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Abstract 

This study employed a survey research design, using both qualitative and quantitative methods to examine undergraduate 
students’ perceptions of research by major, location, and classification.  Our intention regards how to increase support and 
provide research access to all undergraduate students, specifically preservice teachers.  The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed 
statistically significant differences in research opportunities across undergraduate majors. Consistent with the literature, 
education majors lagged behind other majors pertaining to research access, regardless of location and classification.  Based on 
the analysis of qualitative data and 67% feedback from education majors, we recommend that teacher education programs 
explore different undergraduate research models, consider embedding research into the curriculum, and increase faculty 
mentorship.     
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preading like a brush fire, universities continue 
to develop undergraduate students’ inquiry and 
research skills.  The past decade has witnessed 

this transformation of undergraduate research experiences. 
Since the National Survey of Student Engagement (Bauer 
& Bennett, 2003) identified undergraduate research as an 
educational practice that strongly influences student 
success, over 900 universities support the Council on 
Undergraduate Research (CUR), a national organization 
established in 1978, for the sole purpose of promoting 
research in undergraduate education (Yu & Yu-Min, 2017).  
The Council on Undergraduate Research (2016) defines 
research as “an inquiry or investigation conducted by an 
undergraduate student that makes an original intellectual or 
creative contribution to the discipline” (p. 8).  Similarly, a 
cultivating body of literature supports the benefits and 
gains of engaging undergraduate students in research such 
as strengthening their independence and the quality of 
students’ inquiry processes, problem-solving, and 
communication skills (Bauer &Bennett, 2003; Girves et al., 
2005; Kuh, 2008).  In a study sponsored by the National 
Science Foundation, approximately 4500 participating 
undergraduate students reported an increase of 
understanding, resilience, confidence in conducting 
research, felt inspired to pursue graduate school programs 
(Ishiyama, 2002).  Furthermore, first-generation and 
traditionally underrepresented minority students seem to 

benefit the most from consistent participation in 
undergraduate research (Horsch et al., 2012; Ishiyama, 
2002; Kaul & Pratt, 2010; Nagda et al., 1998; Schneider et 
al., 2016; Stanford et al., 2015).  

As a result of applying effective strategies and diverse 
approaches, teachers act as agents of change, becoming 
leaders in education, continually receptive to growth, 
inquiry, and research.  Infusion of academic experiences 
into undergraduate teacher education courses is an avenue 
to supporting inquiry and research skills (Szecsi et al., 
2019).  Despite the national attention and multiple benefits 
that research offers, “the research experience for 
undergraduate students in education is less prevalent than 
that offered in undergraduate study in other disciplines such 
as math, biology, and chemistry” (Manak & Young, 2014, 
p. 35).  Our focus in the current study regards how to 
increase support and provide research access to all 
undergraduate students, specifically preservice teachers.  
Using qualitative and quantitative measures, we employed 
survey data and explored two major questions to determine 
undergraduate students’ basic knowledge and experience of 
research:  
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1) What were variations in the participants’ 
knowledge and experience towards undergraduate 
research by hometown location, major, and 
classification?   

2) How might the university strengthen support of 
undergraduate research to provide access to all 
students?  

Context 

This study occurred at a small university in east Texas 
with an enrollment of approximately 13,000.  Over half of 
the undergraduate students represent first-generation to 
attend college.  Business, Education, Fine Arts, Forestry 
and Agriculture, Liberal Arts, Science, and Math make up 
the six colleges that involve students through a number of 
departments. Approximately 11,623 of the students 
represent undergraduates, and 1,639 represent graduate and 
postgraduate.  Student demographics comprise African 
American (18.5%), Latinos (13.2%), White (61.8%), and 
other (6.5%). The College of Education offers a doctorate 
degree in Educational Leadership and Human Services, and 
the College of Forestry and Agriculture offers a doctorate 
degree.  

Review of Literature 

According to Manak and Young (2014), preservice 
teachers receive limited exposure to research compared to 
other disciplines.  Experts have documented benefits 
preservice teachers receive, such as refinement of teaching 
skills, an appreciation for research, and an increased 
understanding of the relationship between theory and 
practice (Lassonde, 2008; Manak & Young, 2014).  
Considering the need to increase research access to 
education majors, the current literature review summarizes 
four studies regarding successful approaches to offering 
research access to teacher candidates.  Multhaup et al. 
(2010) described three different undergraduate research 
models:  

“(a) the traditional model, in which an undergraduate 
joined a professor’s ongoing research project; (b) the 
consultant model, in which an undergraduate 
conducted a largely independent project with a 
professor’s guidance; and (c) the joint-creation model, 
in which a student and the professor launched a new 
project together” (Multhaup et al., 2010, p. 21).  

An illustration of the “consultant undergraduate 
research model” is evident in Trent’s (2010) study in which 
he applied qualitative research that explored the 
experiences of a group of teacher candidates in Hong Kong.   
Participating English Language preservice teachers 
engaged with an action research project as part of their 
undergraduate teacher training program.  Trent (2010) 

examined how participation in an action research project 
influenced their experiences of becoming teachers.  The 
teacher candidates investigated a classroom-based issue 
through an action research project that enhanced their 
ability to develop attitudes and skills needed for 
development as teacher researchers in schools.  Prior to 
beginning data collection, teacher candidates attended a 
series of lectures and seminars related to various aspects of 
research methods, such as selecting a research topic and 
constructing research questions, as well as an introduction 
to different methods of data collection and analysis (Trent, 
2010).  Data were collected from teacher candidates 
through 35 to 50-minute audio-taped interviews.  Findings 
indicated that as teacher researchers, the trainee teachers 
challenged previously held perceptions about their 
engagement in teaching, their views of teachers and 
teaching, as well as their alignment with some aspects of 
contemporary educational discourse.  For instance, teacher 
candidates expressed concern that some teacher education 
programs promote unitary views of teaching and learning.  
Trent concluded that action research could be an effective 
tool for student teachers to recognize, accept, and address 
diverse student needs. 

Similar to Trent (2010), Culp and Urtel (2013) 
introduced physical education students to undergraduate 
research (UGR) by also implementing the consultant model 
at Indiana University Purdue University Indianapolis 
(IUPUI).  However, Culp and Urtel mentored preservice 
teachers with a project beyond course work.  Culp and 
Urtel credit successful undergraduate research to a reward 
system and the infrastructure.  The physical education 
teacher education faculty (PETE) who mentor 
undergraduate students in research submit this endeavor to 
their tenure, promotion, and merit pay consideration 
portfolios.  Inquiry and research represent characteristics of 
STEM-based research (Culp & Urtel, 2013); therefore, 
PETE faculty tied kinesiology undergraduate research to 
this quality to help secure grant funding.  One of the unique 
aspects of the campus wide UGR program is an initiative 
referred to as RISE which started in 2009 at IUPU.  RISE 
stands for research, international study, service learning, 
and experiential learning.  Following the completion of at 
least two of the four possible types of experiences, this 
achievement is recognized with a documentation on the 
students’ transcript.  

Through a curriculum embedded and consultant model, 
Manak and Young (2014) outlined barriers, solutions, and 
examples of how teacher education programs can 
successfully engage preservice teachers in research.  A 
collective set of barriers faculty and student barriers 
involve lack of time by faculty members across the United 
States due to their course load.  In addition to teaching full 
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loads of classes, education faculty members assist with pre-
practicum experiences, supervise student teachers, and 
serve on numerous university accreditation committees.  
Preservice teachers complain of high demands from 
methods courses and field experiences, leaving no time for 
research.  “Students add that many of them spend much of 
their free time working and/or volunteering with children in 
their communities to bolster their teaching experience…” 
(Manak & Young, 2014, p. 36).  

At Bridgewater State University, students engage in 
research in the Introduction to Education course.  The 40-
hour classroom observation requirement relates to research.  
Preservice teachers select a topic of interest, conduct a 
literature review of recent research, and formulate 
questions based on the literature.  They are required to 
observe three different grade levels to provide answers to 
their questions.  Through collaboration in class, the 
professor guides candidates in refining interview questions, 
and techniques for interviewing administrators, teachers 
and parents.   

Furthermore, during the semester, the professor leads 
preservice teachers in writing an abstract and preparing a 
research poster presentation to share findings and 
conclusions at the university’s research forum, as well as at 
the National Conferences on Undergraduate Research 
(NCUR).  Comments from preservice teachers’ about the 
impact after conducting research as freshmen and 
sophomores include:  “(1) great hands-on learning 
experiences, (2) gave me new and innovative aspects of 
education, (3) helped me see the big picture of education, 
and (4) plans to continue research with their own 
classrooms” (Manak & Young, 2014, pp. 37-38).  While 
some teacher education programs increase research 
opportunities for education majors, Manak and Young 
(2014) suggested that teacher preparation professors 
continue to publish and present successful practices in 
undergraduate research to propagate the notion that inquiry 
and research enhance the discipline of education.  

Contrary to the consultant approach of exposing 
preservice teachers to inquiry and research, Myers et al. 
(2018) employed a traditional model in which a student 
serves as an assistant to a faculty member.  For instance, 
the faculty member illustrates effective research methods 
by assigning the student parts of the research study that 
supports the bigger picture, such as data analysis.  Using a 
case study design, Myers et al. (2018) analyzed a research 
collaboration between teacher education faculty and 
preservice teachers, employing the undergraduate-faculty 
model.  Data collection involved observations, written and 
oral reflections, and field notes from three preservice 
teachers and five faculty members.  Investigators sought to 
examine the perceptions of faculty and preservice teachers 

regarding research as they engaged in a summer data 
analysis workshop.  

Using the Nvivo software, data revealed that 
participants identified both opportunities and obstacles they 
perceived that were associated with conducting an 
empirical study.  The faculty involved in this study 
recognized that the study extended opportunities for 
technology support, honest conversations, and thoughtful 
collaboration.  Preservice teachers were optimistic about 
the opportunity to experience and understand the research 
process.  Additionally, preservice teachers appreciated 
opportunities to make new relationships and engage in 
professional learning alongside faculty members.  
Obstacles perceived by faculty entailed burdensome 
paperwork, the lack of basic research methodology 
training, and the lack of academic writing exposure on the 
part of the preservice teachers.  The preservice teachers 
encountered roadblocks such as transportation and lack of 
background information about their role in the project prior 
to the project start.  Based on this initial attempt at 
incorporating undergraduate research into the teacher 
education program, Myers et al. (2018) suggest that 
mentoring preservice teachers during a summer research 
project and investigating perceptions of the participants are 
avenues that teacher education programs can use to further 
support preservice teachers’ inquiry and research skills.  
Also, the undergraduate-faculty model has the potential to 
develop preservice teachers who approach teaching with a 
researcher's mindset making data-driven instructional 
decisions.  

Methodology 

This study adopted the survey research design, using 
both qualitative and quantitative measures to examine 
undergraduate students’ basic knowledge and perceptions 
of research to answer two major questions:  

1) What were variations in the participants’ 
knowledge and experience towards undergraduate 
research by hometown location, major, and 
classification?   

2) How might the university strengthen support of 
undergraduate research to provide access to all 
students?   

Investigators employed a combination of convenient and 
snowball sampling.  Data were conveniently collected 
during the third week of the semester from sophomores 
through their initial reading methods course for elementary 
education majors.  To obtain credit for an honors contract, 
participating sophomores completed the survey and then 
shared survey information with students across the 
university using their core subject classes and student 
organizations.  
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Data Collection and Analyses 

Quantitative data were collected using the 6-point 
Likert scale responses.  Reliability was measured using 
Cronbach’s alpha, and the Kruskal-Wallis test 
disaggregated responses to each item.  Qualitative data 
were collected from open-ended questions 20-22, and 
cogenerative dialoguing was incorporated (Tobin & Roth, 
2005), which involved the researchers analyzing the data 
together.  During the data analysis, the researchers 
considered each sentence and continuously prompted 
themselves.  When similar comments repeatedly appeared 
from the data, we created categories that supported 
overarching themes (Strauss, 1987).  Throughout the 
process, the researchers established trustworthiness by 
consistent dialoguing about each investigator’s perception 
of the data.  According to Tobin and Roth (2005), “The 
power of cogenerative dialoguing lies in the fact that all 
investigators refer to the same set of events and that the 
views and understandings of all participants are valued; 
thus, understandings and explanations are cogenerated” (p. 
315).      

Development of the Survey  

The Undergraduate Research Survey was influenced by 
Bruce Frey’s (2015) nine characteristics of good survey 
questions.  Frey recommends “using simple wording and 
appropriate vocabulary.  Avoid including multiple ideas in 
a question or statement” (p. 179). Accordingly, content 
validity was enhanced through meetings with faculty across 
the campus to collaborate regarding participants’ responses 
to a pilot study of the survey.  The director of the school of 
honors, undergraduate research campus coordinators, and 
faculty from the English and Elementary Education 
Departments provided feedback on the revised survey.  A 
total of 663 undergraduate students responded to the pilot 
study, which consisted of 12 items through a combination 
of convenient and snowball sampling.  Cronbach’s alpha(α) 
was measured, and results yielded a reliability score of 
Cronbach’s α = .59.  Descriptive statistics revealed that 
75.1% of participants agreed or strongly agreed that the 
statements in the survey were clear and easy to understand.  
Participants indicated through written comments that the 
Likert scale needed to add the choice, “Neither Agree nor 
Disagree.”  Further, participants suggested that the 
questions needed more specificity and a definition of 
research.  The brief survey collected demographical data 
through items 1-3 Items 4-8 entailed research-related 
experiences through a 5-point Likert scale (strongly 
disagree, disagree, not sure, agree, and strongly agree).  
Items 9 and 12 related to the clarity of the survey questions, 
and items 10 and 11 involved written qualitative responses 
regarding students’ reasons for engagement in research.     

Based on responses from the pilot study and 
collaboration with undergraduate research experts from 
various departments, the survey was revised to include the 
Council on Undergraduate Research’s definition and 
additional statements to gain information about empirical 
research and faculty mentorship.  These revisions increased 
the size of the survey from 12 to 23 items.  With 
Institutional Review Board approval, the revised survey 
was dispersed across the university through a combination 
of convenient and snowball sampling strategies, and 237 
undergraduate students responded Cronbach’s α = .758, 
which indicates good reliability of the Likert-scale 
questions in the revised survey.  Items 1-5 and 23 collected 
additional demographical data such as grade point average.  
Items 6-19 solicited information regarding participants’ 
research experiences in high school and college.  Further, 
the revised instrument petitioned information about faculty 
mentors through a 6-point Likert scale (strongly agree, 
agree, disagree, strongly disagree, neither agree nor 
disagree, and not sure).  Participants were required to 
provide written responses to Items 20-22, which solicited 
additional information about faculty mentors and their 
research interests.  

Discussion of Quantitative Measures  

The Kruskal-Wallis test compared the differences in 
the research knowledge and experience among different 
groups of students, which provided answers to Question 1: 
What were variations in the participants’ knowledge and 
experience towards undergraduate research by hometown 
location, major, and classification?  Tables 1-3 illustrate 
responses for statements regarding undergraduate research 
experience.  The majority of the participants strongly 
agreed or agreed to the statements listed.  

Location 

For city locations, descriptive statistics showed that 
participants were mostly from Suburban (38%), Rural 
(30.4%), and Urban (23.6%) areas, with 5.5% of them from 
other locations.  The Kruskal-Wallis test showed there was 
a significant difference in this statement “Prior to launching 
a research study, an investigator should gain approval from 
the organization’s institutional review board” among 
different city locations the participant grown up, with 
H=8.485 (3, N=225), p=.037 and this difference was 
especially significant between the choices of suburban and 
other.  Among students who have conducted research in 
college, there was a significant difference in this statement 
“Prior to launching a research study, an investigator should 
gain approval from the organization’s institutional review 
board” among different city locations the participant grown 
up, with H=8.177 (3, N=186), p=.042 and this difference 
was especially significant between the choices of suburban 
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and other.  One variation by city location was that 
participants from suburban areas strongly agreed, whereas 
participants from other locations agreed.  Research studies 
in the area of location were unavailable.  Therefore, our 
findings indicate that participants from suburban and other 
area high schools may have been exposed to research.  
Nonetheless, participants from rural and urban areas may 
lack research experiences. 

Majors 

For students who were enrolled in different majors, 
descriptive statistic showed most students were Education 
related majors (67.9%), followed with Science and 
Mathematics related majors (9.3%), and Liberal, Applied 
Arts related majors (7.6%), Business-related majors (6.3%) 
and others (8.9%).  Kruskal-Wallis test showed that there 
was a significant difference in the following statements: “I 
have conducted research in college” with H=18.316 (6, 
N=237), p=.005,  “Prior to launching a research study, an 
investigator should gain approval from the organization’s 
institutional review board” with H=12.772(6, N=231), 
p=.047, and “When I conducted research, it was required 
for a class or project” with H=13.118(6, N=237), p=.041. 
There was a significant difference in this statement: “When 
conducting true experiments, a null hypothesis will likely 
be formulated” among those who had not conducted 
research in college, with H=10.990 (4, N=43), p=.027.  
Science-math related students rated it significantly higher 
compared to education-related students, p=.038.  It was 
also significantly different when answering this statement: 
“The null hypothesis relates to commonly accepted theory 
or ideas in which the investigator attempts to disprove” 
with H=13.109(4, N=43), p=.011.  Science-math related 
students rated it significantly higher compared to 
education-related students, p=.030. 

There was a significant difference in the statement, 
“Conducting research provides an avenue for solving 
educational, social, economic, political, medical, and other 
problems” among students who had conducted research in 
high school, with H=13.155(6, N=162), p=.041.  Liberal 
and applied arts related students rated significantly higher 
compared to students who were education-related, with 
p=.043.  No significant difference was found for these 
statements among students who did not conduct research in 
high school.  These considerable differences imply that 
inconsistencies exist in research opportunities across 
majors and that math, science, and liberal arts majors may 

be exposed to research more than education-related majors 
and could account for knowledge of institutional review 
board processes and null hypothesis.  This finding is 
consistent with the literature that education majors lag 
behind other majors regarding research access (Culp & 
Urtel, 2013; Manak & Young, 2014). 

Classification 

Regarding classifications of participants, descriptive 
statistics showed 38.4 % of students were juniors, about 
35.9% of students were Sophomores, 15.2% of students 
were Freshmen, and 9.2% of them were Seniors.  Kruskal-
Wallis test revealed that there was a significant difference 
in the following statements, “I conducted research while 
attending high school” with H=9.830 (4, N=237), p=.043, 
and “I have conducted research in college” with H=18.981 
(4, N=237), p=.001.  Significant differences were found 
between juniors and freshmen with p=.002, indicating that 
junior had more opportunities to conduct research 
compared to freshmen.  Differences were also found 
between sophomore and freshman with p=.033, indicating 
that sophomores had more opportunities to conduct 
research compared to freshmen.  It was also significant for 
the following statement: “Sources for my literature review 
consisted of books, journals, and websites” with H=9.651 
(4, N=237), p=.047.  Among students who had conducted 
research in college, there was a significant difference in this 
statement “Sources for my literature review consisted of 
books, journals, and websites” with H=9.651 (4, N=237), 
p=.047.  The pairwise comparison did not show specific 
differences among these classifications.  There was also a 
significant difference in this statement “I choose/chose to 
conduct research because complex problems in a global 
society require valid and reliable solutions” with H=15.798 
(4, N=43), p=.003.  Freshmen were less likely to choose to 
conduct research compared to others, with P= .041.  There 
was a significant difference in this statement “When I 
conducted research, it was required for a class or project” 
with H=11.365 (4, N=43), p=.023.  Sophomores were more 
likely to report that they conduct research due to a class or 
project, with p=.048.  There was also a significant 
difference in this statement “I had an opportunity to present 
my research to a class or at a campus contest” with 
H=13.211(4, N=42), p=.010.  Seniors were more likely to 
present research to a class or at a campus contest compared 
to freshmen with p=.038.  
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Table 1 

Responses to “The name of the city and state where I grew 
up is __, and I would categorize this city as______.” 

 Table 2 

Responses to “My classification is_____.” 

Geographic 
Location Frequency Percent  Classification Frequency Percent 

Urban 56 23.6  Freshman 36 15.2 
Suburban 90 38.0  Sophomore 85 35.9 

Rural 72 30.4  Junior 91 38.4 
Other 13 5.5  Senior 22 9.3 

Missing 6 2.5  Other 3 1.3 
Total 237 100.0  Total 237 100.0 

 
 
Table 3 

Responses to “What is your major?” 

Majors Frequency Percent 

Education Related 161 67.9 
Business Related 15 6.3 
Fine Arts Related 2 .8 

Liberal and Applied Arts Related 18 7.6 
Science and Mathematics Related 22 9.3 
Forestry and Agricultural Related 8 3.4 

Other 11 4.6 
Total 237 100.0 

 
 
Table 4 

Responses to “My GPA is _______.” 

GPA Range Frequency Percent 
3.5-4.0 78 32.9 
3.0-3.4 83 35.0 
2.5-2.9 55 23.2 
2.0-2.4 15 6.3 
Missing 6 2.5 

Total 237 100.0 
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Table 5 

The Kruskal-Wallis Test Results 
 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Neither 
Agree nor 
Disagree 

Not Sure Total 

I conducted research while attending high 
school. 

39 123 32 12 19 12 237 

I have conducted research in college.  82 112 21 1 11 10 237 

I choose/chose to conduct research 
because complex problems in a global 
society require valid and reliable 
solutions. 

34 96 41 6 32 27 236 

Sources for my literature review consisted 
of books, journals, and websites. 

105 115 2 1 7 7 237 

Conducting research provides an avenue 
for solving educational, social, economic, 
political, medical, and other problems. 

92 125 1 0 12 7 237 

Initial stages of empirical research most 
likely involves the establishment of 
questions and design. 

59 126 3 0 16 33 237 

When conducting true experiments, a null 
hypothesis will likely be formulated. 

42 114 8 1 21 51 237 

The null hypothesis relates to commonly 
accepted theory or ideas in which the 
investigator attempts to disprove. 

25 111 6 1 27 67 237 

Prior to launching a research study, an 
investigator should gain approval from the 
organization’s institutional review board. 

59 111 12 0 25 24 231 

When I conducted research, it was 
required for a class or project. 

121 90 7 1 13 5 237 

When I conducted research, I just had 
some questions I wanted to answer. 

50 103 49 5 24 6 237 

I had an opportunity to present my 
research to a class or at a campus contest. 

40 96 60 10 22 8 236 

I had an opportunity to present my 
research at a state or national conference. 

11 17 117 70 20 2 237 

I had/have a faculty mentor to help me 
with the research process. 

25 70 80 23 27 11 236 
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Table 6 

Excerpts from Qualitative Data  

 Theme 1 
Interest 

Theme 2 
Embed in Coursework/Mentors 

Supporting Categories Field-Related research; Impact 
society 

Time and Instruction 

 

Supporting Responses If related to my field of study 
such as ancient history, health 
care, forestry, and early childhood 
education;  

Wanted to make a difference in 
society; 

Yes, there is a lot of information out there” and 
“Yes, because finding legitimate information;  

Yes, if tied to grades or a class project; 

Difficult to find credible sources 

Note.  A minimum of three participants recorded each category and response. 

Discussion of Qualitative Measures  

Participants’ responses from the open-ended questions 
provided answers to Question 2: How might the university 
strengthen support of undergraduate research to provide 
access to all students?  Following separate and combined 
analyses of the data sources, two themes emerged. 

Theme 1:  Embed research into the curriculum. When 
asked in Question 20, “What is your motivation for 
conducting research, if any,” participants’ comments 
consistently reported that they would be interested if it was 
tied to their grades, class projects, and if the teacher 
required research.  It appears that assignments that were 
completed to fulfill course requirements were not tied to 
research.  Question 22 was, “Is conducting research 
challenging? Why or why not,” and a majority of 
participants responded that engaging in research was time-
consuming.  Trent’s (2010) conclusions involved offering 
research opportunities as a separate project from course 
work due to assignments and time constraints.  The implied 
message is that assignments were unrelated to research and, 
after participants completed assignments, they could not 
find the time to engage in research.  These types of 
comments created support for embedding undergraduate 
research so that this high-impact practice would mesh with 
the curriculum.  Therefore, students could engage with 
course-related research and received grades simultaneously 
just as Manak and Young (2014) reported successful results 
of an introduction to elementary education course that 
involved research and Trent (2010) integrated research in a 
student teaching project. 

 

Theme 2:  Faculty mentors are needed. Question 21 
“If you had a faculty mentor, what kind of research would 
interest you” and students provided responses that related 
to their fields of study such as ancient history, health care, 
forestry, and early childhood education. Additionally, half 
of the participants that were surveyed indicated that they 
wanted to make a difference in society.  Question 22, “Is 
conducting research challenging? Why or why not” invited 
students to provide their perceptions on the difficulty of 
research.  An illustration of students’ responses included, 
“Yes, there is a lot of information out there” and “Yes, 
because finding legitimate information is difficult.”  Such 
comments related to research methodology and a need for 
mentor intervention.  Experts have concluded that no 
matter the model implemented; undergraduate students 
require faculty mentors.  Multhaup et al. (2010) described 
three different undergraduate research models, and each 
model includes student-faculty collaboration. 

 A significant number of participants in the present 
study indicated that research related to their field of study 
would interest them, and several participants answered 
“yes” to the question about the difficulty of conducting 
research.  These types of responses signified that students 
may need faculty guidance and mentoring when conducting 
research.  Faculty can provide pertinent information such as 
how to differentiate between credible primary and 
secondary sources, which websites are credible, and how to 
identify peer-reviewed sources.  Further, participants 
appear to invite research opportunities if embedded in the 
course assignments.     
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Conclusion and Implications 

Refinement of teacher skills, an appreciation for 
research, and an increased understanding of the relationship 
between theory and practice (Lassonde 2008; Manak & 
Young, 2014) denote benefits that have been documented 
when preservice teachers engage in research.  Our purpose 
was to sample undergraduate students’ knowledge and 
perceptions of research and compare education majors to 
other disciplines to understand how to increase support and 
provide research access to all undergraduate students, 
specifically preservice teachers.  Consistent with the 
undergraduate research literature, we learned that only a 
few of our preservice teachers are provided opportunities to 
strengthen their inquiry and research skills.  Most of the 
participants in the study (67%) were education majors, and 
it was enlightening to discover that preservice teachers 
were interested in strengthening their inquiry and research 
skills.  Equally enlightening was that preservice teachers 
expressed a need for support from faculty. 

Overall, findings from the current study contribute to 
the body of research that preservice teachers receive limited 
exposure to research compared to other disciplines (Manak 

&Young, 2014).  Nonetheless, the feedback from 
undergraduate students in this study holds vital 
implications for practice and further research.  Multhaup et 
al. (2010) described traditional, consultant, and joint-
creation models to bolster undergraduate research. Culp 
and Urtel (2013) documented participation in research on 
physical education majors’ transcripts.  Through an 
introduction to education required course at Bridgewater 
State University, preservice teachers complete a 40-hour 
classroom observation requirement that leads to a research 
project.  

Given the collective findings from the current study 
and accompanying literature, we recommend that teacher 
education faculty survey preservice teachers regarding 
research knowledge.  Analyze preservice teachers’ ideas 
and consider applying the traditional, consultant, or joint-
creation model to intensify preservice teachers’ inquiry and 
research skills.  Further, we recommend an investigation of 
course-embedded research and sharing of undergraduate 
research initiatives at local, state, and national forums.  
This type of scholarship could enrich professional renewal 
for both faculty, preservice teachers, and the teacher 
preparation community at large. 
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