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From the CUR President
The role of faculty is paramount to effective learning among students and the advancement of fields of
knowledge and practice. As the core and contours of
higher education are pushed and pulled by challenge
and change, so too is the role of faculty pressed and
stretched. At the same time, we have expanded significantly our understanding of how learning is best effected, reinforcing the essential role of faculty in achieving
the ideals of the academy.
It is thus an important time to refresh the definition of
the faculty role in bringing about high-impact learning
and advancing knowledge and society, matching recognition and reward mechanisms to ensure the continuing
effectiveness of this transformative role.
Tenure and promotion policies are the primary vehicle
through which faculty roles are defined, recognized, and
rewarded. The periodic revision of tenure and promotion
policies is needed to maintain currency in the definition
of important elements of the faculty role in the delineation of standards for evaluating faculty members’ effectiveness. Moreover, development of academic policy, by
definition a faculty-centric initiative, is an important
mechanism for building and advancing cultural change
in a college or university, in response, for example, to
emerging evidence of best practices in pedagogy.

This issue of the CUR Quarterly offers a wealth of models
and suggestions for explicitly addressing undergraduate
research in tenure and promotion policies. Impediments
to defining, recognizing, and valuing undergraduate
research in the faculty reward system are also addressed.
Tenure and promotion policies define, set expectations
for, and motivate faculty engagement and development
– the lifeblood of any institution of higher learning.
Initiating conversations about these issues can be an
important catalysts in many ways for defining and realizing institutional priorities. We hope this edition of the
Quarterly helps you to catalyze critical conversations at
your institution regarding the significance, quality, and
extent of undergraduate research on campus and the
critical role of faculty in effecting such powerful learning
and contributions.

Few institutions have explicitly addressed such highimpact learning practices as undergraduate research in
their tenure and promotion policies. The now-voluminous evidence of the effectiveness of high-impact pedagogies presents a significant opportunity for colleges and
universities to refresh both the definitions of the faculty
role definition and their mechanisms for faculty reward
and recognition, thereby deepening the institutionalization of undergraduate research and other high-impact
pedagogies.
Critical conversation about the role of undergraduate
research in institutional priorities and in faculty responsibilities can clarify the value, role, and place of research/
scholarship/creative activity in general in the institutional mission and culture. While faculty scholarship
and undergraduate research are consistent with a variety
of institutional missions, the articulation between the
two is often undefined. The failure to recognize, define,
and reward this link can lead to devaluing undergraduate research and to overlooking faculty mentoring when
considering ways to support and evaluate members.
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Beth Paul
Stetson University
CUR President
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From the CUR Executive Officer
“Knowledge is our most important business. The success of almost all of our other business depends on it,
but its value is not economic. The pursuit, production,
dissemination, application, and preservation of knowledge are the central activities of civilization. Knowledge
is our social memory, a connection to the past, and it is
social hope, an investment in the future. The ability to
create knowledge and put it to use is the adaptive characteristic of humans. It is how we reproduce ourselves
as social beings and how we change—how we keep our
feet on the ground and our heads in the clouds.” This
quote from Louis Menand, author of The Marketplace of
Ideas: Reform and Resistance in the American University,
might be describing the mission and vision of the many
undergraduate research programs across the country that
helped CUR celebrate Undergraduate Research Week.
When the United States House of Representatives passed
Resolution 1654 designating April 11-15, 2011, as undergraduate research week, it also recognized the importance of undergraduate research in pursuing, producing,
disseminating, applying, and preserving knowledge.
CUR celebrated Undergraduate Research week in several ways. The centerpiece of the week was Posters on
the Hill. For the first time CUR introduced a new element to the traditional evening reception for Posters
on the Hill students. Humanities students were invited
to present their posters at a luncheon meeting and four
students were invited to participate in a panel discussion on “Conserving Knowledge, Creating Knowledge.”
Students Sada Hotvy, University of Nebraska-Kearney;
Mary Caulfield, the College of Holy Cross; T’Sey-Haye
Preaster, Smith College; and Sarah Fuller, Bridgewater
State College served on the panel, which was moderated by John Churchill, Secretary of Phi Beta Kappa.
Churchill opened the session with remarks about the
importance of the humanities to civil society. He set
the stage for the role of the humanities in public policy
and why humanities scholarship should be supported
by the federal government. His remarks can be found
in this issue of CURQ on the Web, which is available at
http://www.cur.org/quarterly/webedition.html. Each of
the student panelists talked briefly about their research
project and how they learned to be scholars in their
respective disciplines. Their remarks are also included in
this issue of CURQ on the Web. For many, if not all, of the
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fourteen arts and humanities students who participated
in the luncheon briefing, it was the first time that they
had done a poster. The posters were all engaging and
attractively presented the key elements of the research
project. T’Sey-Haye Preaster, who will begin doctoral
studies in the fall in American Studies, commented, “In
preparing my first poster presentation, I never thought
that such a small amount of space would be able to
adequately convey the scope of my research. However,
preparing my poster allowed me to review and present
my research in a way that gave me greater clarity and
made my work accessible to a broad audience. I thank
the Council on Undergraduate Research for this valuable
opportunity.” Thirty-two Congressional staff attended
the briefing and had an opportunity to talk with students about their posters. I believe that all of them found
the scholarship to be high quality and significant. This
inaugural arts and humanities poster session provided
students a new audience for their scholarship and an
opportunity to advocate for the importance of arts and
humanities to American culture and quality of life.
Many campuses across the country participated in
Undergraduate Research week in a variety of ways.
Two states, Alaska and Oklahoma declared April 11th
as Undergraduate Research Week. Two cities, Tampa,
Florida and Carbondale, Illinois, as well as Orange
County New York also recognized the week. Seventeen
campuses submitted press releases to CUR about their
celebration activities and fifty-four institutions submitted campus highlights, which were posted on the
Undergraduate Research Week web page. Hope College
offered a research camp for elementary students in its
area, in addition to a full week of campus activities.
Undergraduate Research Week provided visibility for the
excellent work of student researchers and their faculty
mentors. CUR is appreciative of all who participated.

Nancy Hensel
Executive Officer
Council on Undergraduate Research
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National Conferences on Undergraduate Research (NCUR) is an
opportunity for more than 3,000 undergraduate students to present
their research, scholarly, or creative projects.

National Conferences on Undergraduat
(NCUR) is an opportunity for more th
undergraduate students to present their
scholarly or creative projects

NCUR
2012 will
be held
March
2012,
at Weber
State University in Ogden,
NCUR 2012 will be held
March
29-31,
2012,
at29-31,
Weber
State
University
For moreininformation,
visit weber.edu/ncur2012.
Ogden, Utah.
For more information, visit weber.edu/ncur2012.

In this issue of CURQ on the Web
CURQ on the Web, Summer 2011 edition
www.cur.org/quarterly.webedition.html
Posters on the Hill Report: Michael P. Castellani,
Marshall University  
Posters on the Hill Address:  How Frugal is the Chariot That Bears the Human Soul,
John Churchill
Posters on the Hill Student Addresses from Mary Kathleen Caulfield, Sarah Fuller, Sada Marie Hotovy, and
T’Sey-Haye M Preaster
Undergraduate Research Highlights
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From the CUR Issue Editor

Undergraduate Research and the Tenure and Promotion Process
When we consider topics for the CUR Focus articles
within a given issue, we seek themes that are part of
the national conversation on mentoring and promoting
undergraduate research. Based upon my conversations
with colleagues from colleges and universities across the
country, I’m confident that our Summer Focus articles
address an important topic in that national conversation. Many campuses are grappling with the issue of how
to incorporate the mentoring of undergraduate research
into departmental, college, or university guidelines on
promotion and tenure. The articles in our CUR Summer
Focus address the important issue of recognizing the
mentoring of undergraduate research in tenure and promotion decisions.

graduate research, but they must also support and mentor those faculty members in that endeavor. Faculty must
be informed in annual evaluations about the continuing
importance of involving undergraduates in research.
Susan Cosby Ronnenberg and Jennifer Sadowski from
Viterbo University make the case for allowing faculty
to apply the mentoring of undergraduate research projects to all three of the traditional areas in which faculty
members are assessed: teaching, scholarship, and service.
Allowing faculty to apply the mentoring of undergraduate research in multiple areas of their promotion and
tenure review is consistent with the idea that faculty at
many universities are expected to fulfill multiple and
varied roles.

At the Southern Political Science Association Meeting
this past January in New Orleans, I had the pleasure of
moderating a faculty roundtable on mentoring undergraduate research. The roundtable included several CUR
councilors, and the discussion quickly turned to the
reward structures in tenure and promotion documents
for mentoring undergraduate research. Some of my colleagues noted that their campus tenure and promotion
documents explicitly recognized the effort spent on
mentoring undergraduate research, while other campuses’ tenure and promotion documents are silent on
the issue.

Renee Rohs at Northwest Missouri State University
makes a convincing case that recognizing undergraduate research through annual evaluations can provide
the accumulated evidence needed to justify tenure and
promotion. She outlines an annual evaluation document
that takes into consideration faculty members’ efforts in
mentoring undergraduate research. Given the expectation that faculty will mentor undergraduate research,
it becomes critical to take into consideration how this
activity impacts faculty workloads.

At campuses that have not built undergraduate research
into their tenure and promotion documents, the mentoring of undergraduate research can still be an important part of the annual review process. Such mentoring
should be viewed holistically, from the beginning of our
hiring of a faculty member to the all-important process
of tenure review and promotion. We seek faculty who
are passionate about mentoring undergraduate research,
rather than those who feel it is simply a hoop they must
jump through for promotion and tenure. The ability to
mentor undergraduate research should be one of the factors we consider in hiring decisions, annual evaluations,
and the critical tenure and promotion decisions. The
Focus articles in our Summer 2011 issue identify how
undergraduate research can be viewed as a gestalt.
Lorna Hernandez Jarvis and colleagues at Hope College
describe how a successful tenure review begins before a
faculty member is hired. Administrators have a responsibility to hire faculty who have a strong interest in under-
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Michael Vaughn describes the culture of undergraduate
research in three of Weber State University’s academic
colleges: the College of Science, the College of Social
and Behavioral Sciences, and the College of Arts and
Humanities. While the three colleges have different
methods for recognizing undergraduate research, the
bottom line is that undergraduate research clearly counts
in the colleges’ tenure and promotion process. Our final
CUR Focus article, by Alicia Schultheis and colleagues
at Stetson University, highlights how undergraduate
research can be explicitly addressed in the tenure and
promotion process. The authors describe how a recent
revision of the institution’s tenure and promotion policy
incorporated the mentoring of undergraduate research.
Discipline-specific documents and formal evaluation of
the mentoring of undergraduate research can be built
into an institutional process.
If your campus is debating its faculty reward structure
and its process for weighing the mentoring of undergraduate research in decisions to award tenure or grant pro-
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motion, we hope the Summer 2011 CUR Focus articles
are instructive for your campus discussions. When I have
the opportunity to interview job candidates, I always
ask about their experience in mentoring undergraduate
research or the opportunities they might provide for
building undergraduates into their research agendas.
Such a simple step reminds us that faculty engagement
in undergraduate research does not magically appear
after year five or six in the tenure and review process, but
rather must be emphasized consistently from the point
of hiring to the eventual tenure and promotion reviews.

Announcing New CUR Publication

			
			

Advancing 			
Undergraduate 		
Research
Joyce Kinkead

Advancing Undergraduate Research: Marketing,
Communication, and Fundraising is designed to share successful models and strategies for promoting and funding undergraduate research programs. This is the first book to address the
growth and improvement of undergraduate research programs
through advancement activities—marketing, communications
and fundraising. As such, it is a critical addition to the library of
the advancement professional, the undergraduate research director, and faculty mentors—in fact, anyone who wishes to advocate for the power of research in an undergraduate’s education.

How to Mentor
Undergraduate 		
Researchers
Louise Temple,
Thomas Sibley, Amy Orr

The “How to” series was developed to assist faculty and other
researchers create research and learning opportunities for students. Louise Temple, Thomas Sibley and Amy Orr, along with
many contributors, have worked to update this essential CUR
publication. This edition expands on the fundamentals of mentoring with innovative discipline specific and interdisciplinary
research approaches, plus tips for mentoring beyond the research
experience with information on writing letters of recommendation, training graduate students how to be mentors and how to
prep students for graduate school.

James T. LaPlant
Valdosta State University
CURQ Issue Editor
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CUR Focus

Lorna Hernandez Jarvis,
John Shaughnessy, Leah Chase,
Christopher Barney
Hope College

Integrating Undergraduate Research into Faculty Responsibilities:
The Impact on Tenure and Promotion Decisions

Undergraduate research (UR) is one of the high-impact
educational practices promoted by the Association of
American Colleges & Universities and the Council on
Undergraduate Research. “The goal is to involve students
with actively contested questions, empirical observations, cutting-edge technologies, and the sense of excitement that comes from working to answer important
questions,” (Kuh 2008, 10). Lopatto (2010, 27) describes
how the effects of undergraduate research on students’
learning have moved from anecdotes to systematic
assessment. For example, assessments of the effects of
intensive summer undergraduate research experiences
provide evidence for their positive effect on students’
learning, attitudes, and career choices.
The Natural and Applied Sciences Division at Hope
College has been part of the assessment project described
by Lopatto (2010). We also participated in a project
funded by the Howard Hughes Medical Institute assessing the impact of research-like course assignments (i.e.,
activities resembling the scientific process in which, by
design, no one knows the outcome) on students’ learning. Courses that incorporated research-like experiences
led to higher learning gains on items such as “understanding the research process,” “how assertions need
to be supported by evidence,” and “understanding how
scientists work on real problems” than did courses with
no such experiences (Hernandez Jarvis, Barney, Gruenler,
Ray, and Lee 2010).
The impact that UR has on faculty in general, and on
the tenure and promotion process in particular, has not
been extensively investigated (Evans 2010, 31). There
are clear benefits of UR for faculty. If you ask most
faculty members involved with UR about their own
undergraduate experience, you will likely hear a story
about a transformative research experience each had as
a student. Faculty members are motivated to collaborate
with students by their passions for helping students learn
and for contributing to the body of knowledge in their
discipline. Tapping into the student’s sense of wonder
and excitement can bring a new sense of appreciation
for professors about their own research, and it can allow
professors to see the research in a whole new light. One
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of the greatest benefits for the faculty member is helping
a new generation of students discover their own passion
for research, and in doing so make important contributions to the ongoing research project and ultimately to
the body of knowledge in the field.
Applying a cost/benefit analysis to collaborative undergraduate research might be a bit unsettling, however.
Collaborative undergraduate research is inherently an
inefficient process that requires a considerable amount
of time for both the student and the faculty member.
Supervising undergraduate researchers reduces the time
and effort faculty members have for their own research
responsibilities. Not all students are equally successful
in the lab. For every student who finds success, there are
one or two students who discover that research is not
a good fit for them. Distinguishing which students will
succeed in the lab from those who will be less successful
is not an easy task. In addition, faculty members need to
recognize that undergraduates may require considerable
training before they can begin to work on a potentially
publishable project. The investment in this training can
be especially inefficient if there is a high rate of turnover
in the lab. Just as there are clear benefits for faculty in
collaborative research with students, there are equally
clear costs.
The challenges of collaborative undergraduate research
are compounded by the current economic situation in
higher education. Faculty members are increasingly being
asked to do more with less as colleges look for ways to
trim their budgets. As other teaching responsibilities
increase and as release time for collaborative faculty/
student research decreases, it is becoming increasingly
difficult to sustain an effective undergraduate research
program. At the same time, more and more students are
interested in getting involved in undergraduate research.
This perfect storm of demands on faculty time will likely
exacerbate the disconnect between research productivity
(as measured by funded grants and published papers) and
time spent collaborating with students.
These trends make it all the more important to consider the role of UR in the tenure and promotion pro-
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cess. Weighing the contributions that a faculty member
makes through UR and those reflected in funded grants
and publications is a daunting challenge. Failing to give
weight to the contribution made through supervising UR
is shortsighted and potentially unfair to the faculty member. This would be the case when there is an institutional
expectation that faculty members engage undergraduates
in their research program. After all, it is through collaborative undergraduate research that faculty train and
inspire the next generation of researchers. Thus, institutions will have to think carefully about how they intend
to evaluate collaborative undergraduate research in the
future if these trends continue.
The responsibility for a successful tenure review rests
both with the candidate and the institution. At our institution, the candidate must provide evidence of: effective
teaching, research productivity, service to the college,
and contributions to the institutional mission. In recent
years the expectations for publication and grant seeking have increased, leading to a commensurate increase
in the pressure that pre-tenured faculty are experiencing. Currently, supervising undergraduate research is a
responsibility expected of faculty members, but it is not
sufficient to warrant tenure and promotion. Nurturing
and guiding faculty through the pre-tenure period is in
the best interests of the candidate and of the institution.
The process of a successful tenure review begins even
before a faculty member is hired. Advertisements for positions that involve UR should include something like the
phrase “will be expected to develop a research program
involving undergraduates.” The exact meaning of that
requirement needs to be explored in depth with finalists
for positions. For example at our institution, candidates
in the natural sciences who are brought to campus
are informed that they need to be active scholars and
include undergraduate students in their research. They
are also told that their start-up fund includes a summer
stipend, as well as support for one to three students. The
college also encourages faculty to apply for competitive
internal grants for summer research, which cover faculty
and student stipends for 10 weeks. Candidates should
also be given a sense of the importance of undergraduate research by meeting with research students, seeing
research posters around the science building, and receiving copies of undergraduate abstracts or publications.

8

New faculty members must be committed to developing
and carrying out a research program that involves undergraduates in a meaningful way in order for the new faculty to be successful in obtaining tenure and promotion.
The chair and senior faculty members of a department
have the responsibility to hire individuals who have a
strong interest in undergraduate research and then to
support and mentor them in that endeavor. The chair
of the department should be sure that successful candidates are provided with the resources needed to carry out
research with undergraduates, such as a research laboratory, start-up funds, and initial summer support.
The chair and senior faculty should also provide guidance with respect to issues such as the number and type
of students to involve in the research program (e.g., year
in college, career goals, prior courses, etc.); the advantages and disadvantages of having research students
work on individual or group projects; and decisions
about authorship based on their own work with undergraduates. New faculty members are usually expected to
begin working with students during the faculty member’s
second semester of their first year and to have two to
four summer research students. New faculty members
at our institution are given a one course release during
their first year to help them meet these expectations.
New faculty sometimes find it hard to say no to an eager
undergraduate, so they may need to be cautioned about
taking on too many research students.
It is essential that tenure-track faculty members be
informed in annual performance reviews about the
importance of involving undergraduates in research
and the necessity of publication for a successful tenure
review. Faculty members are required to publish in peerreviewed journals and are encouraged to publish with
undergraduates as co-authors. If a tenure-track faculty
member does not involve undergraduates in a meaningful way in research, then that faculty member fails to
contribute to the department’s commitment to undergraduates and is less likely to earn tenure. On the other
hand, a positive tenure decision also will not occur if a
tenure-track faculty member fails to fulfill the obligation
that all scholars have to publish their research because he
or she invested too much time involving undergraduates
in research. While the promotion and tenure document
does not require faculty to demonstrate the mentoring
of undergraduate research, the yearly evaluations include
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a question about how faculty members have engaged
undergraduates in their research program. The chair and
senior faculty members must help the tenure-track faculty member walk the undergraduate research tightrope
without falling to either side.
Time is the resource pre-tenured faculty most need in
order to meet the expectations of the institution. We
believe that the institution is responsible for assuring
that these faculty members have the time to meet the
increased expectations for both collaborative research
with students and research productivity. One important
contributor to the time faculty have available for research
productivity is the number of students working in their
lab. Departments could limit the number of students
by establishing a policy setting a maximum number of
students who could work with any one faculty member.
Or they could use the more centralized process employed
for selecting students in the summer during the academic
year as well. Perhaps the best way to provide faculty with
substantial amounts of time for writing manuscripts
would be to designate a summer in which they would
not be responsible for supervising students in their lab.
The increasing numbers of undergraduates involved in
research and the expansion of UR to more institutions
represent a significant accomplishment for the scientific
community. If that growth continues, however, there
may be unwanted consequences. Charting the path of
growth of UR will be not be easy or straightforward.
Achieving the ultimate goal of enhancing the body of
knowledge in science may be impeded if the benefits of
UR for students are gained at the cost of the professional
development of faculty.
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Recognizing Undergraduate Research in Criteria for Faculty Promotion
and Tenure
Faculty members, especially at smaller institutions, face
increasing expectations that they will conduct scholarly
work, yet still uphold their responsibilities for exemplary
teaching and advising, usually with a heavy teaching
load of four courses each semester. While this increasing emphasis on scholarly work in some instances may
result in a negative impact on teaching and advising
(Malachowski 2010), we suggest that recognizing how
faculty supervision of undergraduate research contributes to all three established areas in which faculty are
evaluated may help faculty reduce their professional
burdens and enhance the quality of their scholarship.
The traditional triumvirate for assessing faculty—scholarship-teaching-service—may easily be interpreted as
offering appropriate categories to simultaneously recognize the multiple faculty contributions in working
directly with undergraduate researchers. This work can
exist in multiple venues, including faculty who work
with majors on senior capstone research projects as part
of the faculty members’ teaching or service expectations,
as well as faculty who voluntarily agree to work with
undergraduate researchers outside the traditional classroom setting, for example in funded summer projects,
independent study, etc. In all cases, faculty members
working with undergraduate researchers may be viewed
as contributing to the institution’s mission through the
traditional three areas of faculty responsibility, as the following discussion demonstrates.

Scholarship
Faculty can develop and advance their own disciplinespecific scholarship with the assistance of undergraduate researchers, which provides students with research
experience and may lead to collaborative presentations
or publications.
Some institutions’ promotion and tenure processes have
adapted Ernest L. Boyer’s expanded model of scholarship
(1997), which provides multiple opportunities for incorporation of faculty mentoring of undergraduate research.
Boyer divides scholarship into four types: the scholarship
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of discovery, the scholarship of integration, the scholarship of application, and the scholarship of teaching.
An example that fits under Boyer’s classification of the
scholarship of discovery is Cosby Ronnenberg’s work
with an English literature major on a student-initiated
summer project that involved comparing versions of
sixteenth-century English translations of ten psalms,
analyzing the diction employed in terms of gender representation.
An example of the scholarship of application is that of
a colleague in philosophy who has worked with undergraduates on the development, facilitation, and review
of the results of a role-playing game designed to help
children learn about philosophy through encountering situations requiring collaborative efforts, as well as
ethical decision making. An example that meets Boyer’s
definition of the scholarship of integration is that of a
colleague in social work who has worked with seniors
in her discipline to conduct a needs assessment to learn
from local residents how a new Boys and Girls Club center on campus could fill gaps in existing resources and
best meet the needs of teens and youth.

Teaching
Faculty might include under the “teaching” umbrella
their instruction in research-methods classes in their
particular disciplines, especially when those courses
lead them to take their teaching skills to a new level, for
example in working one-on-one with a student or with a
small team of students in developing a research project.
Faculty might also develop the scholarship of teaching
and learning through writing, publishing, and/or presenting about their work with undergraduate researchers. As an example that fits under Boyer’s category of
the scholarship of teaching, Sadowski has presented at
conferences on the creation, structure, and assessment of
a three-course series that teaches students how to write
and design a formal, faculty-directed science research
proposal, conduct proposed research, and formally write
and orally present research results.
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Service
Faculty provide a service to the university by offering
students exciting, varied opportunities to work one-onone with faculty mentors in developing and executing
a meaningful research project; such opportunities can
serve as a recruiting point for prospective students. They
also may allow faculty and students working on some
projects to represent the university to the local community and beyond, aiding in developing positive public
relations for the institution. These opportunities also
aid in retention of talented, capable undergraduates for
whom traditional classes are not sufficiently challenging.
As the examples above demonstrate, research with
undergraduates across disciplines can not only successfully fulfill different forms of scholarship for faculty,
but can also allow some faculty a more efficient avenue
for building their professional portfolio for tenure and
promotion review—by using even one undergraduate
research experience to support claims about professional
development in all three traditionally reviewed areas of
contribution to the university. Allowing faculty to apply
the mentoring of meaningful undergraduate research
projects in multiple areas of their promotion and tenure
review is consistent with the idea that faculty at many
universities, especially smaller ones, are expected to
fulfill multiple varied roles in order to meet the needs of
students and the institution. Meaningful research projects can be defined as those that involve an independent
study component, critical thinking skills, and attempts
to add novel findings to existing disciplines.
Faculty portfolios submitted to promotion and tenure
committees must follow the guidelines prescribed at the
particular institution. Portfolios need to be organized in
ways that meet committee expectations, which in many
cases remain the traditional scholarship-teaching-service
categories. Including supervision of a single undergraduate research experience may well contribute to all three
of those areas. We recommend that P&T committees
encourage faculty members to include undergraduate
research in all three traditional categories of review—
scholarship, teaching, and service. To avoid ambiguity,
we recommend that committees instruct faculty members to provide extensive details of their supervision of
undergraduate research under the scholarship category,
and then to provide more general summaries in the
other two categories regarding how the research experience specifically fulfills the categories of teaching and
service.
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Even though the administration and promotion and tenure committees at smaller, liberal arts colleges often claim
to privilege teaching over the other two traditional areas
of faculty assessment—service and research—there continues to be an expectation of demonstrable scholarly work.
With heavy teaching loads typical at such institutions,
this expectation becomes more difficult to meet without
some flexibility in looking at how the work faculty members are already doing may fit within a broader definition
of scholarship. At many institutions, disciplines may be
in different places in their expectations of faculty-directed
research projects with students.
In disciplines in which undergraduate research is required
of all students, providing faculty members with course
credit for mentoring a minimum number of students can
help make this scholarly expectation more achievable for
faculty members. For example, at our institution, science
faculty who supervise a minimum number of students in a
semester are given two credits toward their teaching loads
for mentoring these research projects. Faculty rotate who
gets those credits each semester based on the number of
students who are conducting research; a maximum of two
faculty members are allowed such credits per semester.
To receive course credit, faculty who supervise research
projects can be required to hold weekly student meetings, work with students to design and execute research
projects, trouble-shoot problems, analyze results, and
write up research. This course-credit strategy may only
be feasible in disciplines with large numbers of students
who are required to finish independent research projects.
Or it might be offered to faculty on a less frequent basis
in disciplines with fewer numbers of students conducting
research. Nevertheless, by giving faculty teaching credit
for mentoring projects, the institution shows its support
for the teaching process of research with undergraduates,
instead of only the scholarly production of faculty.
In working with undergraduate researchers, faculty might
emphasize process rather than product. While the product
or results of a research project may be viewed traditionally
as more valuable to the faculty member, the process of
conducting research is valuable for students. We recommend that P&T committees recognize and reward the process of working with undergraduates and not focus solely
on research products in their review of faculty members,
again by viewing this process as fulfilling multiple areas
of productivity (i.e., if students can learn through this
teaching process and have a good experience with it, they
are better prepared for graduate-level or professional work
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after completing their degrees). In terms of expectations
for faculty members, P&T committees might recommend
that a percentage of students supervised by a faculty
member need to share their work in a public forum (e.g.,
university-wide forum, regional or national conferences,
or submit/publish their work for peer-reviewed publication, depending on the discipline’s options for this at the
undergraduate level).
Boyer’s model allows greater flexibility in identifying
work as falling into one of the four domains of scholarship, but with that flexibility comes a certain ambiguity,
which creates anxiety for some faculty. But this flexibility
is one of the strengths of Boyer’s model overall. Even the
faculty who may be open to adopting Boyer’s model may
face resistance to it if their own departments or disciplinary fields continue to privilege only or primarily the
scholarship of discovery. In addition, successfully adopting Boyer’s model means a paradigm shift for individuals
whose doctoral training emphasizes the scholarship of
discovery.

Conclusion
If mentoring undergraduates in the research process can
be viewed by faculty, promotion and tenure committees,
and administrators as contributing simultaneously to
multiple areas of the faculty workload, instead of requiring faculty to attempt to dissect their work into the
three traditional areas of assessment, this could avoid
overwhelming many faculty members. We might see,
for example, a faculty member who supervises a summer undergraduate research project as mentoring the
student in standard research processes in that particular
discipline (scholarship), teaching in a one-on-one capacity that allows for greater depth and personal attention (teaching), and, in turn, such opportunities can
be utilized as recruitment and retention tools for the
institution (service). Institutions and faculty may also
benefit by employing a more expansive view of scholarship through adopting Boyer’s model. Instead of viewing
work with undergraduate researchers as an engaging task
that detracts from the time and energy available to build
a solid tenure and promotion portfolio, faculty can apply
that work to efficiently address multiple areas of their
professional review.
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Undergraduate Research and the Tenure and Promotion Process
Most of you reading this article are already aware of the
value of undergraduate research. You know that students
develop skills in such work that they would not develop
otherwise. You know that students learn to think critically and follow a project from start to finish. You know
that students involved in research are more likely to be
successful (Nnadozie 2001) than undergraduates who are
not. And if you have supervised undergraduate research,
you also know that the value of the efforts does not stop
with the student.
How do we convey this value to our colleagues, our
administrators, and our peers? A viable option is to
establish methods to recognize faculty work with student
researchers within the existing review process for faculty.
This can be done through annual evaluations and the
accumulation of evidence toward promotion and tenure.
As scientists, we accumulate evidence by recording observations, collecting data, formulating hypotheses, testing
those hypotheses, and communicating the results. One
of the goals in communicating those results is to get
confirmation of the advancement in knowledge through
a review process or suggestions for improvement. But
what is valued by some may not be valued by others
unless some context is provided. For example, one-onone teaching and learning in the context of undergraduate research has been documented as highly valuable
(Hunter et al. 2007); thus when you see a student working directly with a faculty member, you know that the
experience will produce gains in knowledge and skills
for the student.
Similarly, when the findings of undergraduate researchers are disseminated through posters or oral presentations, the results show that the student has gained a
more complete understanding of the scientific process.
As a student stands by her poster ready to answer questions, it is evident that the project has been completed.
With external review, the quality of a student presentation may be recognized for excellence and significance in
the field thereby documenting the value of the completed project. However, what still needs to be communicated to colleagues, peers, and administrators is the value
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Student Martin “Joe” Fisher and faculty advisor John P. Pope after Fisher
received an award for an outstanding geological research presentation
at a Geological Society of America conference.

of undergraduate research to the faculty member and
the sponsoring institution. To effectively communicate
this component, a structure can be identified for undergraduate research efforts within the context of faculty
workload. Once established, this structure provides the
framework for peer review and for the documentation of
evidence in the faculty evaluation process.

UR’s Contribution to Faculty
Assessments
When discussing tenure and promotion at an academic
institution, the most common areas of evaluation are
teaching, research and creative activity, and service
(Leaming 1998). However, it is necessary to consider the
type of institution and the expectations for the specific
faculty position. For example, a full-time faculty member at a research institution granting doctoral degrees is
expected to teach two or three classes per year, publish
articles or books, and serve on university committees
(Wilson 2010). In that case, 50 percent or more of the
faculty member’s time may be spent on scholarly activities. Although the same general expectations are found
at institutions where the faculty teaching load is eight
classes or more per year, far less time is available for
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research activities. Yet scholarly activity is often difficult
to quantify when preparing or evaluating tenure and
promotion materials, particularly when it is primarily
focused on undergraduate research.
It is clear that the criteria have been met when a faculty
member has published peer-reviewed articles or a book.
However, there are other significant scholarly activities,
including the supervision of undergraduate research
projects and presentation of the findings, which should
be considered along with the traditional faculty activities. In order for undergraduate research efforts to be
recognized as a significant component of faculty scholarly activity, it is necessary to have an established set
of expectations associated with these types of projects.
The expectations may be developed from examples of
successful projects previously completed or by using a
set of standards that is accepted by the faculty within
a department and recommended to the dean or higherlevel administrators.
Tenure-track faculty members at Northwest Missouri
State University are evaluated in four different areas:
teaching, scholarly activity, service, and student support
(Faculty Handbook, Ch. 2). Progress in these four areas
is recognized within the annual, three-year, and fiveyear reviews for those on the tenure track. Teaching is
evaluated based on student surveys of faculty members,
as well as reviews of faculty members’ teaching by the
department chair and peer reviewers. Scholarly activity
is generally evaluated based on presentations, publications, or creative works, as defined by the specific discipline. According to our Faculty Handbook, “Evaluation
of this scholarly activity will be carried out annually,
in the third and fifth year reviews, and at promotion
and tenure decision times. These evaluations will be
accomplished through external peer reviews associated
with publication and conference, exhibition, and performance venues; and peer reviews by department colleagues of higher academic rank, the department chair,
the appropriate dean and the Provost.”
Faculty service is recognized at several levels, including
university committees, college committees, and departmental committees (Leaming 1998). Finally, evidence of
faculty support of students can vary, but includes advis-
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ing load, faculty sponsorship of student organizations,
and other campus activities.
Individual departments at Northwest Missouri are
encouraged to develop and maintain an annual evaluation system that best represents the accomplishments
expected in the discipline. The associated documentation provides a framework for evaluation by the dean
and the provost, as well as by the promotion committee. The annual evaluation process for faculty in the
geology/geography department at the institution was
revised during academic 2008-09 to include specific
point values associated with undergraduate research.
Because the promotion and tenure process tends to
emphasize the verification of scholarly activity, faculty
within the department wanted to make it clear that
mentoring undergraduate researchers was a valuable
scholarly endeavor. Between 2005 and 2009, more than
30 projects were supervised by faculty and completed
with undergraduates in the department.
Although undergraduate research had been identified
qualitatively within the documentation of faculty members’ annual evaluations, it did not have a formal place
in the review process for tenure-track faculty and, therefore, in the tenure and promotion process until 2009.
During the revisions to the documentation to be used
for annual evaluations, faculty members discussed the
time and resources dedicated to this strong component
of undergraduate education within the department.
Faculty members’ support for undergraduate research
is formally included in the annual faculty evaluations,
similar to faculty supervision of graduate students. If
an undergraduate research project receives funding and
is completed within an academic year, a faculty member can earn five points. In comparison, supervising a
master’s-level student thesis for a year can earn a faculty
member 10 points. The points earned in each category
are used to indicate the level of faculty achievement.
Faculty members are encouraged to aspire to Level I
in each of the categories, but efforts are recognized at
Levels II and III as well. In the annual evaluation process,
the levels are used to identify any imbalances in faculty
achievements and provide suggestions for redistribution
of efforts. The annual evaluation document has the following ranges:
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Category
Teaching

% of Faculty Time
(50-70%)

Scholarly Activity

(10-25%)

Service

(10-25%)

Student Support

(10-25%)

Evaluation and Points
Level I
85-100 pts
Level II
75-84.9 pts
Level III
60-74.9pts
Level I
*
Level II
**
Level III
***
Level I
30 pts
Level II
20 pts
Level III
10 pts
Level I
30 pts
Level II
20 pts
Level III
10 pts

*Scholarship
resulting
*Scholarship
resultingininexternal
externalpeer-reviewed,
peer-reviewed,published
publishedwork
workororpresentation
presentationatat a national
a national
conference
conference
**Scholarly
presentations,
**Scholarly
presentations,workshops,
workshops,and
andin-service
in-serviceactivities
activitieswith
withexternal
external peer review
peer
review
***Scholarly
presentation that is not peer-reviewed (Faculty Handbook, Ch. 2)
***Scholarly presentation that is not peer-reviewed (Faculty Handbook, Ch. 2)

As with all student support and scholarly activity, this
must be placed within the context of the university in
question. Northwest’s geology/geography department
has about 100 undergraduates and 100 graduate students
(in Geographic Information Science programs), with 12
full-time faculty members, each teaching a total of 24 to
26 credit hours during the regular academic year.
Over the past 10 years, faculty members in the department have secured funding and supervised an average
of six undergraduate research projects per year. These
projects are generally six to nine months in length (typically receiving funding of $1,000 each) and end with a
presentation at a regional or national meeting. Of those
undergraduate research projects completed within the
last five years, several have received additional recognition outside of the university, garnering awards at
meetings of the Geological Society of America and the
Missouri Academy of Sciences.
Published abstracts of many of the presentations have
listed the student as the first author and the supervising
faculty member as the second (Courter and Rohs 2010;
Fisher and Pope 2010). This record, though not as heavily
weighted as a faculty member’s presentation at an academic meeting, goes toward the evidence used to make a
case for promotion and tenure. As a result, up to 30 out of
30 points for support of students can be attained through
supervising undergraduate research, and the associated
peer-reviewed publications can be used for evidence of
scholarly activity.
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UR’s Effects on Faculty Workload
Concerns over faculty workload have led many universities to adopt “workload allocation models.” Several
different models have been recognized by Vardi (2009),
including those that use student contact hours, actual
hours, and point values for different workload issues.
A natural extension of the workload allocation is the
annual evaluation of faculty. If the workload model is
specific, then the faculty member is expected to provide
documentation at the time of annual review to support
his or her successful efforts associated with the workload
structure.
All faculty members at Northwest Missouri have the
opportunity to establish a set of goals early in the academic year. Those faculty members who are in tenure-track
and tenured positions are expected to define goals associated with teaching loads, efforts in scholarly activity,
university service, and student support. Undergraduate
research has been formally included as “student support
workload” within the geology/geography department,
but it often adds to the scholarly activity as well when
the project is presented in a formal setting.
The average workload for full-time faculty members has
been reported as varying between 49 and 55 hours per
week (Vardi 2009), including teaching, scholarly activity,
and service. The supervision of undergraduate research
provides some overlap between teaching and scholarly
activity that is not commonly recognized as a formal
part of the expected workload. Workload associated with
the supervision of undergraduate research is assumed
to be one of individual interaction between the faculty
member and student, focused on the student’s learning
(Kardash 2000). The additional workload associated with
supervising undergraduate research may include meeting
regularly with the student, reviewing literature relevant
to the research project, training the student to use laboratory facilities, guiding the student through written summaries of the research, and presenting the research at a
conference. These areas are seen as some of the essential
features of undergraduate research (Lopatto 2003).
The initial phase of most undergraduate research projects
is the development of a project proposal and an associated budget. Whether the student approaches the faculty member or the faculty member selects the student,
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this phase establishes the purpose of the research, the
methods that will be used, the funds necessary, and the
timeline for completion of the research project. Once
the project proposal has been written (preferably by the
student with direction from the faculty member), it is
submitted to the department chair for approval and then
to the college dean for funding. If funded, the project
begins, with specific deadlines established. To meet these
deadlines, faculty members commonly schedule weekly
meetings with the students to monitor progress and provide training where necessary.
In the field of geology, students often collect and prepare
samples for analysis. Faculty members often accompany
the students in the field to ensure that a significant and
representative sample is collected. Depending on the
field location, this may require extensive travel, as well
as a significant commitment of time. Laboratory analyses
of the samples or information collected is the next step
in the process. With results obtained, the faculty member often guides the student through interpretation and
comparison with similar studies and current literature.
The results are then summarized and prepared for dissemination.
In many cases, undergraduate research is viewed as a
short-term apprenticeship (Kardash 2000) during which
devoted faculty members mentor the best and brightest
undergraduates. This workload is similar to that associated with supervising graduate students, but the timeframe
is compressed within six to nine months for undergraduates, rather than the 18 to 48 months typically associated
with graduate studies. And instead of two or three field
seasons, undergraduates have one opportunity at collecting what they need and a limited time to obtain results.
Therefore, most undergraduate research projects utilize
techniques that are already proven to be successful. The
resulting data sets provide content knowledge to add to
an ever-growing base of information for use in interpretation and the development of conclusions or models
associated with larger scientific problems.

Institutional Support Crucial
The revision of tenure and promotion guidelines does
not necessarily guarantee the institutional support necessary for faculty members to supervise and men-
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tor undergraduate research. If a faculty member has
obtained external funding through programs such as the
National Science Foundation’s Research Experiences for
Undergraduates program, the faculty member has more
flexibility with budgets and timelines. The REU program
often provides both faculty and student support through
the summers for an extended period of time, whereas
most locally-funded undergraduate research is designed
for completion within an academic year. Such grants also
give the faculty member and the student more time to
establish the broader impact of the completed study, as
well as increased time for documentation and dissemination.
However, many undergraduate research projects are supported at the institutional level. Institutional support
includes funding for the research project, funding for
travel to present the research, the use of equipment or
software, and the use of human resources. Most undergraduate research at Northwest Missouri is approved for
funding by one of the deans of the three colleges. The
internal funding for undergraduate research is limited
to a maximum of $1,200 per year per student, including
$200 to support faculty travel associated with the project. Within an individual department, faculty members
tend to utilize equipment that is familiar to them and
to which they have direct access. In some cases, the
faculty within one department may work with faculty in
another to gain access to additional equipment or software for the student researcher. More commonly, faculty
members within the same department help each other
when it comes to equipment and expertise.
The institution may also support undergraduate research
during the dissemination phase of the project. For
example, the university may host a symposium for
undergraduate research at which students and faculty
from across campus can observe what is being done in
different disciplines. Equally as important, the public
relations office may choose to highlight undergraduate
research efforts as news articles in the student newspaper
or on the university Web site or even publish a subset of
the findings in a campus publication such as the alumni
magazine
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Student Sara Courter and faculty member
Renee Rohs present findings associated
with the undergraduate’s research project
on the petrology of volcanoclastic rocks
in the Wiggins Formation, in the southern
Absaroka Range of Wyoming (Courter
and Rohs 2010).

Conclusion
Undergraduate research has value not only to the student
but also to the faculty member, the department, and the
university. As a faculty member engaged in undergraduate research over the past 10 years, I have enjoyed shortterm and long-term benefits of this commitment. Several
of my students worked on individual projects that were
related to one another in a specific geologic area. These
individual projects addressed different components within the larger scientific problem that I was working on and
aided in the completion of a peer-reviewed journal article
(Rohs and VanSchmus 2007, along with the published
abstracts coauthored with the students. These publications were the foundational evidence of my scholarly
activity at Northwest Missouri and were submitted as part
of my successful quest for tenure and promotion. The
projects have also been important in my development of
a large grant proposal recently submitted to the National
Science Foundation.
In addition to the evidence of scholarly activity, the
materials obtained through other undergraduate research
projects have been used to develop laboratory exercises
in my petrology course. During my career at Northwest
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Missouri, the petrology course has regularly received
my best student evaluations and comments. As a
teacher, it is much easier for me to be actively engaged
in the material if I have a direct link through research,
and I think that is why this course typically goes so
well. The students in that course benefit from the
materials, knowledge, and experience that were gained
as a result of the undergraduate research projects completed. In using those laboratory materials, current
students are motivated to become involved in undergraduate research themselves.
Besides the undergraduate research used to augment
current courses, some research by my students also
has been combined with faculty research to develop
an entirely new course. This course, the Field Geology
of the British Isles, started as a concept to engage
undergraduates in field activities and provide thoughtprovoking problems and examples for discussion.
One student was selected to accompany two geology
faculty members on an initial reconnaissance trip, and
the student completed an associated research project
while providing an undergraduate perspective. After
the initial field reconnaissance, the student developed
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course-specific geologic maps, along with field notes
and data, eventually used in a field guide written by two
faculty members. The student’s research was published
as an abstract and summarized in a poster presentation
(Hamlin et al. 2010). The faculty members were both
able to include their support for the student’s research
within their annual evaluations, along with evidence of
scholarly activity as the second and third authors on the
published abstract.
The benefit of undergraduate research to my department
is evident in our healthy and growing geology programs,
in which both students and faculty members are actively
engaged in scientific research. The undergraduates are
recognized for their accomplishments. The faculty members are recognized for supporting this student research
and have a mechanism through which those efforts are
evaluated in tenure and promotion decisions. Now, as
chair of the department, I am able to relay the value of
undergraduate research to my college’s dean, as well as
to other department chairs on campus.
With an established and recognized history of successful
undergraduate research, we hope to continue to meet
the expanding demands for undergraduate research
while also rewarding faculty for the time and efforts
involved.
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Differing College-level Tenure Models and the Culture of
Undergraduate Research
The quest for tenure exerts a powerful influence on college and university faculty members. Many part-time
and adjunct faculty members aspire to tenure-track positions, and those faculty fortunate enough to find tenuretrack appointments incessantly weigh their prospects for
successfully completing the process. It is through the
tenure review process that institutions communicate
the type of work that is valued and rewarded, ultimately
shaping academic careers. James Fairweather (2002, 27)
observed that, other than the hiring process, “the principal expression of academic values about faculty work lies
in the promotion and tenure decision.”
Accordingly, colleges have traditionally looked to their
tenure criteria and processes as a means to guide the
efforts of faculty members toward desired institutional
objectives. In particular, as colleges increasingly seek to
foster what George Kuh (2008, 9-11) has called “high
impact educational practices” they are looking to the
tenure process as a means to promote undergraduate
research.
When Weber State University (WSU) created the Office
of Undergraduate Research (OUR), care was taken to
promote a definition of undergraduate research that
could be embraced by all disciplines. Undergraduate
research from the viewpoint of faculty members was
broadly defined as mentoring students to conduct work
in the discipline and subjecting the results of students’
work to formal review. The undergraduate research office
promotes institution-wide support for undergraduate
research by providing funding for student research
grants and for students to present the results of their
research; by hosting an annual undergraduate research
symposium; and by sponsoring a student-edited journal,
Ergo. Students in each of WSU’s seven academic colleges
have benefited from this support. Since the creation
of the office, the number of WSU seniors indicating
that they have engaged in undergraduate research has
increased by 22.56 percent, as measured by responses to
the National Survey of Student Engagement. This reflects
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the support provided by the office and the independent
efforts of the academic colleges.
In supporting undergraduate research, the ways in
which WSU’s academic colleges value and recognize faculty mentoring of undergraduate research projects varies
greatly. Each of the seven academic colleges is responsible for its own set of tenure policies and criteria. This
article will examine the differing recognition of undergraduate research in tenure policies and practices and
the culture of undergraduate research in three of WSU’s
academic colleges: the College of Science, the College of
Social and Behavioral Sciences, and the College of Arts
and Humanities. All have built vibrant undergraduate
research programs, but each college has followed a different path.
The College of Science treats undergraduate research
as a form of traditional faculty research, which can be
considered equivalent to peer-reviewed journal publications. The College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
views mentoring student research as a form of teaching,
and any explicit recognition of this work is recognized
as teaching. In contrast to these two colleges, the tenure
document of the College of Arts and Humanities makes
no explicit mention of undergraduate research, but in
practice the college’s tenure process recognizes working
one-on-one with students as an important form of teaching. The diversity of support for undergraduate research
in the tenure policies of the various academic colleges
provides the opportunity for an interesting case study. In
examining the differing tenure processes in these three
colleges, all of the tenure decisions made over the past
three years were examined, along with the formal tenure
documents and written criteria in each college.
Attitudes toward undergraduate research are different
in each of these three colleges, and these differences are
reflected in the tenure criteria and evaluation processes.
Two underlying factors are especially important in determining how undergraduate research is treated in these
three colleges’ tenure processes.
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First, the basic research expectations for faculty themselves influence the treatment of undergraduate research
in the tenure process. When the tenure criteria articulate
rigorous research expectations for faculty, those who
engage students in research projects are likely to do so by
involving students in the faculty member’s own ongoing research. In these instances, the student research is
connected to the faculty member’s own research agenda,
and tenure criteria are likely to view this activity as a
form of research. When scholarly expectations are more
broadly defined, faculty may allow students to pursue
their own research projects while acting as advisers. This
type of undergraduate research may not be part of a faculty member’s own research agenda, and tenure reviews
may view this work as a form of teaching rather than
research.
In defining research expectations, it is important to recognize that the habits of the discipline have a profound
influence on faculty. The unwritten expectations of
the discipline are often more important than carefully
crafted tenure criteria. Faculty members may work at
multiple institutions during their academic careers, but
most will be engaged with their disciplines throughout
their careers. In defining expectations for working with
students on research projects, effective tenure criteria
will reflect both the priorities of the institution and the
standards of the discipline.
Second, the rationale underlying the college’s commitment to undergraduate research is critically important.
In some cases, student research experiences are considered indispensable for admission to leading graduate
programs or other post-baccalaureate placement. In
other instances, undergraduate research is considered
as one of many activities that may engage students and
in so doing enhance student learning and advance student retention, graduation rates, and other institutional
priorities. In the latter case, mentoring student research
projects may be viewed as an optional activity, with
faculty free to substitute service learning, communitybased learning, or other forms of student engagement as
alternative methodologies for fostering student learning.

We Must Do Undergraduate Research
The academic departments of botany, chemistry, geosciences, mathematics, microbiology, physics, and zoology
comprise the College of Science. If asked why they work
with students on undergraduate research projects, faculty members in this college might say: “We must engage
our students in undergraduate research,” “we have to do
it,” or “we don’t have a choice.” As the conversation continues, it becomes clear, though, that these statements
are not intended to describe an environment of coercion.
Instead, the faculty members believe that student
research is an essential component of science education,
which leads students to a richer and more enlightening
experience in the sciences. This perspective is not unique
to WSU. Anne Barrie Hunter’s (2007, 36) ethnographic
research found that faculty members view an undergraduate research experience as a critical part of “becoming a scientist.” Moreover, the College of Science faculty
members believe that an undergraduate research experience is necessary for students to be successfully placed
in doctoral programs, medical and professional schools,
and other post-baccalaureate experiences.
In addition, working with students on research projects
is an extension of the long-standing practice of collaborating with peers on research. In the sciences, research
projects often have several participants, and published
articles commonly have multiple authors. Incorporating
students into research projects is simply another form of
collaboration.
For these reasons, undergraduate research is deeply
embedded in the tenure process within the College of
Science. Its tenure document explicitly notes that “supervised student research” may “satisfy the criteria” that
define the research expectations for faculty. The document further notes that, “the candidate is responsible for
documenting each item of scholarship … and explaining
its significance as well as his or her role in accomplishing
it.” Thus, undergraduate research may be considered as
traditional academic research, but the burden is on the
candidate to demonstrate the importance of the research
and the faculty member’s role in the project.
In practice over the past three years, the reviews of
candidates for tenure have unfailingly referenced the
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summer months at the Great Salt Lake and migrate
to Mexico for the winter. The project has furthered
undergraduate research efforts at both institutions and
provided important insights into the conservation of
habitats for Great Salt Lake birds along their migration
routes. In 2009 the project received the North American
Bird Conservation Award. In 2011, the ongoing research
project will be expanded to South America.

Undergraduate Research One Among
Many Enrichment Activities

WSU student Jaime Frank presenting at WSU’s 8th Annual Undergraduate
Research Symposium and Celebration.

candidates’ work with students on research projects.
Mentoring undergraduate research is evaluated at the
various levels of review: by department, college, and
dean. Reviews enumerated the number of student projects mentored, whether the research results were published, and the impact of specific research projects on
students’ placement in graduate school. Because the
College of Science tenure criteria specifically note that
supervising student research is a form of research and
scholarship, candidate reviews consistently recognize
undergraduate research.
Not surprisingly, within this college, the tenure process has contributed to a culture strongly supportive
of undergraduate research. In academic year 2009-10,
science students published 14 peer-reviewed journal
articles and presented 74 papers at regional and national
meetings. To put this in perspective, the college typically
awards approximately 125 bachelor’s degrees each year.
Faculty members in the College of Science have taken
their zeal for undergraduate research to students on
other college campuses. John Cavitt, a zoology professor
and director of WSU’s undergraduate research program,
initiated a partnership between the University of Nayarit
in Mexico and WSU. Students on both campuses monitor the snowy plovers, endangered birds that spend the
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The College of Social and Behavioral Sciences is an
eclectic academic unit containing the departments of
criminal justice, geography, history, political science and
philosophy, psychology, social work and gerontology,
and sociology and anthropology. Within the college,
undergraduate research is viewed as one of many enriching educational experiences. Undergraduate research,
service learning, community-based learning, capstone
experiences, and study abroad are all regarded as means
to foster student learning.
The College of Social and Behavioral Sciences’ tenure
criteria specifically note that the “sponsorship of student
research” is a form of teaching. The document also states
that a wide range of “out-of-class learning activities”
are also considered to be teaching. This list includes the
supervision of student “research projects, field projects,
public service projects, internships, and field trips.”
Correspondingly, there are abundant examples of different active-learning pedagogies in the tenure dossiers
of candidates. Because the tenure document states that
undergraduate research is one of many recognized pedagogies, some faculty members choose to forgo working
with students on research and instead pursue alternative
teaching strategies. Unlike the College of Science, where
examples of undergraduate research are ubiquitous in the
tenure portfolios of candidates, undergraduate research
is not as widespread in the portfolios of candidates for
tenure in the College of Social and Behavioral Sciences.
Academic disciplines are a key to whether faculty members choose to mentor student research projects or
use other forms of engagement. The pattern of tenure
reviews in the geography, psychology, and sociology and
anthropology departments is similar to that found in the
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College of Science. Tenure reviews for candidates in these
disciplines consistently reference the candidates’ work
with students on research projects. Not coincidently,
these disciplines are also active in national undergraduate
research conversations. Other departments in the College
of Social and Behavioral Sciences do not eschew undergraduate research, but they do not expect it.
Despite the lack of a distinct emphasis on undergraduate research, many faculty in the College of Social and
Behavioral Sciences have established notable records
of mentoring undergraduate researchers. Faculty members have obtained funding from the National Science
Foundation’s Research Experiences for Undergraduates
program, for example. On several occasions, social science students have presented their research results at the
Council for Undergraduate Research’s Posters on the Hill
event in Washington, D.C.
Most recently, Christian Petersen, a senior majoring in
psychology, presented at the 2010 Posters on the Hill
event. Mentored by professor of psychology and CUR
Counselor Lauren Fowler, Petersen examined the influence of video gaming on visual acuity and response time.
A group of university students whose video gaming habits varied dramatically completed a questionnaire about
their gaming experience and then took a short computerbased test that measured visual responsiveness. After the
test, students played Halo 3, a popular video game. At the
conclusion of each gaming session, subjects were asked
to take the visual awareness test again. Petersen found a
significant increase in students’ ability to spot changes
within the visual field after playing the video game;
visual response and alertness increased significantly from
the pre-test to the post-test.

Integral in Some Disciplines,
Under Other Guises
WSU’s College of Arts and Humanities includes the
departments of communication, English, foreign languages, performing arts, and visual arts. The college presents a curious case study of undergraduate research. Two
of the departments within the college, visual arts and performing arts, are not associated with traditional academic
research that results in publications. The tenure criteria
in the College of Arts and Humanities do, however, treat
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WSU President F. Ann Millner and WSU student Jennifer Shamalz
at WSU’s 8th Annual Undergraduate Research Symposium and
Celebration.

creative expression and the production of artistic works
as equivalent to traditional forms of research.
Faculty and students in the College of Arts and
Humanities have demonstrated a solid commitment to
undergraduate research. In part, this reflects the fact that
WSU’s undergraduate research office has taken great care
to promote a definition of undergraduate research that
can be embraced by all the disciplines. Departments that
initially expressed concern that WSU’s undergraduate
research initiative would not be inclusive were relieved
to find that they could view as undergraduate research
the support that faculty members gave students who conducted various kinds of work in their disciplines, as long
as it was subjected to formal review. Indeed, once the
definition of undergraduate research was articulated and
understood, the visual and performing arts faculty stated
that they had been doing it forever—that it was, in fact,
an inextricable part of their disciplines.
For example, in the music program, students must
demonstrate artistry through performance of two juried
recitals. To enter the bachelor of fine arts program in
the visual arts department students must display creativity by submitting a minimum of six art works to juried
review. After admission, students must exhibit additional
juried works to meet graduation requirements.
The English department sponsors an undergraduate literary journal, Metaphor, which publishes poetry, fiction,
non-fiction, and articles, as well as works in other artistic
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media. For 25 years, the department has also sponsored
the National Undergraduate Literature Conference, at
which undergraduates present both creative papers and
critical analyses.
Given the fact that the arts and humanities have long
pursued a model of mentorship, artistic creation, and
juried review that predates the emergence of undergraduate research across college and university campuses, it
is not surprising that their tenure criteria would not contain the contemporary language of the undergraduate
research movement. The tenure criteria of the College of
Arts and Humanities make no mention of undergraduate
research per se, but its tenure document reinforces the
importance of working with students in a context that
is wholly consistent with undergraduate research. For
example, the criteria specifically recognize that in the
performing arts mentoring that takes place on a “one-toone basis between teacher and student” is an important
form of teaching.
WSU’s College of Arts and Humanities, in fact, has
produced some of the institution’s most memorable
examples of undergraduate research. As one example,
Kalista Francom, a sophomore enrolled in an English
composition class taught by Christina H. Millard, chose
to write a nonfiction essay on the impact of placing
Native American babies for adoption by white families,
a practice begun in the 1800’s and continued through
the 1960’s in some states. Francom conducted primary
research by interviewing Native American birth mothers
and tribal officials. Her conclusion was that these adoptions largely were unsuccessful. The Native American
children felt alienated and distanced from their adoptive families. Many returned to reservations as adults,
but were unable to assimilate into the Native American
cultures. Francom’s nonfiction essay was developed into
a poster that was selected for CUR’s 2006 Posters on the
Hill event.

Lessons
At the end of the day, the question is whether undergraduate research “counts” in tenure processes. The answer
depends upon how “count” is defined. Candidates who
receive negative tenure reviews often lament that a certain activity did not count in the process. By this, they
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most often mean that their work in a certain area was not
sufficient to offset deficiencies in other areas. According
to this definition, no single activity would rise to the
level of “counting” in the tenure processes of WSU’s academic colleges because single accomplishments are not
sufficient to offset glaring deficiencies.
In WSU’s College of Science, attaining a large federal
grant would not make up for a complete absence of peerreviewed research. In the College of Social and Behavioral
Sciences, a strong record of research would not offset
serious deficiencies in teaching. In each of WSU’s academic colleges, the tenure process views faculty work as
a gestalt.
A more reasonable definition is that an activity counts if
it is considered in tenure reviews and has some influence
upon the ultimate decision. Based upon this definition,
undergraduate research clearly “counts” at WSU.
As institutions seek to incorporate undergraduate research
into tenure criteria and processes, they must consider
exactly how they wish undergraduate research to be
counted. What are the college’s goals for the student
research experience? Is the specific intent to enhance
student research skills or to more generally foster student learning through other forms of engagement? Is it
desirable to incorporate students into existing research
projects or is it preferred for students to define their own
research projects? The answers will determine whether
the tenure criteria treat undergraduate research as a form
of faculty research or whether mentoring students should
be viewed as a form of pedagogy.
In addition to furthering institutional agendas, the
answers to these questions will also be shaped by academic disciplines. Future faculty members are initiated
into their disciplines during their graduate studies. The
academic job market, of which pre-tenured faculty are
always mindful, establishes the requirements for career
mobility. Federal funding agencies reward specific disciplinary work.
In promoting undergraduate research, the tenure criteria
must reinforce, rather than change, disciplinary attitudes.
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Are you a new faculty member? A post-doc
applying for a faculty or research position?
Are you looking for guidance and advice?
The Council on Undergraduate Research’s Mentor
Network matches individuals seeking information
about starting, sustaining, or re-initiating undergraduate research programs with experienced, tenured CUR faculty members who can assist them.
Those requesting mentors may be newly hired
faculty, as well as graduate students or post-doctoral scholars. Established faculty members who
are interested in starting or restarting a research
program or moving in a new direction with their
program may also request a mentor. Please note
that the individual requesting a mentor must be a
CUR individual member.
For interested individuals, a list of possible mentors will be provided based on mentoring needs,
discipline, institutional similarities, and/or regional proximity, depending on the individual’s preferences. Please note that the individual requesting
a mentor must be a CUR individual member.
Send your contact information, CUR Member
ID number, a brief description of your research
interests, and your intended goals via email to the
appropriate mentor network liaison listed below.
He or she will identify two to four prospective
mentors and send you information about them.
You may then choose the mentor who seems to fit
your needs most effectively and contact that person directly to define the mentoring relationship.
Biology: Quinn Vega, vegaq@mail.montclair.edu
Chemistry: Myriam Cotten, mcotten@hamilton.edu
Geoscience and Physical Geography: Laura
Guertin, uxg3@psu.edu
Physics and Astronomy: Beth Cunningham,
bcunningham@aapt.org
Administrators/Undergraduate Research Program
Directors: Sandra Gregerman, sgreger@umich.edu
Web site www.cur.org/mentoring.html.
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Promoting Undergraduate Research through Revising Tenure and
Promotion Policy
Undergraduate research, scholarship, and creative activity (abbreviated here as undergraduate research) are increasing in frequency and prominence in undergraduate
programs, especially as evidence accumulates regarding
the high impact of such pedagogical practices on student learning (Kuh 2008) and on the advancement of
knowledge (e.g., Laursen, Hunter, Seymour, Thiry, and
Melton 2010; Lopatto 2010; Russell et al. 2007). The
emerging prominence of undergraduate research should
prompt significant discussion of the faculty role, to
reflect the integration of mentored research as a normative role component, rather than as an “invisible extra”
as has typically been the case (Osborn and Paul 2010).
Participation in undergraduate research should be integrated into tenure and promotion policy so that faculty
reward and recognition are consistent with the emerging
revised definition of the faculty role.
Few institutions, however, have explicitly addressed
undergraduate research in tenure and promotion policies. Below we discuss several impediments to recognizing and valuing undergraduate research in the faculty
reward system. We then provide suggestions for surmounting these obstacles and describe specific examples
of how some of these recommendations were incorporated into a recent revision of tenure and promotion policy
at Stetson University, a regional comprehensive institution. Although the example we use is from a primarily
undergraduate institution (PUI), many of the suggestions
are applicable to a variety of institutional classifications.

Disconnect Between Institutional
Mission and Culture and the Faculty
Reward System
Ambiguity and conflict regarding the place of undergraduate research in faculty evaluation can stem from lack of
reflection on and clarity regarding the value and place
of research/ scholarship/creative activity in general in the
institutional mission and culture. Institutional missions
vary considerably on this point, ranging from avowedly
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teaching-centric to research-dominant. Undergraduate
research is consistent with a variety of institutional missions. However, failure to recognize this link can lead
to devaluing undergraduate research for the purpose of
evaluating faculty members.

The Three-Legged Stool and the
Invisible Workload
Traditionally, tenure and promotion policies parse faculty activity into three mutually exclusive categories:
teaching, scholarship/creative activity, and service. This
sometimes creates a tendency for review committees
to view any faculty activity that crosses or intersects
categories as suspect or “double-dipping.” Even worse,
it may lead to ignoring category-crossing activities,
thereby overlooking faculty involvement in undergraduate research altogether. This is especially likely when
undergraduate research activity occurs outside of formal
definitions of teaching/work load.

Disciplinary Diversity
The growing practice of undergraduate research, scholarship, and creative activity has stimulated development and innovation of different models of undergraduate research (e.g., Young 2008; Grobman 2007).
However, undergraduate research has historically been
more strongly associated with the natural sciences and,
at many institutions, other disciplines still lag behind
or use different models of mentoring undergraduate
research (Gesink 2010). These disciplinary differences
can negatively impact perceptions of the degree of faculty involvement in undergraduate research and therefore
how it should be categorized for evaluation of faculty
members.

Evidence of Effectiveness in
Mentoring UR
Institutions that recognize the importance of undergraduate research in their definition of faculty roles
may still diminish the importance of undergraduate
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research by having no strong, quantitative assessment of
the mentoring aspect of undergraduate research. While
student evaluation of course-based teaching has become
standard, student evaluation of undergraduate research
experiences is much less common. If mentoring of
undergraduate research is not formally evaluated it will
continue to be marginalized in the tenure and promotion process. Tenure and promotion review relies upon
clear evidence of effectiveness, beyond brief anecdotal
reports.
Putative reasons for the lack of formal student evaluation
of undergraduate research experiences include:
• Many undergraduate research experiences have been
outside of the formal curriculum, either not earning
academic credit at all or earning elective credit, and
therefore have been excluded from the formal course
evaluation processes.
• Mentored independent study projects and small
senior research courses yield low sample sizes for student evaluations, thereby threatening the anonymity
associated with student evaluation processes.
• The course evaluation instrument may not adequately reflect the institution’s progressive stance
on undergraduate research and other forms of highimpact learning.

Promoting Undergraduate Research
through Improved Tenure
and Promotion Policy
Tenure and promotion policies define, set expectations
for, and motivate faculty members’ priorities for engagement and development (O’Meara and Rice 2005). As
such, tenure and promotion policies are an important
means of promoting undergraduate research as a vital
component of the faculty role. We assert that the very
work of revising tenure and promotion policy to recognize and reward undergraduate research is an important
opportunity to advance the significance, quality, and
extent of undergraduate research on campus. Such conversations are important catalysts in many ways for clarifying the faculty role and defining priorities for faculty
support/development. Thus they are a key to effective
revision of tenure and promotion documents. We provide below several strategies for addressing the challenge
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of incorporating undergraduate research in tenure and
promotion policies.

Defining Excellence in Scholarship,
Teaching, and Service
Development of academic policy, by definition a facultycentric initiative, is an important mechanism for building and advancing cultural change in an organization,
which is required for institutionalizing undergraduate
research. An important first step in revising tenure and
promotion policy is to define in greater detail the different components that define excellence and effectiveness
in teaching, scholarship, and service. These definitions
will necessarily vary by institution and should reflect
the institution’s mission, as proposed by Ernest Boyer
(1997). More and more institutions have adopted an
expanded definition of scholarship to include scholarship of discovery, integration, application, and teaching (O’Meara and Rice 2005). For many institutions,
increased emphasis on undergraduate research will be a
natural outgrowth of this effort to align the institutional
mission and the faculty reward system.
For example, Stetson University’s recent revision of its
tenure and promotion policy and the associated reflection, conversation, and implementation ensured that the
faculty reward system acknowledges and properly values
faculty activities related to undergraduate research. New
standards for excellence were defined for each category
of the three-legged stool (see Table 1 below), and candidates must provide evidence that each standard has been
met or exceeded.
Because Stetson has a long history of undergraduate
research, with a requirement for all students to complete
a substantial senior research project, the elaboration of
these new standards includes explicit reference to faculty-student collaborative research and creative activity.
For example, in the Standards of Excellence in teaching
and scholarship/creative activity, “engagement” is (in
part) described as follows:
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Table 1.University’s
Stetson University’s
for Excellence
in Teaching,
Scholarship,
and
Table 1. Stetson
StandardsStandards
for Excellence
in Teaching,
Scholarship,
and Service

Service
Table
1. Stetson University’s Standards for Excellence in Teaching, Scholarship, and
Tenure and Promotion to
Promotion to Full Professor
Service
Associate
Tenure
and Professor
Promotion to
Command
of Subject Matter
Associate Professor
Organization
Command of Subject Matter
Rigor
Organization
Evolution/ Development
Rigor
Engagement
Evolution/
Development
Engagement

Promotion to Full Professor
Command of Subject Matter
Organization
Command
of Subject Matter
Rigor
Organization
Evolution/Growth
Rigor
Engagement
Evolution/Growth
Maturity
Engagement
Impact
Maturity
Scholarly and Creative
Rigor
Rigor
Impact
Scholarly
Rigor
Rigor
Activities and Creative
Engagement
Engagement
Activities
Engagement
Engagement
Evolution/ Development
Evolution/ Development
Evolution/
Development
Evolution/
Development
Consistency
Consistency
Consistency
Consistency
Maturity
Maturity
Development of Expertise
Development
of Expertise
Recognition
Recognition
Service (Associate
Campus Engagement
Campus Engagement
Service
(Associate
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Another important component of faculty-student collaborative research is contribution to disciplinary or
interdisciplinary expertise and advancement of knowledge. When tangible scholarly outcomes result from a faculty member’s participation in undergraduate research,
they should be evaluated as effectiveness in scholarship
in tenure and promotion reviews. Traditionally, contributions to knowledge advancement have been made
through presentations in scholarly or professional venues and peer-reviewed publications, but campuses that
have embraced the Boyer model may choose to include
more varied forms of tangible scholarly outcomes (e.g.,
technical reports, Web pages, software, etc.) that are outgrowths of undergraduate research.
Participation in some undergraduate research activities
may also be considered a meritorious form of service.
Examples of these types of activities include acquiring
resources for support of undergraduate research (e.g.,
REU supplements) and/or service in organizations that
support undergraduate research (e.g., serving as a CUR
councilor).

Embracing Disciplinary Diversity
While disciplinary diversity can pose challenges to
achieving general definitions and standards for the faculty role, it is also an opportunity for deepening campus
understanding of undergraduate research in its many
possibilities, potentially even spawning innovations
in undergraduate research. A powerful mechanism for
achieving this goal is incorporating into the tenure and
promotion policy the development of disciplinary interpretations of the institutional standards for “scholarship.” The process of developing such disciplinary interpretations is a key opportunity because it draws together
faculty for discussion about this vital component of the
faculty role, and it can prompt specific discussion of the
role of undergraduate research in faculty members’ work
as teacher-scholars.
The disciplinary interpretations can also provide a
mechanism for embracing the diverse forms of mentoring undergraduate research across an institution and
for informing candidates about the types of tangible
scholarly outcomes that may be used to demonstrate
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that a particular standard has been met. Finally, in developing disciplinary documents, it is important to build
in a process for vetting the disciplinary interpretations
institution-wide to ensure adherence to the institutional
standard.
There will be some disciplinary variation in forms of
undergraduate research and therefore in how these
relate to evidence of faculty scholarly engagement and
production. While the natural and some social sciences
may share some mentoring models and types of tangible scholarly outcomes that result from undergraduate
research, disciplinary interpretation documents for arts
and humanities disciplines (see, for example, Gesink
2010; Grobman 2007; Schantz 2008) may include creative works (e.g., plays; see Blackmer 2008) in addition
to, or instead of, co-authored publications, and these
disciplines have much different criteria for what is recognized as faculty scholarship. The arts and humanities will also likely include significant mentorship of
student-produced art and scholarship, which can be
recognized as evidence of faculty scholarly engagement.
For performance faculty, performances with a student
or a co-authored paper detailing the research behind
performance of a new piece may be recognized as faculty
scholarship. In some professional programs, practica or
community-based projects that involve undergraduate
researchers may be recognized as faculty scholarship
(Boyer 1997; Gesink 2010). Institutions should ensure
that such disciplinary interpretations are not too restrictive and that they allow for major innovation and interdisciplinary forays (Blackmer 2008).
Disciplinary interpretation documents can also provide
important contextual information for understanding
how undergraduate research works as a component of the
faculty member’s program of scholarship. Disciplinary
standards should reflect the departmental or divisional
mission statements in a manner analogous to that of
the institutional mission and institution-wide standards
for excellence. The following excerpt from the mission
statement of the Division of Natural Sciences at Stetson
University underscores the value placed on undergraduate research and sets the stage for a disciplinary inter-
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Table 2. Excerpt from disciplinary interpretation document, Stetson University Division
of Natural Sciences

Table 2. Excerpt from disciplinary interpretation document, Stetson University Division of Natural Sciences
Category
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senior projects, and/or independent study projects
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pretation document that recognizes and rewards faculty
efforts in mentoring undergraduate research:
The Division believes that the methods of the
natural sciences are best learned by science majors
through extensive hands-on participation in undergraduate research …
Thus, the following statement from the disciplinary
interpretation document from Stetson’s Division of
Natural Sciences, which describes how student involvement in a faculty member’s research should be viewed
for the purposes of evaluation, is a natural outgrowth of
the division’s mission:
The Division highly values and strongly encourages the involvement of undergraduates in the
scholarly process to the extent possible given a faculty member’s area of expertise and senior research
mentoring workload. As practiced in the Division,
engagement of students in the scholarly process
has unique effects on scholarly output and can
impact the quality and frequency of publication.
However, because student involvement in research
is central to our mission, a high degree of student
involvement is desirable, and should be considered meritorious when evaluating a candidate’s
scholarly work during the tenure and promotion or
promotion process.

Although all the divisions at Stetson did not include the
same emphasis on undergraduate research, the process
of developing disciplinary interpretations of university
standards for tenure and promotion made undergraduate
research the subject of widespread discussion within and
among divisions and formalized recognition of undergraduate research in the faculty reward system. Prior to
this effort, the significant component of faculty time
involved in mentoring undergraduate research (including senior projects) was recognized within, but not outside, the Division; therefore, its role in the tenure and
promotion process was unclear.
An example from a disciplinary interpretation document from the Division of Natural Sciences at Stetson is
excerpted in Table 2. This excerpt lists evidence related
to mentoring undergraduate research that can be used to
demonstrate excellence in “scholarship” and “teaching”
in the tenure and promotion portfolio. (The policy also
includes many additional types of evidence not related
to mentoring undergraduate research.) Also indicated are
the pertinent Stetson Standards for Excellence (e.g., rigor,
consistency, engagement) that must be achieved in the
different components of the faculty role.
In the spirit of Boyer (1997), the types of evidence that
could be used to meet the criteria of rigor were expanded
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to include tangible scholarly outcomes from the scholarship of discovery, engagement, teaching, and integration. To be considered scholarship, the divisional interpretation document requires that evidence “… involve a
high level of disciplinary expertise, be public, subject to
critical review, and in a form that allows use/exchange by
other members of the scholarly community.”

Recognition and Evaluation
of Mentoring
Valuing the mentoring aspect of undergraduate research
in the faculty reward system is important because of
the faculty time involved in mentoring. Acknowledging
these efforts as part of the teaching load may also
encourage broader faculty participation. Where undergraduate research falls outside the normal teaching
load, faculty should encourage students to enroll in
independent study courses to document this important
teaching effort. Whether or not the students are formally
enrolled in such a course, faculty members’ mentoring
of undergraduate research should be evaluated formally
as teaching, including student evaluations of teaching
effectiveness. Many institutions could use their current
methods of course evaluation to do this. The more global
questions found on these instruments such as “Overall,
was the instructor of this course effective?” or “Was
this course intellectually challenging?” can be applied
with equal success to standard classes and mentored
undergraduate research experiences. Concerns about
anonymity could be addressed by increasing sample sizes
by pooling mentored students across several semesters,
cautioning students not to include potentially identifying remarks, and refraining from communicating results
of the evaluation to the mentor until after students have
graduated.
The explicit inclusion of undergraduate research and
other high-impact learning experiences in a revised tenure and promotion policy may also prompt the revision
of the course evaluation form and process, more deliberately incorporating questions and methods for evaluating students’ experiences in these important learning
opportunities. Assessments of the learning outcomes of
these experiences, student essays, and faculty interviews
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of small student groups could also provide important
evidence of mentoring effectiveness.
Most institutions use peer evaluation of teaching in the
tenure and promotion process, often by having senior
faculty visit classes, compose a written evaluation of
the session detailing their critical observations, and
have a formative discussion with the colleague about
their observations, including suggestions for continued
development. Peer evaluations could also be used effectively to evaluate undergraduate research mentoring. The
evaluator could attend a group research meeting, observe
a critical reading session, visit a lab when a mentor is
guiding one or two students through the use of a new
technique, accompany a mentor and student to a field
site, or observe a collaborative rehearsal session. The
evaluation of activities involved in mentoring undergraduate research could parallel those used to evaluate
regular classroom teaching.
If the faculty member has a rubric for assessing student
performance in the undergraduate research experience,
that rubric may also be a helpful framework for guiding
the peer observation. It is important that the assessment
tool provides evidence of the quality of mentoring and
reflects critical thinking about the faculty member’s ability to enhance student learning through undergraduate
research. Inclusion of standardized instruments and
defined approaches for assessing undergraduate research
will ensure that mentoring-related activities are recognized during the tenure and promotion process and
help to clearly define the faculty role in mentoring as an
important form of teaching.

Conclusion
Revising the tenure and promotion policy is a powerful
opportunity for advancing a culture that supports and
celebrates undergraduate research. Although the strategies described here stemmed from a tenure and promotion policy at a principally undergraduate institution,
many of these suggestions, especially the disciplinary
documents and formal evaluation of mentoring UR as
teaching, can be incorporated at a variety of institutional
settings. Also, institutions with graduate programs that
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tend to privilege mentorship of graduate students with
respect to faculty evaluation can extend that to undergraduates. At any institution, revision of tenure and
promotion policy should stimulate the critical dialogue
among faculty necessary for a consistent valuation of
undergraduate research in the institutional mission statement and the faculty reward system.
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CUR Posters on the Hill 2012
Nothing more effectively demonstrates the value of undergraduate research than the words and stories
of the student participants themselves. In the Spring of 2012 CUR will host its 16th annual undergraduate poster session on Capitol Hill. This event will help members of Congress understand the importance
of undergraduate research by talking directly with the students whom these programs impact.
CUR is calling for students of member institutions to submit an abstract of their research that represents
any of CUR’s disciplinary divisions (Arts and Humanities, Biology, Chemistry, Geosciences, Health
Sciences, Mathematics/Computer Science, Physics/Astronomy, Psychology, and Social Sciences)
Online abstract submission will be available September 1, 2011
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From the International Desk

Irish Perspectives on Undergraduate Research

Support for undergraduate research in the Republic
of Ireland involves a complicated interplay among
European Union initiatives, national projects, regional
alliances, and institutional activities. Against this backdrop, each higher education institution has developed an institution-appropriate approach to supporting
undergraduate research. The diversity that has emerged
is due to the measure of flexibility historically allowed
by government policy in this particular area, and to the
individuality and culture of the universities and institutes that have responded. In the past decade, however,
a more coherent and collaborative approach to supporting undergraduate research has emerged, largely driven
by a stated government agenda more closely linked to
perceived national priorities.
In this article we provide some insight into current policies and practices in undergraduate research in Ireland.
We explore the policy context for the current focus on
undergraduate research and briefly describe two national
initiatives. We present two case studies, one regional
and the other institutional, and conclude by reflecting
on the future of undergraduate research in Irish higher
education.

Government Policy and the New Irish
Undergraduate
During the past fifteen years, a gradual yet significant
investment has been made in research in Irish higher
education. The need to focus on developing skills for a
knowledge economy, which began over a decade ago,
continues to be highlighted within strategic government
reviews, such as The University Challenged: A Review of
International Trends and Issues with Particular Reference
to Ireland (Skilbeck 2002); the Review of Higher Education
in Ireland (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development 2004), and, most recently, National Strategy
for Higher Education (Hunt 2011). The latter brings recommendations for government action up to date and
emphasizes the symbiotic relationship of teaching and
research:
…a culture of enquiry and engaged scholarship
should permeate the work of all higher education institutions, and all students in higher edu-
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cation—both undergraduate and postgraduate—
should learn in an environment where research and
teaching are closely linked (Hunt 2011, 54).
These reports have influenced government policy. In
2003, the government body that establishes national standards for academic awards, the National Qualifications
Authority of Ireland (NQAI 2003), stated that critical
learning outcomes to be attained by undergraduates
should include:
• Detailed knowledge and understanding in one or more
specialized areas, some of it at the current boundaries
of the field(s);
• Ability to use and modify advanced skills and tools to
conduct closely guided research;
• Ability to use advanced skills to conduct research.
In 2006 the government report Strategy for Science,
Technology and Innovation set a target of doubling the
number of PhD’s undertaken by 2013, as part of developing “4th level Ireland,”—postgraduate education. (In
Ireland, the term “postgraduate” refers to post-baccalaureate study.) Encouraging undergraduate research was identified as one way to promote this effort, as well as being
a valuable learning experience in its own right (Bradley
2007).
During the past six years references to undergraduate
research began to appear in calls for funding, such as the
successful call by the Higher Education Authority (a government agency) Strategic Innovation Fund (SIF). In 2006
the National Academy for the Integration of Research,
Teaching and Learning (NAIRTL) was founded with SIF
funding. Developed through a partnership of five universities and institutes of technology, with University College
Cork as the lead, NAIRTL now involves all 38 publicly
funded higher education institutions (www.nairtl.ie). One
strand of activities within NAIRTL is embedding research
into undergraduate curricula. This is achieved predominantly through the provision of small national grants and
awards to faculty members, as well as through dissemination and sharing of resources (publications, conferences,
etc).
Paralleling this, the Irish Universities Association (IUA)
recognized the need for universities to engage in “reform
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of 3rd level [undergraduate] and creation of 4th level
[postgraduate] Ireland, securing competitive advantage
in the 21st century.” The group stated that Ireland was
moving from “a nation dependent on manufacturing to
one that invents, innovates, creates and delivers high
value-added products and services; from a society which
relies upon knowledge created elsewhere to one that
participates in, contributes to and exploits world-class
leading-edge research and development.” (IUA 2005,
8). These goals emphasized the development of curricula needed to bridge the undergraduate/postgraduate
gap. In practical terms, this meant a shift in expected
learning outcomes for undergraduates so that “The new
graduates will be formed through teaching and learning
programmes informed by the latest research to develop
effective research and lifelong learning skills, and will
continue to access the learning and discovery resources
of the university sector throughout their working lives.”
(IUA 2005, 13).
In 2006, a major funding initiative, the Programme for
Research in Third Level Institutions, noted the inextricable link between undergraduate and postgraduate
education in Ireland. In its call for projects, it said, “The
quality of undergraduate and postgraduate education
must be retained. Direct involvement in research should
be available to many undergraduate students. The interconnection between education and research must be
preserved.”
The aim of these initiatives was to support the development of a new type of undergraduate, one with
enhanced skills for entering postgraduate education, the
workplace, and society.

Undergraduate Research in Ireland
The Republic of Ireland has seven universities (the largest with almost 24,000 students), 13 institutes of technology, and 18 smaller higher education institutions
that are publicly funded. All universities and most technical institutes offer both undergraduate and postgraduate education. There are small privately funded institutions of higher education, but they have little emphasis
on research relative to publicly funded institutions.
There has been no national initiative that focused solely
on the promotion and embedding of undergraduate
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research in undergraduate education. Nevertheless, there
are very real opportunities for undergraduates to engage
in research experiences. Traditionally these opportunities
have been confined to third- and fourth-year students
and have taken the form of final-year research projects,
written up as theses. They can be compared with the U.S.
capstone courses, in which students are encouraged to
draw on the skills, knowledge, and understanding developed during their undergraduate coursework. Though
the benefits to Irish students of these projects have often
been assumed and left unexplored, they form a key pedagogy in building students’ capacities to be integrative
thinkers and learners.
In addition to the final-year projects, there are other
opportunities for undergraduates to participate in and
gain acknowledgement for research, including funding
through the Undergraduate Research Experience and
Knowledge Awards (UREKA) and Undergraduate Awards
for penultimate and final-year projects or essays.

The UREKA Initiative
The UREKA funding awards are for undergraduate research
projects known as “sites” focused mainly on the sciences
and engineering, with participants from universities and
colleges throughout Ireland and abroad. UREKA sites are
projects that receive funding for up to three years and
consist of a group of researchers and a minimum of 10
undergraduate students. The students apply directly to
the UREKA site for participation. The fund has been managed through the Science Foundation Ireland since 2004
but unfortunately, funding is to cease after completion of
the 2011 projects due to budgetary cuts.

Institutionally Funded Summer
Research Programmes
Many Irish higher education institutions fund programmes for undergraduate research to provide students
with the experience of academic research during the
summer period. Such programmes include the Summer
Programme for Undergraduate Research (SPUR) and
Summer Undergraduate Research Experience. Some projects are specific to particular areas of specialization, such
as SPUR-ON neuroscience research projects, while others
are interdisciplinary and allow undergraduates to partici-
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pate in research that may not be focused on their current area of study. Students apply for these programmes
through open competition and receive guidance from an
experienced researcher.

Undergraduate Awards
The Undergraduate Awards are a relatively recent initiative that calls attention to undergraduate research. They
are perhaps the most prominent support for undergraduate research in Ireland, but the awards are confined to
research within the penultimate and final years of a
student’s degree program. The initiative was established
with the intention to “inspire, support, and celebrate
the ideas of future generations of graduates” (UA 2010).
It was launched in September 2008 and is supported by
the Higher Education Authority and commercial companies such as Google. In 2010, there were more than
1,600 submissions of student research projects, and the
26 award winners’ submissions were published in the
Undergraduate Journal; no financial award is given. Along
with the annual awards ceremony, program administrators host small “think-in” events for students and feature
high-profile speakers from across the world. Further
details of their activities are available within the Web
site: http://www.undergraduateawards.com/.
The awards are open to students from all higher education institutions in the Republic of Ireland and Northern
Ireland, and more than 150 academics take part in judging panels. In 2011, UA will launch international awards
for students at a select number of colleges in the United
States, with the intention of the program becoming
global over the next five years and bringing 300 international winners to Ireland for a high-profile awards event.

Case Studies of Practice
The authors have been closely involved in two initiatives that encourage research within the undergraduate
curriculum. The first is a collaborative project of the
Dublin Region Higher Education Alliance (DRHEA), and
the second is an institutional case study from University
College Cork.
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Case study 1: The Dublin Alliance’s
Research-Enabled Learning Project: A
Regional Approach to Undergraduate
Research
The DRHEA is a strategic alliance of eight higher education institutions funded by the Higher Education
Authority through the Strategic Innovation Fund. This
government funding is aimed at supporting reform and
collaboration, with a key focus being the enhancement
of learning. The alliance itself consists of linked projects,
one of which is Teaching for Engagement and Retention,
which emphasizes research-enabled learning for undergraduate students.
This project group consists of six institutions (Dublin
City University, Dublin Institute of Technology, the
Institute of Technology Tallaght, National University
of Ireland Maynooth, Trinity College Dublin, and
University College Dublin). Most of the faculty members
involved are based in the teaching and learning centers
of their institutions. The group agreed on the use of the
term “research enabled learning” as an umbrella phrase
encompassing both research-based learning and researchenabled teaching activities. The group uses as its frame
of reference the research attributes articulated by the
national body governing standards for academic qualifications (NQAI 2003).
Current activities include:
• the coordination of a series of shared seminars, presented by established researchers, for undergraduates
across the partnering institutions;
• the development of resources to support undergraduates to prepare and present their research;
• the organization of an undergraduate research conference to showcase student research in undergraduate
programs.
The collaborative seminar series, for example, allows
undergraduates from the alliance’s members to hear
leading researchers from other institutions discuss their
work, their motivations for research, the methodologies
they use, and potential further developments in their
research. More than 200 students have attended some
of these seminars, with topics ranging from politics to
biomedical research.
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Provision of online resources specifically aimed at undergraduates was identified as important by the alliance
members, and the first phase of the resulting activity
involved the development of online support for undergraduates to help them write an abstract, design a poster,
and deliver a presentation. These resources are located on
a dedicated Web site: http://www.drhea.ie/undergradresearch/.
The inaugural undergraduate research conference, A
Showcase for Irish Undergraduate Talent, was held in
October 2010. It was the first inter-institutional conference that provided undergraduates from across all
disciplines with the opportunity to prepare and present
their research findings to an audience of their peers in a
supportive, yet public, environment. This one-day event
included parallel sessions for undergraduate oral presentations and posters, and for keynote addresses. The aims
of the event were to:
• provide undergraduates with an opportunity to experience an academic conference by preparing and submitting abstracts and presenting their research in oral
or poster formats;
• help undergraduates meet peers within their disciplines and help them to gain insights into how
research is conducted and presented in other disciplines;
• inform and inspire undergraduates to further develop
their research and learn about other opportunities
from experts within higher education and industry.
Well-known researchers were chosen as keynote speakers;
they discussed how they became interested in research
and the types of research they are engaged in. A section
of the conference titled Bright Young Things: Strategies
for Success, included insights into innovation and development led by a speaker from Facebook. It also featured
topics such as ethics and good research practice and commercialization of research, presented by administrators of
research support offices on alliance campuses.
Students from an undergraduate event-management program helped with conference planning and logistics, to
facilitate getting the undergraduates attending actively
involved in experiencing a conference.
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The inaugural undergraduate research conference attracted 85 students and staff members, with undergraduates
making up approximately 90 percent of the attendees.
A wide range of disciplines was represented among
the 14 oral presentations and 12 research posters. Staff
members and keynote speakers commented on the high
standard of the students’ research and presentation skills.
Attendees were provided with “prompt” questions to
guide discussion at poster presentations, and they also
had the opportunity to vote for the best poster.

Impact of Alliance’s Initiatives
Feedback has been gathered relating to the three key initiatives of this project, and overall the results have been
very positive. Feedback on the use of the online resources
was sought from conference participants. The feedback
indicated that 73 percent used the online resources to
prepare for the conference and that 71 percent of that
group cited them as essential to the creation and delivery
of their presentations and posters.
On the day of the conference, a survey of participants’ satisfaction with the event was distributed to attendees (21
were returned), and 14 video interviews were conducted
with student participants. An online, post-conference survey of student presenters’ experiences at the conference
was administered three weeks after the conference and
netted 15 responses.
Comments about the opportunities afforded by the conference were very positive. One student noted:
…the great thing about it is finding people. You
know, when you do research, you think it’s just
you, you’re in your own little world. But everyone
else has their own project going through the same
kind of troubles and joys that you’re going through.
(Oral presenter).
Some students highlighted the absence of a strategic drive
to incorporate research within their programs of study.
One noted:
…it was good to see the speakers were talking
about undergraduate research but as a fourth year,
it’s only now in my final year that I’m really getting to do kind of hard-core research. I think it’s
really important to get an early start even if it’s
essays. (Poster presenter).
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Conclusions and Future Alliance
Developments
Through this collaborative project, many valuable opportunities are being offered to students across the disciplines, supported by individual institutions. The collegiality and collaboration are perceived as key strengths
for both staff and students. The current initiatives have
provided resources and opportunities to showcase students’ research in a public forum beyond the structures
of assessment of their programs.
The conference will be developed into a national event.
The project group intends to continue and expand its
scope; additional conference strands might include a
track to provide students with more information about
opportunities for funding research and include more
companies and industry representatives.

Case Study 2: Institutional initiative at University College Cork
(UCC) to Embed Research in the
Undergraduate Curricula
To better prepare students for postgraduate research at
UCC, a fresh look at the undergraduate curricula was
needed. We found an array of final-year projects or
“capstone” courses at the university that included some
original research. Occasionally this research was made
public at conferences.
At an institutional level, embedding undergraduate
research in the curriculum was stated as official policy
for the first time in January 2007 in a submission to
the PRTLI. Following this, the university’s 2009-2012
Strategic Plan for Teaching and Learning stated that “a
key element of UCC’s teaching and learning strategy is a
continued emphasis on undergraduate education, with a
focus on students becoming participants in research.” It
also said that “there will be opportunities for all students
to engage in scholarly activity from their first year of
undergraduate studies.”
A current aim of the plan is that “All modules that incorporate elements of student research will make this visible
in the book of modules, via module descriptors, learning
outcomes, or modes of assessment” (UCC 2009).
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To achieve a broader range of research opportunities for
undergraduates, small (up to 5000 euro) research grants
were made available from a fund, the President’s Awards
for Research into Innovative Forms of Teaching, to
encourage more activities such as work-based learning,
problem-based learning, service learning, science shops,
and field-based studies, beginning in students’ first
years of university. There was a marked increase in such
activity in 2009 when an operational grant of 92,000
euro from the National Academy for the Integration of
Research, Teaching, and Learning, was targeted to specifically support this strategy.
In administering these funds, UCC tried to address a
number of associated issues. First, academic staff who are
attempting to initiate change in undergraduate teaching
and learning strategies are often working in isolation
within centers where postgraduate disciplinary research
dominates the agenda. The academy’s grant encouraged
colleagues within disciplines to come together to discuss
aspects of teaching and learning at the program level.
As a result, to obtain funding from the overall grant,
applicants had to meet the following criteria:
• Their discipline has to have a specific teaching and
learning strategy available.
• Building research skills in undergraduate curricula
must be part of the discipline’s strategy.
• Learning outcomes of the academic program must
explicitly refer to research skills.
• Student-assessment strategy must encourage development of research skills.
• Sustainability of the endeavour should be demonstrated.
As a result of a call for proposals, 24 small grants (ranging from 1,000 to 8,000 euro) were awarded to the
four colleges in UCC (Figure 1). Projects ranged from
researching the effect of diet in sports studies to building an archive in folklore studies through ethnographic
works. An analysis of each college’s request for funds
and success in winning them is shown in Figure 1. Some
feedback indicates that the high number of requests
from arts and humanities faculty members reflects the
fact that they apply for small grants more frequently
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Figure 1. Amount of grants applied for, by the four colleges of UCC, and level of success (UG refers to undergraduate)

Figure 2. The level/type of research activity undertaken by undergraduate students as reported by grant holders
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than do faculty in the sciences, where large grants are the
norm.
The final project reports indicate that undergraduate
research was carried out at several levels, with students:
• learning about research, literature reviews, critical
appraisals of current research;
• developing a research proposal;
• carrying out original research/data collection;
• disseminating original research
The proportions of each activity are captured in Figure 2.
The following projects illustrate the range of endeavors
carried out with the academy’s grant.
The School of Nursing received funding to help undergraduate student nurses to develop research questions
and research proposals. At the end of the project, each
student produced a research poster outlining the work
undertaken. A public exhibition was held, and the posters were judged. Travel grants were awarded for the best
posters, to enable students to present their work at a
research conference. Several student nurses stated that
they intended to pursue postgraduate studies on the basis
of this preparatory work.
The Department of Applied Social Studies organized
an undergraduate conference at the university itself to
allow final-year students to present their research work.
In a typical response, one student said, “The conference
was a great way of promoting research at undergraduate
level. I would have liked it if the conference had been a
bit longer.”
The School of Medicine obtained funding for eight
summer research scholarships and 12 travel awards to
enable students to present their research at national and
international conferences. Three students, deemed to
have completed outstanding projects by the School of
Medicine’s research committee, received special awards
for undergraduate research.
As an example, one outstanding project by a medical student was carried out in collaboration with the universities
of Parma, Italy, and Oviedo, Spain. Colm Kerr, a thirdyear student investigated the microorganisms that live
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in the digestive tracts, known as intestinal microbiota, of
newborn babies. Following the research, Kerr wrote, “this
summer has allowed me the opportunity to work on a
research project that involved collaboration between the
Department of Microbiology in UCC, as well as microbiology departments in other European universities, the
Department of Paediatrics in Cork University Hospital”
and an ongoing study being undertaken by the nursing
staff and doctors in Cork University Maternity Hospital.
This research experience inspired Kerr to continue the
study in his final undergraduate year, after which he
wrote, “one of the great things about working on this
project was the fact that it allowed me to meet a lot of
enthusiastic and helpful people. … It gave me the opportunity to practice some new laboratory skills. Overall, I
found working on this project a hugely positive experience.”
The benefits of undergraduate students carrying out
research, such as increased student engagement in learning and deeper understanding, have been well documented by academic staff, researchers, and postgraduate students who teach at the undergraduate level, (Brew 2006;
Healey and Jenkins 2009). Our results strongly support
these findings. Unfortunately, in the current economic
climate where funding is being cut, sustainability of these
good practices is at risk.

Conclusions and Potential for Future
Developments
Traditionally in Ireland, undergraduate research was carried out in the form of self-funded, final-year projects.
However, examples of undergraduate students doing
research can now be found at all levels of undergraduate
education, either as a “whole module” during coursework
or part of a module. This progress has been achieved
mainly as a result of international and governmental
priorities, together with government funding. Funding
takes the form of awards/recognition schemes, funded
research programs (largely science-based), and small grant
initiatives. It has allowed appropriate support, specifically
equipment, supervisors, and travel grants. The regional
and institutional case studies described in this article
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would not have happened without initial government
funding.
We have identified examples of good current practice,
and many more exist in Irish higher education. The
positive impact is becoming clear, as increased numbers
of students present their work at conferences and evaluate their experiences. However there is much work to be
done. Many curricula do not have a coordinated strategy in place for development of a variety of appropriate
research skills at points throughout the undergraduate
experience. Appropriate curriculum design must be
encouraged both at the institutional and national levels.
Institutional commitment and strategic plans must be
more than just rhetoric for disciplinary, institutional,
and regional endeavors to feed into national and international conferences and collaborations.
A more coordinated approach would be helpful so that
those involved in undergraduate research have more
opportunity to share good practices. Fortunately, a
national Working Group on Undergraduate Research
was set up in September 2010, under the auspices of
NAIRTL, to mobilize and stimulate good institutional
practices and national collaborations. This will allow
current work to be mapped against existing international frameworks so as to inform further developments.
This should serve our small nation well, and working
with regional and institutional initiatives should ensure
that diversity of practice is sustained.
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The Benefits and Challenges of Interdisciplinary
Undergraduate Research Abroad
In January 2010, two faculty members at Linfield College
embarked on a trip to Scandinavia with 10 students to
study the educational systems of Sweden and Norway.
The trip was the basis of a course titled “How Children
Learn: Scandinavian Schools, Society & Culture,” that
was designed as an interdisciplinary endeavor to allow
students to examine Scandinavian culture, society, and
educational policy as they relate to schooling practices
and how children learn in the two countries.
In an article published in the Winter 2009 edition of
CURQ on the Web (“Taking Advantage of Opportunity:
Interdisciplinary Research Abroad”), I provided an overview of the course and discussed the anticipated benefits
and challenges of cross-disciplinary, course-embedded
research abroad; the ways in which the anticipated challenges were addressed prior to leaving; and the types
of institutional support that helped to make such an
endeavor possible. This article provides further detail
regarding the course preparation and, now that the
course has been completed, elaborates on the actual benefits and challenges we found in requiring students to
complete an interdisciplinary project based on original
data collection while in another country.

The Course in Brief
The course was designed to provide students with a better awareness of sociological and educational principles
that relate to education in Sweden and Norway. Site visits included Oslo, Byrknesoy, and Bergen in Norway, as
well as Stockholm, Sweden. During their three-week trip,
students visited kindergartens, primary schools, secondary schools, and numerous cultural sites. In general, the
course allowed students direct observations of a wide
range of Scandinavian educational environments and
provided them with an opportunity to discuss education
with a variety of stakeholders. Mindy Legard Larson, an
assistant professor of education, and I, an associate professor of sociology, were the instructors for the course.
(See Winter 2009 CURQ on the Web article for further
details regarding course objectives.)
A student’s final grade in the course was based on three
primary components: a student analysis of readings, class
discussions, and visitations, in journal form (40 percent);
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class preparation and participation (30 percent); and
a research project (30 percent). The research project
required students to study a subject of their choice,
using an interdisciplinary, inductive approach. Students
were encouraged to use multiple methods to collect data,
such as observations, interviews, and content analysis.
An annotated bibliography was produced by the student
as a first step in completing the project. The final paper
was graded using a rubric in which an “A-range” paper
thoroughly addressed the critical question in an interdisciplinary manner in all components, as well as included
at least seven academic sources. It also had to be wellorganized, interesting, and free of conventional errors.

Preparing to Conduct Research
Abroad
Five mandatory orientation meetings in the fall and
winter of 2009 helped prepare students for the course.
While one of the purposes of the meetings was to prepare the students for travel in general, the primary goals
were to (1) help them to better understand the cultures
and societies of Norway and Sweden, (2) assist them in
developing an interdisciplinary approach to studying
education, and (3) provide them with basic training in
research methods. Students were also asked to complete
required course readings during this period.
One of the primary objectives for the meetings was to
address the diverse disciplinary and research backgrounds
of the students. Seven of the 10 students selected for the
course were education majors (primary and secondary
education), and only three of these students had taken a
course in sociology. Two students were sociology majors
who had never taken a course in education. One student,
an art major, had not completed coursework in either
department. Another primary objective of the orientation meetings was to ensure that students would be able
to spend their time abroad learning about the cultures
and collecting their data.
The students’ research projects were discussed at various
times during the orientation meetings. In September, the
students were provided with guidelines for the annotated
bibliography and the research paper (expectations, format guidelines, and the grading rubrics). The annotated
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bibliography was due in December, prior to students
leaving for the trip, to ensure that the students had given
some forethought to their project and that they would
have adequate access to sources. Sample research reports
were made available at the October meeting.
The final orientation meeting took place in January, one
day prior to departure. The six-hour meeting proved to
be critical in preparing the students to conduct research.
At this meeting, critical analysis, research ethics, and
data collection were thoroughly reviewed. Students were
provided with a general template for the research project,
a project-planning sheet, and data-collection templates.
They were also given time to plan their data-collection
efforts, focusing on the various ways in which they could
gather information about their particular topics. A significant amount of time was spent discussing these plans.
While preparing for the course, and during all orientation meetings, the professors worked together to model
an interdisciplinary ethic and expected the same of the
students. Both instructors worked collaboratively in the
development of the syllabus and course goals, and neither made decisions in isolation. The instructors worked
together to develop a plan that would connect both
disciplines in a coherent, interdisciplinary manner. This
required methodological pluralism and a willingness to
think outside of disciplinary boundaries. Students were
consistently asked to frame their discussions and projects
in terms of both disciplines, with careful attention to
how the two intersect.

Assessment: Benefits and Challenges
A variety of assessments were incorporated into the
course. In addition to grades assigned by the professors
using assessment rubrics, students also completed selfassessments of all assignments and a final course evaluation. The most important factor considered in both
faculty and student assessments of the research project
was the ability of the student to thoroughly address
the chosen topic in an interdisciplinary manner. Other
factors included organization and the use of sound academic resources. Students were asked to assess their own
projects on these factors as well.
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Individual meetings were held with the students at
various points during the course to discuss their progress,
and students were observed during all course discussions
and visits. As part of their projects, students were asked
to discuss methodological challenges and reflect on the
ways in which the project transformed their image of
teaching, students, schools, and/or learning. One of the
students, Sara Urabe, an elementary education major,
also agreed to provide further insight into her experiences via e-mail (providing her perspectives on the benefits/
challenges of conducting research abroad and suggesting
possible changes should the course be offered again).
Benefits. One of the primary reasons for incorporating a
research project for each student into the course was the
promise it held to enhance students’ learning outcomes.
Conducting original research could allow students to
immerse themselves in a different culture, connect at a
new level with the communities and institutions they
would visit, and actively engage in the learning process.
The interdisciplinary nature of the individual projects
was intended to allow students to integrate and synthesize two very diverse academic perspectives, which
we hoped would increase their understanding of the
complexities of the educational system and allow them
to move beyond the boundaries of their disciplines. The
overall goal was to allow students to be more engaged
with regard to both the acquisition of knowledge and
cultural understanding.
Formal assessments of the research project, as well as discussions with the students, indicated that the majority
of students had learned to integrate and synthesize the
two academic perspectives during the course and, as a
result, were better able to understand the complexities of
the educational systems they studied. Faculty assessment
of the projects revealed that seven of the 10 students
had addressed their critical question in an interdisciplinary manner (they were able to coherently analyze and
synthesize concepts/modes of thinking from both disciplines). Two of the remaining students approached the
project in a multidisciplinary manner, indicating that,
while the students could integrate the two perspectives,
they had some difficulty synthesizing them. Only one
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student approached the project from a single academic
perspective.
Student comments also indicated that they had learned
to view education through an interdisciplinary lens, and
many acknowledged the benefits of being able to do so.
For example, one student commented that, “Observing
these schools assisted me in understanding aspects of
Swedish and Norwegian pedagogy as well as societal values and changes.” Another learned that “a shift in government views can have a direct impact on instructional
practice.” Several students noted that learning to examine education through an interdisciplinary lens would
benefit them in their future role as educators.
Immersion, engagement, and active learning were also
apparent. Observations of the students, student selfassessments, review of student projects, and discussions
with the students all confirmed that the majority of
students were thoroughly engaged in their learning and
immersed in their surroundings. Because the students
were required to collect data and had only a limited time
to accomplish the task, even the quietest students (those
who would rarely speak in the orientation meetings)
were observed consistently asking questions. Also, since
students were required to examine their topics within a
framework of the broader social context, students found
that engagement outside of school visits was vital.
For example, students were repeatedly observed asking
questions on tours and during cultural site visits, and
several students reported that they interviewed community members while in social settings. In addition,
it was rare to see a student who was not taking notes.
Overall, completion of the research project required that
the students remain engaged on a regular basis and take
advantage of opportunities to collect data. This level of
engagement was apparent in their final papers, as the
majority of students reported results based on multiple
sources of information. It is also reflected in the following student comments:
Being able to conduct my own research was
a wonderful first for me. ... By having to con-

duct my own research I found myself becoming a more active learner. Conversations I
had not only involved me taking notes but
also asking questions and probing deeper into
responses that were given.
My experience … has transformed the way
I learn about education. I have grown as an
active learner … I have become a stronger
critical thinker.
Students benefited from conducting interdisciplinary
research abroad in a number of other ways as well.
Among these benefits were personal and professional
growth and a general sense of accomplishment. Students
chose topics that were of interest to them, and they
benefited greatly from the opportunity to explore this
interest. The following quotes demonstrate some of the
many impacts of the projects on the students:
As a teacher, this research has impacted my
views on education in many ways. Studying
differentiation … made me realize the multiple ways in which students learn and how
as a teacher I will need to address each of my
students’ needs. I learned new techniques and
strategies which I can use in my own classroom. I also began to question ways in which
I monitor student progress.
Overall, I feel more connected to the world by
knowing even the most socially equal countries have to put forth effort in order to maintain equal opportunity in education.
As a future teacher, this research has given
me insight into the importance of [providing]
multicultural education and how it may affect
majority and minority students.
This term was the first time I outlined my own
research topic, conducted on-site research,
and wrote a complete research paper. ... I am
proud of the connections [that I] was able to
draw from data collection and observations.
Challenges. While the students benefitted greatly from
conducting research abroad, they also faced many challenges. The two mentioned most frequently were limited
time and language barriers. In addition, both students
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and faculty found the workload to be occasionally
overwhelming, and limited access to technology made
completion of the project difficult for some.
Because students were changing locations often and, at
times, visiting several schools and cultural sites on the
same day, they often felt that they did not have time
to make complete observations and conduct in-depth
interviews. At some schools, schedules were constructed
in advance, which meant that students were not able
to tailor their visits to meet their own data collection
needs. When discussing methodological limitations in
their papers, virtually every student mentioned these
challenges. For example:
I had limited time in each classroom and
in each interview. I was only able see three
schools with kindergartens. The three kindergartens I observed were highly homogeneous.
Spending a limited time in schools only
allowed me to observe a portion of the day …
I was only able to observe a small amount of
a lesson.
Many times I felt longer talks with the administrators could have been more beneficial.
Time constraints were exacerbated by the diversity of
student topics. Since each student needed to collect
information about a unique topic, all 10 had questions
to ask during meetings with teachers, administrators,
and policymakers. Because school was in session, school
personnel did not always have time to answer each question fully.
Language created obstacles as well, as students were
conducting research in two countries in which English is
not the native language. While the majority of the populations in Sweden and Norway speak English, two key
issues emerged. First, English does not always translate
clearly or directly into other languages. Second, many
young children have not yet acquired English-speaking
skills, and instruction in early childhood and primary
contexts was conducted predominantly in Norwegian or
Swedish. Thus, students who were interested in studying
early childhood education found it difficult to collect
data. Students made this clear in the discussion of their
challenges:
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Knowing only English, it was difficult to communicate with younger children.
The primary limitation to my study was the
language and cultural barrier. Sometimes I
found it difficult to convey my questions and
thoughts in my interactions, and I could not
understand most of the class sessions that I
observed.
It was difficult to understand the lessons
that I watched since they were often taught
in the country’s native language. It was also
difficult during interviews when some of my
vocabulary such as “differentiation” was not
common.
Finally, workload and access to technology also presented challenges. Comments on the course evaluation,
for example, indicated that a few of the students felt
“burned out” at the end, and one reported having spent
“an excessive time in a hotel room working on daily writing and an extensive research paper.” The workload also
proved to be difficult for the faculty. For example, every
student submitted a draft of the research paper within
one week of the due date. Given the desire and need
for feedback, faculty spent hours reviewing drafts and
felt compelled to return them within 24 hours. Faculty
also spent a significant amount of time, including evenings and weekends, meeting with students about their
projects. Since many of the students had little research
experience, they had numerous questions and regularly
sought reassurance.
Access to technology was not a major obstacle with
regard to completion of the project, but it did present
some challenges. While the majority of the students
brought laptop computers on the trip, some did not.
Students were generous in sharing, and the principal of
the school in Byrknesoy allowed students to borrow laptops while we were there. Nonetheless, the students who
were dependent on others found themselves working
on their papers at less-than-optimal times. Also, while
students had access to the Internet in three of the four
cities, they did not have access in Byrknesoy. As this was
the location in which they had the most time to work on
their projects, this made development of the literature
review somewhat difficult.
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Conclusion and Suggestions
for Success
Over all, interdisciplinary, course-embedded research
abroad has the potential to significantly enhance students’ learning experiences and outcomes. While several
challenges are involved, advance preparation and flexibility can increase chances of success. With regard to
advance preparation, the orientation meetings proved to
be extremely valuable. Based on my own observations, as
well as student comments, I would increase the number
of orientation meetings were the course to be taught
again. Having the students complete more of the work
(for example, the introduction, literature review, and a
more complete draft of their methods section) would
likely decrease the workload while abroad. In addition, a
greater focus on language acquisition and further training
in research methods would have improved their ability to
conduct the research. Although students felt prepared to
make observations, conducting interviews, for example,
proved to be difficult for them. Students should also be
required to take computers with them to facilitate their
research abroad.
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The demands of this type of project are such that flexibility and understanding are essential. For example, two
of the students were forced to change the focus of their
research while abroad due to inaccurate assumptions
about curriculum requirements in Norway and Sweden.
One of the students, for instance, had intended to study
the history curriculum in secondary schools, only to
find that history was not taught as a separate subject. A
continuous awareness of the challenges involved allows
both faculty and students to approach the course and the
research projects with open minds and a willingness to
make changes if and when necessary.

46

Council on Undergraduate Research • www.cur.org

Quarterly

CUR Book Review

Five High-Impact Practices: Research on Learning Outcomes, Completion, and Quality
Jayne E. Brownell and Lynn E. Swaner; foreword by George D. Kuh

Reviewed by Bill Campbell, University of Wisconsin-River
Falls (Emeritus)
This short monograph extends the recent work of George Kuh, former director of the University of Indiana’s Center for Postsecondary Research. Kuh
created the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) in 1998, based on
the premise that student engagement is the key to student success. More than
600 institutions in the U.S. administer the NSSE every other year to determine
their students’ levels of engagement in a host of curricular, co-curricular,
extra-curricular, campus, and community activities.
In 2005, Kuh and associates published Student Success in College: Creating
Conditions that Matter (Jossey-Bass). That book began to answer the question:
What educational practices result in high levels of engagement and lead
Association of American Colleges and
to increased student success? The authors identified 20 institutions whose
Universities, 978-0-9827850-0-3
67 pp.; $25 ($15 for AAC&U members), 2010.
graduation rates were higher than their entering students’ credentials would
predict, and they found five characteristics the institutions shared: challenging academics, active and collaborative learning, high levels of student-faculty interaction, enriching educational experiences, and a supportive
campus environment.
In 2007, the Liberal Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) project at the Association of American Colleges
and Universities (AAC&U) added to this research, publishing, College Learning for the New Global Century. That
report identified ten practices that have a high positive impact on students’ success in college: first-year seminars,
common intellectual experiences, learning communities, writing-intensive courses, collaborative assignments
and projects, undergraduate research, diversity/global learning, service learning/community-based learning,
internships, and capstone courses/projects. In 2008, Kuh and AAC&U published a follow-up study, High-Impact
Educational Practices: What They Are, Who Has Access to Them, and Why They Matter, which uses NSSE studentengagement data to demonstrate how those practices are implemented and the results they achieve.
In the latest entry in this discussion, Five High-Impact Practices, Brownell and Swaner supply background research
on a subset of the ten practices AAC&U and Kuh had identified. They surveyed a broad and diverse list of sources
and publications about first-year seminars, learning communities, service learning, undergraduate research, and
capstone projects and courses. Their summaries of existing research support the argument advanced by Kuh and
AAC&U that these practices, when done well, produce significant gains in student learning and success. Further,
they argue that institutions implementing two or more of these practices will provide even more effective learning opportunities for their students.
It’s a powerful argument, and convincing—especially to the undergraduate research community. We’ve known
for a long time that students who complete a research, scholarly, or creative project under the mentorship of
a faculty member become deeply engaged in their work, build strong relationships with faculty and peers, and
tend to succeed in their other courses and endeavors as well. We also know that undergraduate research is not for
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all students. Some of us worry that focusing on undergraduate research as the route to student success is elitist
or separatist since (at most institutions) only a subset of students can pursue it. Understanding that universities
can provide other avenues to deeply engage students is reassuring.
Brownell and Swaner ask four basic questions about each of the five high-impact practices they examine: What
are the known outcomes for students? Are the outcomes the same for all sorts of students? What design strategies
should colleges and universities employ as they implement these practices? What further research is required?
They are particularly interested in the impact of these practices on historically underrepresented students, i.e.,
students from low-income backgrounds, minority students, and students who are the first in their families to
attend college.
The impact of educational practices on underrepresented students is an important question, since most colleges
and universities struggle to help those students succeed. But this issue leads Brownell and Swaner astray, at least
in the chapter on undergraduate research. They say,
“Out of the several high-impact practices discussed in this review, undergraduate research has most often been
targeted to underrepresented students in higher education. Many institutions have utilized forms of undergraduate research, such as undergraduate research opportunity programs or summer research opportunity programs,
to engage students of color, as well as academically underserved students, in the scholarly enterprise” (31).
This is simply false, in my view. I’ve worked in various aspects of undergraduate research for more than 25
years, and in my experience the primary motivations for providing those opportunities are not to especially
aid underrepresented students, but rather to (1) help interested students learn more, make faster progress, and
delve more deeply into their subjects; and (2) help faculty pursue their own research agendas. Of course, some
institution-wide programs have been created specifically to provide research opportunities to underrepresented
students, e.g., the University of Michigan’s Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program and the federally
funded McNair Scholars program found on more than 100 campuses. But at most institutions, undergraduate
research starts with individual faculty mentoring students, grows to a department- or college-wide program,
gathers institutional support, and eventually becomes a well-structured, institution-wide endeavor.
I understand how Five High-Impact Practices commits this error. Brownell and Swaner did not perform any primary research; they depended on previously published studies by well-known researchers, many of whom are
interested in the impact of undergraduate research on underrepresented students. Many of the researchers they
reference are familiar to CUR members: Kinkead, Karukstis and Elgren, Kaufman and Stocks, Lopatto, Hensel,
Gregerman. Others (Pascarella and Terenzini, Tinto, Boyer, Kuh) are well-known researchers on higher education. But none of these scholars has provided a deep study of how undergraduate research is practiced in a broad
range of colleges and universities across the country or around the world. Even the well-known higher education
researchers present a skewed vision: Pascarella and Terenzini, Tinto, and Kuh all pay particular attention in their
work to how various educational practices affect the students we serve least well.
Nonetheless, Five High-Impact Practices is a valuable addition to the literature on undergraduate research, especially for those of us who must argue the value of undergraduate research programs to colleagues, administrators,
and funding agencies. It also demonstrates that we desperately need a broadly based study of undergraduate
research, scholarly, and creative activity programs at a wide range of institutions in the U.S. and abroad.
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