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1. Background of Study

There has been a substantial increase in the number and proportion of postgraduate research
students in recent years worldwide, especially in Asian countries. Assuring the quality of
research supervision is of utmost important to higher degrees by research. There are several
approaches to evaluate research supervision, namely, reflection, interview, analysis of
outcomes of the research process, and using a questionnaire. The objective of this project is

to develop an instrument to evaluate Research Higher Degree (RHD) supervision.

The Hong Kong Institute of Education (HKIEd) recruited the first cohort of Research
Postgraduate (RPg) students in June 2010; a majority of them have entered their thesis stage.
There will be an increasing number of RPg students starting their research project ahead. In
regards to Doctor of Education (EdD) students who entered the programme after it was
launched in 2007, many of them are also in their thesis stage. Moreover, some Master of
Education (MEd) students have chosen the research project option as part of their programme.
It is therefore timely for the Institute to consider how research supervision and support will

be evaluated.

The primary purpose of this project is to adapt, and revise if necessary, the Student Research
Experience Questionnaire (SREQ) for use in HKIEd to evaluate the quality of research
supervision and research training support in the RPg and EdD pogrammes. The secondary
purpose is to translate SREQ into Chinese and perform a comprehensive validation of the
instrument using Item Response Theory models for use in universities in the Greater China

Region.

This project is in line with the strategic development of the Institute:

(a) Research supervision is a core part of teaching and learning in higher degrees by
research. The proposed project complements with various other projects currently being
undertaken in the Institute, e.g., a revision of the SET questionnaire.

(b) The results will have significant impact on quality assurance of research degrees, which
is consistent with the mission of developing research training in the Institute.

(c) The collaboration with colleagues in Taiwan and Mainland China is consistent with the

Institute’s strategic linkage with institutions in the Greater China Region.



2. Adaptation of SREQ and PREQ

The Student Research Experience Questionnaire (SREQ) has been widely used in the UK and
Australia for evaluating the quality of research supervision and one of the very few existing
instruments with robust psychometric properties. However, little is known about the

appropriateness and usefulness of SREQ in the Asian context.

The SREQ was developed from an existing questionnaire known as the Postgraduate

Research Experience Questionnaire (PREQ) which focuses on evaluating the supervision
experience of RHD graduates each year (Ainley, 2001; Marsh, Rowe & Martin 2002). One
major limitation of PREQ is that it only gathers RHD graduates’ supervision experience
where there are only relatively few numbers of graduates each year. To address such a
limitation, the SREQ was modified for use with currently enrolled students (Qinns et al.
2009). Since we would like both current and graduated research students to evaluate the
quality of research supervision, when developing our questionnaire for use at HKIEd, we
adapted and revised both the SREQ and PREQ.

The PREQ is a well-developed tool on evaluating the supervision experience of RHD
graduates for over twenty years and its validity and reliability have been established
(Graduate Careers Australia, 2007; Heath, 2002; Marsh, Rowe, and Martin, 2002). In recent
years, the SREQ which was adapted from PREQ has been widely used in the UK and
Australia. In previous studies (e.g. Ginns al et. 2009) in Australia, it has been revealed that
the SREQ has also obtained a certain level of validity and reliability: Construct validity (CFA:
chi-square=3883.31, df=486; TLI 0.98, CFI 0.98, RMSEA 0.056); Inter-rater reliability (The
intraclass correlation between different faculties and departments: Faculty ICC 0-0.08,
department ICC 0.01-0.11); and Internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha, point estimates of
reliability ranging from 0.85 to 0.93).

The SREQ is similar to PREQ in its research dimensions. The follow scales - Supervision,
Intellectual and Social Climate, Infrastructure and Generic Skill - are explored in both PREQ
and SREQ, however the Thesis examination and Goal Clarity Scales were dropped in the

SREQ. Some major differences between the instruments need to be noted:




Firstly, items on SREQ are written using the present rather than the past tense to reflect the

target sample of enrolled RHD students rather than graduates.

Secondly, the Thesis Examination Scale and Goal Clarity on PREQ was dropped in SREQ
since students by definition had not had their dissertations marked and were not at a stage to

evaluate overall goal clarity.

Thirdly, the Climate Scale was expanded by five items to assess aspects not covered by the
PREQ. The expanded items are as follows: 1. I feel that this department / school provides a
supportive working environment. 2. 1 feel that other postgraduate students in my department /
school are supportive. 3. I tend to feel isolated within this department / school. 4. Interaction
with other postgraduate students is actively encouraged in this department / school. 5. I feel

respected as a fellow researcher within my department / school.)

Fourthly, the Generic Skills Scale was expanded by four items. The expanded items are as
follows: 1. Doing my research has helped to develop my written communication skills. 2. As
a result of my research, I have developed the ability to work collaboratively with other
researchers. 3. Doing my research has helped to develop my oral communication skills. 4. As

a result of my research I have developed the ability to learn independently)

Fifthly, the Supervision Scale was expanded 1 item: 1. Overall, I am satisfied with the quality

of my supervision.

3. Summary of Project Activities

The project was divided into four phases. Phase one (July - October 2011), the preparation
stage, involved the hiring of a research assistant, literature review, application for ethics
approval, seeking of copyright permission to translate SREQ and forming an expert team to

translate the SREQ to Chinese.

Phase two (October 2011 — January 2012), the development stage, focused on translating and
revising the SREQ. The Chinese SREQ was translated by the expert team was sent out to two



bilingual teachers for review. Student and supervisor focus groups were conducted for

feedback on the usefulness and appropriates of SREQ for use at HKIEd.

Phase three (February 2012- March 2012), the data collection and analysis stage involved
collecting data from RPG, EdD and MEd students at HKIEd, and sorting and analysis of data.

Phase four (April 2012), the write up and dissemination stage involved preparing the final
report of this study, writing an academic paper for the Journal of Assessment and Evaluation

in Higher Education and organizing a research workshop.

Below is a summary of the activities at different phases of the research:

Phase 1
July 2011 — October 2011 »  Hiring research assistant
Preparation »  Continued literature review
»  Form “Expert Team” for the English to Chinese
translation
»  Seek permission / copyright to translate SREQ
»  Ethics clearance
Phase II
October 2011 — January 2012 | >  Initial translation of SREQ into Chinese by “Expert
Revision of SREQ and Team” (C-SREQ)
translation > Student and supervisor focus groups to consider
whether some items in SREQ need revision for
adaptation in HK
»  Revision and adaptation of SREQ
Phase I1I
February 2012- March 2012 > Collect data using “revised” SREQ in HK
Data collection and data »  Coding, data entry, ... etc
analysis »  Comprehensive data analysis using Item Response
Theory
Phase IV
April 2012 > Disseminate findings: Workshop on Research
Write up and dissemination of Supervision
findings »  Write manuscripts for submission to prestige journals
> Prepare a final project report to HKIEd




4. Research Design

4.1 Ethics Clearance and Copyright

Before we proceeded to the development of a revised version of the SREQ for use in HKIEd,
we sought for ethics approval from HKIEd Human Research Ethics Committee and copyright
permission from the original researchers who developed the SREQ to revise and use the
instrument at HKIEd. Ethics approval and copyright permission from Dr Paul Ginns were
both granted in October 2011. Upon approvals, focus groups were conducted with HKIEd’s
PhD (Doctor of Philosophy) and EdD (Doctor of Education) students and their supervisors to
solicit their views and feedback on the adaptation of SREQ in doctoral degree programme

evaluation.

4.2 Focus Groups

Two focus groups were conducted in with students and supervisors to discuss how suitable
the SREQ is in evaluating our doctoral degree supervision. The student and supervisor focus
groups were conducted in October and November 2011 respectively and lasted for around 1
hour. All participants were provided with an information sheet and were requested to fill in a

consent form.

For the student focus group, the participants were made up of two PhD and four EdD students.
We aimed to select participants in different higher degree programme and at different stages.
For the supervisor focus group, five participants, who were currently or have previously
supervised RHD students were recruited from the following academic units: Department of
Social Sciences, Department of Health and Physical Education, Centre for Religious and

Spirituality Education, Department of Eng, Department of Education Policy and Leadership.

During the focus groups, the interviewer went through every item on the original SREQ and
sought for comments from participants on the appropriateness and usefulness of each for use
at HKIEd. The interactions between participants and interviewer generated useful feedback
on items and gaps in the original SREQ. The comments from both focus groups were

recorded by the interviewer and a research assistant who was also present at the focus groups.



4.3 Revising the SREQ

Comments and feedback gathered from the student and supervisor focus groups were collated
for the revision of the SREQ. An external member who is an active researcher and not a part
of the main research team was recruited to provide objective feedback on the final version of
the revised SREQ.

In designing and adapting the questionnaire of use at HKIEd, the following main processes
were taken:

1) Some items from both the original SREQ and PREQ were used without changes

2) Some items were revised

3) Some new items added were added

The main focus of the questionnaire for use at HKIEd is on the evaluation of research
supervision and research experience during the research phase. As such, most of items were
taken from the original SREQ. However, as we also want to students who are ready to submit
their thesis or those who have submitted their thesis for examination to have a chance to
provide their evaluation on ‘Thesis Examination’ and ‘Goals and Expectations’, we therefore
included the original items under these two scales on the PREQ to be included in the revised
SREQ.

Revisions on some items were necessary so that they fit more appropriately for use at HKIEd.
For example, not all RRg or EdD research students are affiliated to a school or department,
some are affiliated to research centers. As such, the original item which was worded as such:

“I feel integrated into the department's/school's community” was revised to: “I feel integrated

into the academic unit 1 am affiliated with.”

Some new items were also added to the revised SREQ. For example, both participants from
student and supervisor focus groups felt that the library is an important part of any research
programmes and should be included in the questionnaire. As such, the items “The library
offers good resources on literature relevant to my research” and “The library offers good
research related training workshops and services relevant to my research” were added to the

revised questionnaire.




We designed three sets of questionnaire for students in the MEd, EdD and RPg programmes.
While the items on each of the revised SREQ are similar, it is necessary to have three sets as
some questions are only relevant to a specific group and not the others. For example, only
RPg students are given financial resources for research activities as such the item “There is
appropriate financial support for research activities” is not appropriate for assessment by
MEd and EdD students. Another example is that most MEd students are part-time and most
do not spend much time at the institute. Therefore, the items in the section ‘intellectual and
social climate’ are not included in the MEd questionnaire as they are not relevant for to this

group of students.

Compared to 33 items on the original SREQ and 28 items on the PREQ), in the revised SREQ
there are 47 items for PhD, 46 for EdD and 37 MEd programmes. The five dimensions of the
original SREQ: Supervision, Infrastructure and Services, Intellectual and Social Climate,
Generic Skills, Overall Satisfaction with Research Higher Degree Quality were adapted. In
addition, the dimensions of Goals and Expectations and Thesis Examination on the PREQ
were also adapted. Below are tables that detail all the items on the original SREQ, original
PREQ and revised SREQ for RPg, EdD and MEd programmes. Items are divided into the

stated seven dimensions and the bolded texts indicate revised and new items:



Supervision

1. Supervision is
available when I need
it.

1. Supervision was
available when I
needed it.

1. Supervision is
readily available.

1. Supervision is
readily available.

1. Supervision is readily
available.

5. My supervisor(s)
make(s) a real effort to
understand difficulties
I face.

7. My supervisor(s)
made a real effort to
understand difficulties
1 faced.

2. My supervisor
makes a real effort to
understand difficulties
I face.

2. My supervisor
makes a real effort to
understand difficulties
1 face.

2. My supervisor makes a
real effort to understand
difficulties I face.

13. My supervisor(s)
provide(s) me with
additional information
relevant to my topic.

13. My supervisor(s)
provided additional
information relevant to
my topic.

3. My supervisor
provides me with
information relevant to
my topic.

3. My supervisor
provides me with
information relevant to
my topic.

3. My supervisor provides
me with information
relevant to my topic.

18. 1 am given good
guidance in topic
selection and
refinement.

17. 1 was given good
guidance in topic
selection and
refinement.

4.1 am given clear
guidance in topic
selection and
refinement.

4.1 am given clear
guidance in topic
selection and
refinement.

4.1 am given clear
guidance in topic selection
and refinement.

22. My supervisor(s)
provide(s) helpful
feedback on my
progress.

21. My supervisor(s)
provided helpful
feedback on my
progress.

5. My supervisor
provides helpful
feedback on my
progress.

5. My supervisor
provides helpful
feedback on my
progress.

5. My supervisor provides
helpful feedback on my
progress.

26. I have received
good guidance in my
literature search.

24. I received good
guidance in my
literature search.

6. I am given clear
guidance in my
literature review.

6.1 am given clear
guidance in my
literature review.

6.1 am given clear
guidance in my literature
review.

7. My supervisor
provides me with
good emotional
support.

7. My supervisor
provides me with
good emotional
support.

7. My supervisor provides
me with good emotional
support.

8.1 am given helpful
feedback on my
written work.

8. I am given helpful
feedback on my
written work.

8.1 am given helpful
feedback on my written
work.

9.1 am given clear
guidance in my
research design.

9.1 am given clear
guidance in my
research design.

9.1 am given clear
guidance in my research
design.

10. My supervisor is
sensitive to
intercultural
differences.

10. My supervisor is
sensitive to
intercultural
differences.

10. My supervisor is
sensitive to intercultural
differences.

36. Overall, ] am
satisfied with the
quality of my
supervision.

11. Overall, I am_
satisfied with the
quality of my
supervision.

11. Overall, I am
satisfied with the
quality of my
supervision.

11. Overall, I am satisfied
with the quality of my
supervision.




Infrastructure

2. T have access to a

3.1 had agcess toa

12. T have access to a

112. T have access to a

12. I have access to a

=

suitable working suitable working suitable working suitable working suitable working space.

space. space. space. space.

6. I have good access |8. I had good access to |13. I have good access |13. I have good access

to the technical support|the technical support I |to the technical support|to the technical support 13. Ihavs? good access to
the technical support I need.

Ineed. needed. Ineed. Ineed.

10. T have accessto a
common room or a
similar type of meeting
place.

14. I have access to a
COMMOon room or a
similar type of meeting
place.

14. I have access to a
COMIMON room or a
similar type of meeting
place.

14. 1 have accessto a
conunon room or a similar
type of meeting place.

12. T am able to
organize good access
to necessary
equipment.

12. I was able to
organize good access
to necessary
equipment.

15. I have good access
to necessary
equipment.

15. I have good access
to necessary
equipment.

15. T have good access to
necessary equipment.

19. I have good access
to computing facilities
and services.

18. I had good access
to computing facilities
and services.

16. I have good access
to computing facilities
and services.

16. T have good access
to computing facilities
and services.

16. I have good access to
computing facilities and
services.

28. There is
appropriate financial
support for research
activities.

27. There was
appropriate financial
support for research
activities.

19. There is
appropriate financial
support for research
activities.

17. The library offers
good resources on
literature relevant to
my research.

17. The library offers
good resources on
literature relevant to
my research.

17. The library offers
good resources on
literature relevant to my
research.

18. The library offers
good research related
training workshops
and

services relevant to
my research.

18. The library offers
good research related
training workshops
and

services relevant to
my research.

18. The library offers
good research related
training workshops and
services relevant fto my
research.

20. The institute
provides me with
access to quality
student
accommodation.

19. The institute
provides me with
access to quality
student
accommodation.

19. The institute provides
me with access to quality
student

accommodation.

35. Overall, I am
satisfied with the
quality of the services
and facilities.

21. Overall, I am
satisfied with the
quality of the services
and

facilities.

20. Overall, I am
satisfied with the
quality of the services
and

facilities.

21. Overall, I am satisfied
with the quality of the
services and

facilities.

20. The institute as a
whole provides research
seminars for postgraduate
studies.
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Intellectual

3. The
department/school
provides opportunities
for social contact with
other postgraduate
students.

5. The department
provided opportunities
for social contact with
other postgraduate
students.

22. My affiliated
academic unit provides
opportunities for social
contact with other
postgraduate students.

21. My affiliated
academic unit provides
opportunities for social
contact with other
postgraduate students.

8. I feel integrated into
the

9. I was integrated into
the department’s

23.1 feel integrated into
the community of the

22.1 feel integrated into
the community of the

for me to become
involved in the broader
research culture.

for me to become
involved in the broader
research culture.

become involved in the
broader research
culture.

department's/school's communit academic unit thatI  |academic unit that I
community. ¥ am affiliated with. am affiliated with.

15. The 16. The department 24. My affiliated 23. My affiliated
department/school rc;vi ded opportunitics academic unit provides |{academic unit provides
provides opportunities P PP opportunities for me to |opportunities for me to

become involved in the
broader research
culture.

16. 1 feel that other
postgraduate students in
my department/school
are supportive.

25. 1 feel that other
postgraduate students in
my affiliated academic
unit are supportive.

24.] feel that other
postgraduate students in
my affiliated academic
unit are supportive.

20. I tend to feel
isolated within this
department/school.
(reversed)

26. 1 tend to feel
isolated within my
affiliated academic
unit.

25. Ttend to feel
isolated within my
affiliated academic
unit.

23 Interaction with
other postgraduate
students is actively
encouraged in this
department/school.

27. Interaction with
other postgraduate
students is actively
encouraged in my
affiliated academic
unit.

26. Interaction with
other postgraduate
students is actively
encouraged in my
affiliated academic
unit.

24. A good seminar
programme for
postgraduate students is
provided.

22. A good seminar
program for
postgraduate students
was provided .

33. The institute as a
whole provides
research seminars for
postgraduate studies.

30. The institute as a
whole provides
research seminars for
postgraduate studies.

25. The research
ambience in the
department/school or
faculty stimulates my
work.

23. The research
ambience in the
department or faculty
stimulated my work .

28. The research
ambience in my
affiliated academic
unit stimulates

my work.

27. The research
ambience in my
affiliated academic
unit stimulates

ny work.

29.1 feel that this
department/school
provides a supportive
working environment.

29.1 feel that my
affiliated academic
unit provides a
supportive

working environment.

28. 1 feel that my
affiliated academic
unit provides a
supportive

working environment.

31.1 feel respected as a
fellow researcher within
my department/school.

30. I feel respected as a
fellow researcher within
my affiliated

academic umnit.

29.1 feel respected as a
fellow researcher within
my affiliated

academic unit.

11




Generic Skills

4. My research has
further developed my
problem-solving skills.

6. My research further
developed my
problem-solving skills.

32. My research
training has further
developed my
problem-solving
skills.

31. My research
training has further
developed my
problem-solving
skills.

22. My research training
has further developed my
problem-solving

skills.

7. Doing my research
has helped to develop
my written

communication skills.

20. Doing my research
helped me to develop
my ability to plan my
own work.

33. Doing my research
has helped to develop
my written
communication skills.

32. Doing my research
has helped to develop
my written
communication skills.

23. Doing my research has
helped to develop my
written

communication skills.

9. Ihave learned to
develop my ideas and
present them in my
written work.

10. I Jearned to
develop my ideas and
present them in my
written work.

34. 1 have Jeamed to
develop my ideas and
present them in my
written work.

33. I have learned to
develop my ideas and
present them in my
written work.

24. T have learned to
develop my ideas and
present them in my
written work.

14. My research has

14. My research

38. My research

37. My research

28. My research training

sharpened my sharpened my training has sharpened training has-sharpened |has sharpened my analytical
analytical skills. analytical skills. my analytical skills. |my analytical skills.  [skills.
21. Doing my research 33. Doing my research [34. Doing my research {25. Doing my research has
has developed my has developed my has developed my developed my ability to
ability to plan my own ability to plan my own |ability to plan my own |plan my own
p P p P
work. work. work. work.
27. As aresult of my [26. Asaresult of my |39. Asaresult of my |[38. As aresult of my 5
i .. g 9 As aresult of my
research I feel research, I feel research training I feel |research training I feel L.
research training I feel
confident about confident about confident about confident about .
. - i - . . confident about tackling
tackling unfamiliar tackling unfamiliar tackling tackling unfamiliar problems
problems. problems. unfamiliar problems. |unfamiliar problems. P ’

30. As aresult of my
research [ have
developed the ability
to learn independently.

40. As aresult of my
research training I
have developed the
ability to

learn independently.

39. As aresult of my
research training I
have developed the
ability to

learn independently.

30. As aresult of my
research training I have
developed the ability to
learn independently.

36. My research
training has
developed my critical
and reflective

35. My research
training has
developed my critical
and reflective

26. My research training
has developed my critical
and reflective

thinking skills.

thinking skills. thinking skills.

37. My research 36. My research

training has training has 27. My research training
developed my developed my has developed my decision
decision making decision making making skills.

skills. skills.

41.As a result of my [40.As a result of my

research training, my
awareness on
research

ethics has increased.

research training, my
awareness on
research

ethics has increased.

31.As a result of my
research training, my
awareness on research
ethics has increased.

12



Overall satisfaction

28. Overall. T am
satisfied with the
quality of my RHD
experience.

37. Overall. I am
satisfied with the
quality of my RHD
experience.

42. Overall, I am
satisfied with the
quality of my research
higher

degree experience.

41. Overall, I am
satisfied with the
quality of my research
higher

degree experience.

32. Overall, I am satisfied
with the quality of my
research higher

degree experience.

Goals and
Expectations

4.1 developed an
understanding of the
standard of work
expected.

43. 1 developed an
understanding of the
standard of work
expected.

42. 1 developed an
understanding of the

standard of work
expected.

understanding of the
standard of work
expected.

11. T understood the
required standard for
the thesis.

44. I understood the
required standard for
the thesis.

43. T understood the
required standard for
the thesis.

34. T understood the
required standard for the
thesis.

19. 1 was satisfied with
the thesis examination
process.

Thesis examination

2. The thesis
examination process
was fair.

45. I was satisfied with

4y

the thesis examination
process.

44. 1 was satisfied with
the thesis examination
process.

35. 1 was satisfied with the
thesis examination
process.

11. Tunderstood the
requirements of thesis
examination.

46. Tunderstood the
requirements of thesis
examination.

45. T understood the
requirements of thesis
examination.

36. I understood the
requirements of thesis
examination.

19. The examination of
my thesis was
completed in a
reasonable time.

47. The examination of
my thesis was
completed in a
reasonable

time.

46. The examination of
my thesis was
completed in a
reasonable

time.

37. The examination of
my thesis was completed
in a reasonable

time.
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4.4 Data Collection

In February 2012, RHD students were requested to complete the revised SREQ. An online
survey was sent out to all RPG, EdD and MEd students at HKIEd in February 2012. All
selected students have entered the research stage of their respective programme. Students
were given around two weeks to complete the online form. At the end of the date, 28 RPG,

20 EdD and 4 MEd students filled out the survey.

30

MEd

EdD |20 38.5 385 385

4 7.7 7.7 46.2

28

100
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5. Results and Discussion

Regarding to the overall satisfaction of supervision quality, 57% students were strongly
agreed with the statement “Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of my supervision.” 28.8%
agree; 7.7% neutral; 1.9% were on disagree, strongly disagree, and missing. Generally, we

can assume that the students were satisfied with the quality of their supervision.

Overall, | am satisfied with the quality of my supervision.

3

Frequency

Agree Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree Strongly
Disagree

Overall, | am satisfied with the quality of my supervision.

‘Optio dercent 1y
Missing 1 1.9 1.9 1.9
Agree 15 28.8 28.8 30.8
Disagree 1 1.9 1.9 32.7
Neutral 4 7.7 7.7 40.4
Strongly Agree 30 57.7 57.7 98.1
Strongly Disagree | 1 1.9 1.9 100

15




On the other hand, for services and facilities, the trend was similar; most of them (59.6%)

were agreed that they are satisfied with the quality of the services and facilities.

Overall, | am satisfied with the quality of the services and facilities.

T

Frequency

Agree Disagree Neutral Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree
Overall, | am satisfied with the quality of the services and facilities.

Agree 31 59.6 59.6 59.6
Disagree 3 5.8 5.8 65.4
Neutral 8 154 154 80.8
Strongly Agree 9 17.3 17.3 98.1
Strongly Disagree | 1 100
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The revised SREQ

Rasch analysis was applied for assess the general quality of the revised scale. According to
the person-item map, the item mean was far below the person mean, and the effective range
of the scale only covered half of the samples, which means no item in this scale can properly
distinguish those in high score zone. We may consider to include more critical items for the

scale, in order to appropriately separate those high score students.
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The most difficult item was item 19 (“There is appropriate financial support for research
activities.”), with 1.15 logits; the easiest item was item 11 (“Overall, I am satisfied with the
quality of my supervision.”), with -0.91 logits. The infit/outfit of item 1 (“Supervision is
readily available.”), item 19 (“There is appropriate financial support for research activities.”),
item 12 (“I have access to a suitable working space.”), item 26 (“I tend to feel isolated within
this affiliated academic unit.”), item 20 (“The institute provides me with access to quality
student accommodation.”), item 40 (“As a result of my research training I feel confident
about tackling unfamiliar problems.”), item 31 (“The institute as a whole provides research
seminars for postgraduate studies.”), and item 28 (“The research ambience in the affiliated
academic unit stimulates my work.”) were all out of the acceptable range, 0.5-1.5, those items

maybe poorly defined, and need further investigation on its actual content.
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ITEM STATISIICS: MEASURE CRDER

ENTRY TOTAL TOTAL MODEL INFTT OUTFIT | FT-BEASURE JEXALT MATCH
HIMBER SCORE COUNT WMEASURE 5.8 JMNSh Z § ZETOICORR. EXP.| OBSE i ITEM G
g I58 51 W51 28 12 ~L.4; B .8 BOLO HE R
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7 262 5L -3 2F . -31.79 2.7y .78 .7B] €8.% N
5 B3 58 17 24 .35 2,40 .55 -1y .85 .74 7.7 05 0
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£ 243 82 -3 280 .68 -1.3] .70 -L.4)] 8% .82 78.3 S4B g0d 0
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REAN 2357 &Ll 00 28100 - 311,08 -3 73.0 66.9
5.0, 39 i1 +33 JEGH 2.2 .88 24 8.5 2.3

The most difficult item was item 9 (“I am given clear guidance in my research design.”), with
0.51 logits; the easiest item was item 2 (“My supervisor makes a real effort to understand
difficulties I face.”), with -0.41 logits. The infit/outfit of item 10 (“My supervisor is sensitive
to intercultural differences.”), item 7 (“My supervisor provides me with good emotional
support.”), item 3 (“My supervisor provides me with information relevant to my topic.”),
item 1 (“Supervision is readily available.”), item 11 (“Overall, I am satisfied with the quality
of my supervision.”), and item 2 (“My supervisor makes a real effort to understand

difficulties I face.”) were all out of the acceptable range, 0.5-1.5.
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ITEM BTATISTICS:

MEASURE CRDER
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736 61 -.08 22116 1.0/L17 .3} .73 .76| 86.7 9.8/ Qi © |
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MEAN 2124 55.8 .00 .22[1.02 1L [ 61,2 58
s.0. 28 105 .83 .03 .30 1.7 14,6 5.7

The most difficult item was item 8 (“T am given helpful feedback on my written work.”), with
1.30 logits; the easiest item was item 10 (“My supervisor is sensitive to intercultural

differences.”), with -0.53 logits. The infit/outfit of item 9 (“I am given clear guidance in my

research design.”) was out of the acceptable range, 0.5-1.5.
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6. Implications of the Survey/ Recommendations

The implications of the survey/project are:

(a) Results of the project have made an impact on the quality of research supervision at
HKIEd, and possibly the SREQ will be used routinely in the annual progress review in
the RPg and EdD programmes.

(b) As a consequence, we anticipate that this will make an impact on the research training
experienced by our research students.

(¢) We can potentially make a big impact on assessing the quality of research supervision in
universities in Chinese speaking communities through the development of the Chinese
version of SREQ.

(d) Data were collected in Taiwan and Mainland China; which means we can perform a
comparison between the three places, which could shed some light on the commonality
and specificity of research training in these three places, which in turn could lead to an

enhancement in research supervision.
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7. Dissemination of Project Information
Because of the nature of the project, the dissemination of project information is related to the

outputs, as explained below.

(a) In May 2012, a Sharing Forum on the use of SREQ and research supervision and
support was held by the Graduate School (GS); 45 students and their supervisors
attended the Forum. This is useful for both students and supervisors to have a clearer
understanding of the expectations of research supervision as well as how the quality of
the supervision and research training services provided are evaluated (partly because
there are some other forms of assessment).

(b) In the annual progress review of students in the RPg and EdD programmes, the (HKIEd
version of) SREQ will be used as one of the instruments for the evaluation of the quality
of research supervision. This is essential and critical in the development and manage-
ment of doctoral degrees at HKIEd.

(c) Since a Chinese version of SREQ was developed, our collaborators in Mainland China
and Taiwan were encouraged to use the instrument for the designated purpose. Now we
have received 228 filled questionnaires from Kaohsiung Medical University and 152
from Shantou University Medical College. A comparison (between universities in the
three places) will be made and presented to universities and conferences in Taiwan and

the Mainland.
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Appendix I: Student Research Experience Questionnaire

Student Research Experience Questionnaire (SREQ)

PART 1
The first part of the survey asks about your opinion of your research degree experience this year. To answer, please circle the number
besrdes each statement that most accurately represents the extent to which you agree or disagree with the statement.
, , Strongly Drsagre Neutral  Agt
Drsagree .

18  The h‘brary offers good research related training workshops and 1 2 3 4 5
services relevant to

20 The 1nst1tute provrdes me with access to quahty student B 1 | 2 - 3 o 4 5
accommodatron ( If non-applicable, please tick here D )

24 Myr afﬁlrated academic unrt provrdes opportunrtres for me to R 2 3 4 5
become involved in the broader research‘culture o

Interactron wrth other postgrad te
. encouraged in my affiliated academic i G =
28  The research ambience in the affiliated academic unit stimulates 1 2 3 4

i g € t : i =
30 I feel respected as a fellow researcher wrthrn my afﬁhated 1 2 3 4 5
academlc umt

: ostgraduete studles
Overall, I am satisfied wrth the mtellectual

_of the institute.
" GenericSkills . -
33 My research trarnrng has further dev 1 2 3 4 5
skrlls
345
35  Ihave learned to develop my ideas and present them in rny 1 2 3 4 5
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My researc tféining has deve obé my critical an reflective
~ thinking skills.

PART 2
The second part of the survey (question 43-47) only applies to candidates who are ready to submit or those who have
submitted their thesis for examination

Thank you for completing this survey
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Appendix II: Student Research Experience Questionnaire (Traditional Chinese version)
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Appendix III: Student Research Experience Questionnaire (Simplified Chinese version)
TRIESER %

B MBS EO BRI T ROEREHIIERENSE . Eﬂ@FE@&LéE’Jﬁ%U\%ﬁ{HH’Jﬁ R

Ax$ﬁmgx  _

RS XA 1

30



