration affected researcher’s motivation for research 

(table 4.2.10). 

94) Majority of scholars (82%) agreed that non-provision of adequate research facilities 

in the institution disturbed scholar’s research work (table 4.2.10). 

95) Majority of scholars (75%) agreed that professional rivalry among the faculty 

members deteriorated research activities (table 4.2.10). 
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96) Majority of scholars (78%) agreed that lack of access to official records during data 

collection caused delay in research (table 4.2.10). 

97) Majority of the respondents (83%) agreed that non-availability of e-library facility 

in the department affected research work (table 4.2.10). 

98) Majority of scholars (81%) agreed that lack of regular availability of power for 

using ICT facilities caused delay in conducting research (table 4.2.10). 

99) Majority of the respondents (84%) agreed that lack of accessibility of relevant 

literature for citation was a barrier in completing research work (table 4.2.10). 

100) Majority of the respondents (83%) agreed that lack of equipments in laboratory 

delayed research project (table 4.2.10). 

101)There is significant difference among the opinions of supervisors and scholars 

about supervisory barriers in conducting research in public and private sector 

universities as the p ˂0.05  (table 4.2.11). 

102) There exists no difference of opinions among both the respondents of public and 

private sectors about financial barriers in execution of research as the p ˃0.05  (table 

4.2.12). 

103) No difference of views exist among the respondents in both sector of universities 

about personal barriers as the p ˃0.05 (table 4.2.13). 

104)  No difference of views exist among the respondents in both sector of universities 

about social barriers as the p ˃0.05 (table 4.2.14). 

105) There is no difference of opinions among both the respondents of public and 

private sectors about administrative barriers in execution of research as the p ˃0.05 

(table 4.2.15). 
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106) No difference exists in the views of the scholars of Private and Public level 

Universities about the supervisory barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level 

in terms of PhD and M Phil programs as the p ˃0.05 (table 4.2.16). 

107) There exists no difference of opinion among the respondents (scholars) of both the 

sectors about the financial barriers in conducting research at postgraduate level  in 

respect of programs as the p ˃0.05 (table 4.2.17). 

108) There is no difference of views among the respondents (scholars) of both the 

sectors about personal barriers in research activities at postgraduate level as the p ˃ 0.05 

(table 4.2.18). 

109) There exists a difference of opinions among the scholars of public sector while 

private sector universities have the same views about the social barriers in the execution 

of research at postgraduate level in terms of programs as the p ˂ 0.05 (table 4..2.19).       

 110) No difference exists in the views of the respondents (scholars) in Private and 

Public sector Universities about the administrative barriers in conducting research in 

respect of programs as the p ˃ 0.05 (table 4.2.20). 

112) Female respondents (supervisors and scholars) of both the sectors have unanimity       

of opinions about supervisory barriers in conducting research as the p ˃ 0.05 (table 

4.2.21) 

113) There is no difference of opinions among the female respondents (supervisors and 

scholars) of both the sectors about financial barriers in conducting research as the  

p ˃ 0.05 (table  4.2.22). 

114) There is no difference of opinions among the female respondents (supervisors and 

scholars) of both the sectors about personal barriers in conducting research as the  

p ˃ 0.05 (table 4.2.23). 



162 
 
 

115)  Gender wise respondents (male and female) of both the sectors have similar views 

about social barriers in conducting research as the p ˃ 0.05 (table 4.2.24). 

116) There exists no difference of opinions among the respondents (male and female) of 

both the sectors about administrative barriers in conducting research as the p ˃ 0.05 

(table 4.2.25). 

117) There is no difference of the opinions among the respondents (natural and social 

sciences) of public sector universities about supervisory barriers in conducting research 

as p˃0.05 (table 4.2.26).  

118) ) There is difference of the opinions among the respondents (natural and social 

sciences) of private sector universities about supervisory barriers in conducting research 

as p˂0.05 (table 4.2.26). 

119) There is no difference of the opinions among the respondents (natural and social 

sciences) of both the universities about financial barriers in conducting research as 

p˃0.05 (table 4.2.27). 

120) There is no difference of the opinions among the respondents (natural and social 

sciences) of public sector universities about personal barriers in conducting research as 

p˃0.05 (table 4.2.28). 

121) There is no difference of opinions among the respondents (natural and social 

sciences) of both the public and private sector universities about social barriers in 

conducting research as the p ˃0.05 (table 4.2.29).  
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122) There is no difference of opinions among the respondents (natural and social 

sciences) of both the public and private sector universities about administrative barriers 

in conducting research at postgraduate level as the p ˃0.05 (table 4.2.30).  

5.3 In the Open-ended Responses, the Research Supervisors of Public Sector    

Universities Described the Following Barriers  

1) Supervisors recorded some weaknesses in respect of the scholars including passive 

attitude of their scholars (97%) weak comprehension and poor English writing skills 

(91%), lack of knowledge about research tools (88%), poor reading skill and developing 

theoretical background caused of results of study (85%). 

2) Supervisors mentioned some barriers on the part of university administration 

including, lack of communication gap between the University and Industry (80%), lack 

of qualified faculty (77%), lack of inter-department co-ordination and co-operation 

(72%) and intra-university issues (68%). 

5.3.1 In the Open-ended Responses, the Supervisors of Private Sector Universities 

Described the Following Barriers      

1) Supervisors mentioned some barriers which showed non-serious approach on the part 

of the University including, lack of PhD supervisors (88 %), lack of Lab equipments 

(85%), lack of video-conferencing (79%), lack of financial assistance to scholars from 

HEC (73%), lack of co-ordination among public and private sector universities in 

respect of arranging joint research seminars, workshops, conferences (54%), non-

existence of research culture at private sector universities (50%) and less remuneration 

to PhD supervisors as compared to public sector universities (48%). 

2) The respondents recorded barriers which showed weaknesses on the part of research 

scholars including, poor comprehension and academic writing skills of scholars (63%), 
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poor knowledge of application of statistical tools (59%) and lethargic approach of 

scholars during  research project (55%). 

5.3.2 The Following Findings Emerged from the Description of Research Scholars 

of Public Sector Universities in Response to Open- ended Questions 

1) The respondents (PhD and M Phil scholars) of public sector universities mentioned 

some barriers in respect of university administration which created hurdles in research 

process including, lack of experienced supervisors (95%), lack of establishment of 

research groups (92%), lack of orientation sessions for enhancing scholar’s 

comprehension, developing theoretical application and writing capabilities (90%), no 

facility to engage scholars with the world research community to learn modern research 

skills (85%).  

2) Research scholars of public sector universities pinpointed barriers connected with 

researchers at postgraduate level programs including, difficult female access to data 

collection and regular visit for attending supervisory meetings due to social constraints 

(81%), female household responsibilities (76%), social recognition of research 

endeavors (73%), no proper mechanism of maintaining student-supervisor ratio (69%), 

gap between scholar’s understandings about research and expectations of supervisor 

(66%). 

5.3.3 The Following Findings Emerged from the Description of Research Scholars 

of Private Sector Universities in Response to Open ended Questions 

1) Research scholars of private sector universities recorded certain barriers, which they 

experienced during their research process on the part of university administration like, 

lack of HEC approved supervisors (95%), improper supervisor-scholar ratio (92%), 

absence of counselling and guidance initiatives for research scholars (88%), no proper 

training of application of statistical tools (77%), difficult access to research data 
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especially to official documents (72%), inadequate research facilities as compared to 

public sector universities (68%) and part-time availability of supervisor (61%).  

2) The respondents (PhD and M Phil scholars) mentioned some barriers connected with 

the scholars which they considered hurdles in research process including, unaffordable 

expenses during research activities (62%) and lack of social recognition of research 

endeavours (55%). 
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 5. 4 CONCLUSIONS  

This section deals with the conclusions which are drawn ;  

5.4.1 Conclusion Based on Objective No.1 To Analyze the Main Barriers in 

Conducting Research at Postgraduate Level of Public and Private Sector 

Universities 

  Results of the study reveal that most of the supervisors and scholars have similar 

views about various important barriers which according to them create hurdles during 

research activities at postgraduate level. They are of the opinions that research 

supervisors are not available for guidance due to their busy schedule in respect of 

academic as well as administrative responsibilities. The supervisor does not provide 

regular feedback about the progress of the research due to shortage of time that 

discourages the scholar. There is no planning for arranging proper meeting schedule 

which hampers research activities. Majority of the respondents complain that scholars 

are engaged in projects which affect their research.                                                                                                                                                        

  Results show that both the respondents have similar views about financial 

barriers associated with research like non-availability of research grant from any 

internal or external sources and unexpected expenditures during the life time of the 

research project. Further, scholars leave the research endeavours at mid thinking it of 

low monetary benefits as compared to other lucrative jobs. 

 Majority of the respondents have similar opinions about social barriers. They feel sense 

of isolation due to non-conducive research environment at the department. There is no 

peer discussion and counselling arrangements at department level for minimizing stress 

during research. There is a strong agreement that overall social obligations of the 

scholars detract them from research. 
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Majority of the respondents have similar reservations that on one hand research topics 

are not relevant to their interests while on the other hand research variables are not 

manageable. The respondents are facing similar issues during research process 

including family problems, work place issues, lack of academic skills (computer 

knowledge, application of statistical tools, old age factors, lack of understanding of 

various patterns of dissertation and non-co-operative attitude of the respondents during 

data collection). 

Findings show that there are some flaws on the part of university administration 

like lengthy procedure of topic approval, lack of research related activities (non-

conduction of seminars, workshops, presentations), difficult access to official record 

during data collection, non-availability of e-library, non-availability of power for using 

ICT devices, laboratory equipments and inaccessibility of relevant literature for citation. 

5.4.2 Conclusion Based on Objective No.2 To Compare the Difference of Opinions 

among Supervisors and Scholars of Public Sector General Universities of  

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa about the Barriers in Conducting Research at 

Postgraduate Level Program             

The study concludes that supervisors and scholars of public sector universities have 

difference of opinions about supervisory barriers while they have on the same page 

regarding financial, personal, social and administrative barriers in conducting research 

at postgraduate level. 

Findings showed that supervisors of public sector universities complained against 

the passive attitude of the scholars and poor academic skills including weak 

comprehension, academic writing, reading and developing of theoretical background of 

the research study while the research scholars  showed their concerns too against their 
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supervisors like lack of research expertise of the supervisors, heavy workload  due to 

supervision of large number of scholars, gape between scholar’s understanding about 

research and expectations of supervisor and female difficulties in attending regular 

meetings. 

5.4.3 Conclusion Based on Objective No.03 To Compare the Difference of  

Opinions among Supervisors and Scholars of Private Sector General 

Universities of  Khyber Pakhtunkhwa about the Barriers in Conducting 

Research at Postgraduate Level Program              

The study concludes that supervisors and scholars of private sector universities have 

difference of opinions about supervisory barriers while they have similar views 

regarding financial, personal, social and administrative barriers in conducting research 

at postgraduate level. 

Results of the study reveal that supervisors of private sector universities expressed 

concerns against scholars like poor comprehension, poor academic writing skills, lack 

of knowledge about statistical tools and lack of interests of scholars while scholars had 

their own reservations against supervisors comprising heavy workload of supervisors, 

absence of guidance and counselling, pat-time availability of supervisors and lack of 

research expertise. 
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5.4.4 Conclusion Based on Objective NO.4 To Compare the Opinions of PhD and 

M Phil Scholars about Different Barriers Affecting Activities at Postgraduate 

Level Program of Public Sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

The nature of programs (MPhil and PhD) of public sector universities do not indicate 

significant difference in the opinions of supervisors and scholars about supervisory, 

financial, personal and administrative barriers while they showed differences about 

social barriers at public sector universities in conducting research. 

Findings of the study indicate that these difference of opinions existed due to the 

following reasons: 

a) scholar’s non-adoptability in the society during research period 

b) scholar’s internal and external conflicts 

c) irregular contacts between supervisor-supervisee 

d) absence of overcoming state of isolation mechanism at the department level 

5.4.5 Conclusion Based on Objective No.5 To Compare the Opinions of PhD and  

MPhil Scholars about Different Barriers Affecting Research Activities at 

Postgraduate Level Program of Private Sector Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa 

The nature of programs (PhD and MPhiln of the private sector supervisors and scholars 

do not differentiate them in their opinions about all the main barriers including 

supervisory, financial, personal, social and administrative in research initiatives at 

postgraduate level. 
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5.4.6 Conclusion Based on Objective No.6  To Compare the Difference Among the 

Opinions of Male and Female Scholars about the Barriers in Conducting 

Research of Public Sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

The nature of gender doesn’t show important change in the views of both male and 

female respondents about the barriers including supervisory, financial, personal, social 

and administrative in research activities of public sector universities. 

5.4.7 Conclusion Oased on objective No.7 To Compare the Difference Among the 

Opinions of Male and Female scholars about the Barriers in Conducting 

Research of Private Sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

The nature of gender (male and female) of the respondents do not separate them in their 

opinions about the main barriers including supervisory, financial, personal, social and 

administrative in research activities at private sector universities. 

5.4.8 Conclusion Based on Objective No.8 To Compare the Opinions of  Natural 

Sciences and Social Sciences Respondents about the Barriers in Conducting 

Research at Postgraduate Level of Public Sector Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa 

Nature of the discipline does not differentiate the opinions of both the respondents of 

public sector universities about the barriers including supervisory, financial, personal, 

social and administrative in research activities in public sector universities. Both the 

supervisors and research scholars of natural and social sciences have similar views 

about these barriers which are creating hurdles in conducting research at postgraduate 

level. 
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 5.4.9 Conclusion Based on Objective No.9 To Compare the Opinions of  Natural 

Sciences and Social Sciences Respondents about the Barriers in Conducting 

Research at Postgraduate Level of Private Sector Universities of Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa 

There is a significant difference of opinions among the respondents of private sector 

universities about supervisory barriers in research while they have similar views 

regarding financial, personal, social and administrative barriers. 

 Results of the current study reveal that the difference of views existed due to the 

following reasons: 

a) There are disciplines where independent thoughts and creativity are valued while in 

others, persistence and hard work are appreciated. 

b) Disciplines of Social Sciences need more individual approach while Natural Sciences 

require team based approach. 
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5.5 RECOMENTATIONS 

The following recommendations were made on the basis of the findings and 

conclusions of the study;  

1. Results of study shows that research related funds are not available in sufficient 

amount. It is recommended that Higher Education Commission and Higher 

Education Department may allocate sufficient funds to both public and private 

sector universities to set up a research friendly environment and utilize the funds 

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

profession and services. Research scholars may be encouraged to get financial 

assistance from HEC. 

2. The study reveals that research supervisors have lack of research expertise. It is a 

dire need of the day to regularly improve the intellectual growth of research 

supervisors in the disciplines both of Natural and Social sciences. HEC might 

conduct regular symposia, seminars, workshops as well as short refresher programs 

focusing mainly on methodologies of research, techniques and research related 

issues confronting the researchers and supervisors. Further, HEC may hire the 

services of experienced national as well as international researchers to introduce 

innovative research methodologies to keep abreast the supervisors of new research 

trends and pass on these to researchers.  

3. It has been observed from the findings that faculty members have assigned 

administrative responsibilities along with their academic duties. This dual 

responsibilities increase workload of the academicians which affects research 

activities. Research and administrative responsibilities may be separated from each 
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other in universities so that the supervisor may focus solely on research. H.E.C and 

H.E.D may enforce the KP Universities (Amendment) Act, 2016 letter and spirit. 

4. The study shows that Universities of both the sectors have lack of  research related 

facilities which hinder research work. To maintain the international standards, HEC 

along with the line Federal and Provincial Departments may upgrade the existing 

research facilities at public and private sector universities through equipping labs 

and libraries with hi-tech state of the art scientific equipments, updating reference 

books, journals for citation and Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 

facilities. 

5.  It is noticed from the study that research in the universities is not demand oriented. 

No proper linkage exists among the Universities and Industries in the country. It is 

highly recommended that strong University-Industry linkages may be established 

through Office of Research, Innovation and Commercialization  (ORIC) to 

encourage productive research so that national economy be strengthened.  

6. The study reveals that there exists no proper Guidance and Counseling Cell at 

University level to address issues confronting the scholars. A guidance and 

counseling cell may be set up at university level to redress research related issues 

and minimize feelings of isolation among the scholars. 

7. Results of the study indicates that there is lack of internal co-ordination among the 

university departments. Scholars face difficulties to solve their research related 

issues. It is recommended that strong linkage among different departments within 

university may be ensured to facilitate the scholar.  

8.  It is pinpointed that there exists no linkage among the Public and Private sector 

universities. This absence of relationship deprives both the sectors from the research 

expertise in various fields. Proper co-ordination among the Public and Private sector 
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universities of the Province through H.E.D may be established to benefit the scholars of 

both the sectors from their research experiences.  

9. The study shows that research related financial assistance is not properly granted to 

Private sector universities as compared to public sector universities which 

discourages research activities. It is highly recommended that H.E.C and H.E.D 

may allocate sufficient funds for carrying out research activities at the Private sector 

universities to boost up research culture.  

10.  It has been observed that no peer-interaction set up exists at university level for 

sharing strengths and weaknesses of the researchers. It is recommended that  

university administration may promote such arrangements to minimize stress of the 

scholar during research work. Further, on-line research engagements may be 

promoted for research exposure. 

11. The results show that university authority doesn’t adhere to supervisor-scholar 

supervision ratio which increases workload on the supervisors and ultimately affect 

their performance. HEC may strictly direct the universities to follow supervisor-

scholar supervision ratio in letter and spirit to minimize burden on the supervisor as 

well as maintain research quality.  

12. Conservative families don’t allow their females out of home for collection of data 

and attending regular meetings with male supervisors. It is recommended that 

department along with university administration may arrange on-campus and out-

side campus academic functions wherein family and colleagues of the female 

scholars come together for providing social support to the scholars.    

13.   The study shows that there is lack of knowledge of the importance of research in 

the society. It is a dire need of the day that significance of research as driver of 



175 
 
 

socio-economic development of a country may be widely propagated through print 

and electronic media to get recognition in the society.  

14. It is observed on several occasions that there is a shortage of supervisors at  

universities. HEC may induct more faculty through its Interim Placement Program 

in both Public and Private sector Universities to overcome the shortage of 

supervisors. 

15.  Research scholars know that doctoral journey is a project but don’t know how to 

manage it successfully. It is highly recommended that concerned department may 

arrange two or three days extensive workshop prior to execution of the research 

activities to educate them about the basic Project Management Techniques. 

16.  Results of the study show that research findings are not usually publicized and 

acted upon by the relevant agencies. The present investigation is very much 

important for supervisors, research scholars, university administration, Planning 

Commission of Pakistan, Ministry of Federal Education and Professional Trainings, 

H.E.C and H.E.D to understand the research related issues. The views of the 

supervisors and research scholars in this study offer pointers to help in the re-design 

of the current policies of research at both Federal and Provincial levels to promote 

research culture.  
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                                 APPENDIX-A 

                          PERMISSION FOR DATA COLLECTION 

Subject: PERMISSION FOR DATA COLLECTION 

 

Respected Sir/Madam 

It is stated that I am Ph.D scholar at Hazara University Mansehra and 

conducting research on the topic, “Barriers in conducting research at post graduate 

level in public and private sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa”. Kindly 

grant me permission to collect the relevant data from the concerned scholars and faculty 

member of your institution. All the details and views will be kept confidential and will 

only be used for research purpose. I shall be highly grateful to you for this act of 

kindness. 

                                                              

Kind Regards                                                                                      

 

 

Akhtar Iqbal  
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                               APPENDIX-B 

                         List of sample universities 

                                       

   S.No       Name of university        City 

1 Abdul Wali Khan University Mardan 

2 Hazara University Mansehra 

      3 University of Peshawar            Peshawar 

      4 Islamia College University   Peshawer 

      5 Qurtaba University   Peshawar 

6  City University           Peshawar         

7 Sarhad University Peshawer 

8 Northern University          Nowshehra 
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                                       APPENDIX-C 

BARRIERS IN CONDUCTING RESEARCH AT POST GRADUATE 

LEVEL IN PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR UNIVERSITIES OF                       

KHYBER PAKHTOONKHWA 

                                                    

                            COVERING LETTER                           

 Questionnaire No------------------- 

Date-------------------- 

Dear Respondent, 

This survey is being conducted in the partial fulfillment of the requirement for the 

Degree of PhD on the topic “Barriers in conducting research at post graduate level 

in public and private sector Universities of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa”.  Kindly fill up 

the questionnaire as requested. Your impartial opinions will help me in getting 

authentic and credible data. All the details and views will be kept confidential and will 

only be used for research purpose. I shall be grateful to you for your assistance and 

earlier response. 

Thank you! 

Sincerely                                           

Yours 

                                                                                     Akhtar Iqbal  

                                   PhD (Scholar)  Department of Education, Hazara University                                                   
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APPENDIX-D 

BARRIERS IN CONDUCTING RESEARCH AT POST GRADUATE LEVEL IN 

PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTOR UNIVERSITIES OF KHYBER PAKHTOONKHWA  

                                   QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SUPERVISOR 

1 Name of supervisor _____________________________________________ 

 

     2    Gender             

     3       Name of University_____________________________________________ 

 

    4  Status of University                     

   5 Department___________________________________________________ 

  6  Program______________________________________________________ 

7  Supervisor Status    HEC                         Approved     / Not approved                                                     

  Kindly read carefully this questionnaire and tick            the most appropriate level in your 

opinion.  

     Scale 

SA 5 

A 4 

UD 3 

DA 2 

SD 1 

                                            Strongly Agree     = SA 

                                            Agree                    = A 

                                            Undecided            = UD  

                                            Disagree               = DA  

                                            Strongly Disagree = SD 

√ 

Female Male 

Private Public 
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S.No Statement SA A UD D SD 

 Supervisory   Barriers      

1 There is communication gap between 

supervisor and  supervisee which creates 

hurdles 

     

2 Supervisor is rarely available at the time of 

guidance 

     

3 Non-co-operative attitude of supervisor 

causes         frustration among scholars 

     

4 Non-availability of supervisor discourages 

scholar in his/her research 

     

5 Supervisor’s heavy workload creates hurdles 

in providing continuous guidance to the 

scholar 

     

6 Delay in the feedback from supervisor 

discourages the scholar  

     

7 Supervisor has paucity of time in solving 

scholar’s queries 

     

8 Supervisor rarely evaluates the progress of 

research work 

     

9 Supervisor keeps the scholar busy on his/her 

own project 

     

10 Lack of proper meeting schedule  hampers 

research work 

     

 Financial  Barriers      

11 Financial problems of scholar affect his/her      
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research work 

12 

 

 

Non-availability of financial assistance from 

institution hampers research work of scholar 

     

13 Different expenditures linked with research 

process (traveling for data collection, 

printing, binding and purchasing electronic 

devices etc) affect research activities 

     

14 

 

Finding a profitable alternative job causes 

discontinuation of research work 

     

15 Comparatively less monetary benefits of 

research cause withdrawal from research 

work 

     

16 Access to relevant web material through 

payment hinders research work 

     

17 Inaccessibility of HEC research grant causes 

financial burden on research scholar  

     

 Personal Barriers      

18 Irrelevant research topic causes lack of 

interest of the research scholar 

     

19 Family engagement is a cause for 

discontinuation of research activities 

     

20 Time constraint  hampers early completion 

of research 

     

21 Non-supportive attitude of family      
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discourages scholar to complete research 

22 Research variables are not managed by 

scholar 

     

23 Family responsibilities hamper research 

activities 

     

24 Non-conducive domestic environment 

discourages scholar from research 

     

25 Lack of basic computer skills affect research       

26 Variations in dissertation pattern confuse 

scholar 

     

27 Lack of academic writing skill hinders 

research work 

     

28 Lack of knowledge of research tools 

hampers research  

     

29 Age factor of scholar affects research work      

30 Access to respondents causes delay in 

research work 

     

31 Lake of prior research experience creates 

hurdles in conducting research 

     

32  Lack of interest of respondents in filling 

questionnaires discourages researcher 

     

 Social  Barriers      

33 Research scholar feels isolation because of 

his/her engagement in research activities 

     

34 Continuous isolation from social activities 

due to research leads to distress 
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35 Distress causes lack of interest in research      

36 Working environment at job place affects 

the scholar’s research schedule 

     

37 Research scholar feels alienated among the 

research community in the department 

     

38 Lack of peer group academic experience 

affects the scholar’s understanding of 

research 

     

 

39 Scholar suffers from non-conducive research 

environment in the department  

     

40 Overall  social obligations of the researcher 

affect the research work 

     

 

 Administrative Barriers       

41 Lengthy procedural requirements of research 

process affect research work 

     

42 Lack of research related activities (like 

seminars, workshops, presentations, etc) in 

the department  affect learning of research 

skills  

     

43 Non-cooperative attitude of university 

administration affects researcher’s 

motivation for research 

     

44 Non-provision of adequate research facilities 

in the institution disturb scholar’s research 

work 

     

45 Professional rivalry among the faculty 

members deteriorate research activities of 
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scholar 

46 Lack of access to official records during data 

collection causes delay in research 

     

47 Non-availability of e-library facility in the 

department affects research work 

     

48 Lack of regular availability of power for 

using the ICT facilities causes delay in 

conducting research 

     

49 Lack of accessibility of relevant literature 

for citation is a barrier in completing 

research work 

     

50 Lack of equipments in the laboratory delay 

research work                                                                     

     

 

Mention at least two barriers that are hindering research work at postgraduate level   

1 ………………………………………………………………………. 

2   ………………………………………………………………………. 
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APPENDIX-E 

BARRIERS IN CONDUCTING RESEARCH AT POST GRADUATE LEVEL IN PUBLIC AND 

PRIVATE SECTOR UNIVERSITIES OF  

KHYBER PAKHTOONKHWA 

                                          QUESTIONNAIRE FOR SCHOLAR 

1. Name of Scholar _________________________________________ 

 2  Gender             

3 Name of University________________________________________ 

4  Status of University                     

5 Department______________________________________________ 

6  Program_________________________________________________ 

  Kindly read carefully this questionnaire and tick           the most appropriate level in your opinion. 

    

 Scale 

SA 5 

A 4 

UD 3 

DA 2 

SD 1 

 

                                      Strongly Agree    = SA 

                                      Agree                    = A 

                                      Undecided            = UD  

                                      Disagree               = DA  

                                      Strongly Disagree = S 

Female Male 

Private Public 

√ 
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S.No Statement SA A UD D SD 

 Supervisory  Barriers      

1 There is communication gap between 

supervisor and  supervisee which creates 

hurdles 

     

2 Supervisor is rarely available at the time of 

guidance 

     

3 Non-co-operative attitude of supervisor 

causes         frustration among scholars 

     

4 Non-availability of supervisor discourages 

scholar in his/her research 

     

5 Supervisor’s heavy workload creates 

hurdles in providing continuous guidance 

to the scholar 

     

6 Delay in the feedback from supervisor 

discourages the scholar  

     

7 Supervisor has paucity of time in solving 

scholar’s queries 

     

8 Supervisor rarely evaluates the progress of 

research work 

     

9 Supervisor keeps the scholar busy on 

his/her own project 

     

10 Lack of proper meeting schedule  hampers 

research work 

     

 Financial  Barriers      

11 Financial problems of scholar affect his/her      
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research work 

12 

 

 

Non-availability of financial assistance 

from institution hampers research work of 

scholar 

     

13 Different expenditures linked with research 

process (traveling for data collection, 

printing, binding and purchasing electronic 

devices etc) affect research activities 

     

14 

 

Finding a profitable alternative job causes 

discontinuation of research work 

     

15 Comparatively less monetary benefits of 

research cause withdrawal from research 

work 

     

16 Access to relevant web material through 

payment hinders research work 

     

17 Inaccessibility of HEC research grant 

causes financial burden on research scholar  

     

 Personal Barriers      

18 Irrelevant research topic causes lack of 

interest of the research scholar 

     

19 Family engagement is a cause for 

discontinuation of research activities 

     

20 Time constraint  hampers early completion 

of research 

     

21 Non-supportive attitude of family      
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discourages scholar to complete research 

22 Research variables are not managed by 

scholar 

     

23 Family responsibilities hamper research 

activities 

     

24 Non-conducive domestic environment 

discourages scholar from research 

     

25 Lack of basic computer skills affect 

research  

     

26 Variations in dissertation pattern confuse 

scholar 

     

27 Lack of academic writing skill hinders 

research work 

     

28 Lack of knowledge of research tools 

hampers research  

     

29 Age factor of scholar affects research work      

30 Access to respondents causes delay in 

research work 

     

31 Lake of prior research experience creates 

hurdles in conducting research 

     

32  Lack of interest of respondents in filling 

questionnaires discourages researcher 

     

 Social  Barriers      

33 Research scholar feels isolation because of 

his/her engagement in research activities 

     

34 Continuous isolation from social activities      
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due to research leads to distress 

35 Distress causes lack of interest in research      

36 Working environment at job place affects 

the scholar’s research schedule 

     

37 Research scholar feels alienated among the 

research community in the department 

     

38 Lack of peer group academic experience 

affects the scholar’s understanding of 

research 

     

 

39 Scholar suffers from non-conducive 

research environment in the department  

     

40 Overall  social obligations of the researcher 

affect the research work 

     

 

 Administrative  Barriers       

41 Lengthy procedural requirements of 

research process affect research work 

     

42 Lack of research related activities (like 

seminars, workshops, presentations, etc) in 

the department  affect learning of research 

skills  

     

43 Non-cooperative attitude of university 

administration affects researcher’s 

motivation for research 

     

44 Non-provision of adequate research 

facilities in the institution disturb scholar’s 

research work 
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45 Professional rivalry among the faculty 

members deteriorate research activities of 

scholar 

     

46 Lack of access to official records during 

data collection causes delay in research 

     

47 Non-availability of e-library facility in the 

department affects research work 

     

48 Lack of regular availability of power for 

using the ICT facilities causes delay in 

conducting research 

     

49 Lack of accessibility of relevant literature 

for citation is a barrier in completing 

research work 

     

50 Lack of equipments in the laboratory delay 

research work                                                                     

     

 

Mention at least two barriers which are hindering research work at postgraduate level   

1  ……………………………………………………………………….  

 

 

2  ………………………………………………………………………. 
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                                              Appendix-F 

                                  List of Experts for Validation of Scale 

1.  Dr. Manzoor Hussain Shah, Chairman, Education Department, Hazara 

University, Mansehra 

2. Dr. Javed Iqbal , Assisstant Professor, Education Department, Hazara 

University, Mansehra  

3. Dr. Iqbal Majoka, Assistant Professor, Education Department, Hazara 

University, Mansehra  

4. Dr. Muhammad Ilyas , Assistant Professor, Education Department, Hazara 

University, Mansehra  

5. Dr. Habib Ilahi ,  Assistant Professor, Education Department, Hazara 

University, Mansehra  

6. Dr.Waheed Akbar, Assistant Professor, Education Department, Hazara 

University, Mansehra 

7. Dr.Asia,  , Assistant Professor, Education Department, Hazara University, 

Mansehra 

8. Dr. Abdur Rehman, Ex-Professor, Education Department, Gomal University, 

Dera Ismail Khan  

9. Dr. Allah Rakha Saghir, Professor, Education Department, Alkhair University, 

Azad Jamu and Kashmir  

10. Dr. Aslam Asghar, Professor, Education Department, Muhiuddin Islamic 

International University, Nairian Sharif, Azad Jammu and Kashmir  

11. Dr. Saeed Khan, Head of Education Department, University of Haripur  

12. Dr. Shaista Irshad Khan, Lecturer, Abdul Wali Khan University, Mardan 

13. Dr. Bakhtiyar Ahmad, Chairman, Chemistry Department, Hazara University 

14.  Dr. Gul Jan, Asstant Professor, Department of Botany, AWKUM 
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                                                   Appendix-G 

    LIST OF PUBLIC SECTOR UNIVERSITIES KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA 

 

 

   S.No       Name of university        City 

1 Abdul Wali Khan University Mardan 

2 Abbottabad University of Science and 

Technology 

Abbottabad 

      3 Bacha Khan University            Charsadda 

      4 Frontier Women University   Peshawer 

      5 Gomal University   Dera Ismail Khan 

6  Hazara University           Mansehra           

7 Institute of Management Sciences Peshawer 

8 Islamia College University          Peshawer 

9 Khyber Medical University Peshawer 

10 Khushal Khan Khan Khattak University Karak 

11 Kohat University of Science and Technology Kohat 

     12 Khyber Pakhtunkhwa University of Engineering. 

& Technology 

             Peshawer           

     13 Shaheed Benazir Bhutto University Sheringal, Dir 

     14 University of Malakand          Chakdara, Dir 

15 University of Peshawar Peshawer 

16 University of FATA Kohat 

17 University of Science & Technology Bannu 

18 University of Swat                Swat 

19 University of Swabi Swabi 

20 University of Haripur Haripur 

21 University of Science and Technology Nowshehra 

22 Women University, Mardan            Mardan 

23 Women University, Swabi Swabi 
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                                    Appendix-H 

 LIST OF PRIVATE SECTOR UNIVERSITIES KHYBER PAKHTUNKHWA 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   S.No       Name of university        City 

1 Abasyn University Peshawer 

2 CECOS University of Information Technology 

and Emerging Sciences 

Peshawer 

      3 City University of Science and Information 

Technology 

           Peshawer 

      4 Gandhara University   Peshawer 

      5 Ghulam Ishaq Khan Institute of Engineering 

Sciences & Technology 

  Topi, swabi 

6 Iqra National University              Peshawer 

7 Northern University Nowshehra 

8 Preston University             Kohat 

9 Qurtaba University of Science and Information 

Technology 

Peshawer 

10 Sarhad University of Science and Information 

Technology 

Peshawer 
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