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ploration of literature reviewing research investi-
gating UR experiences. We propose classifying 
course-integrated UR experiences based on 
the levels of inquiry (Schwab, 1962). We then 
discuss these levels of inquiry and provide jus-

UR experience. This discussion is followed by a 
presentation of our research questions, hypoth-

then present our analysis, scrutinizing our data 
both collectively and by course. We conclude 

2.  Undergraduate Research
Experiences
Undergraduate research (UR) experiences 

have been used as a process for increasing 
undergraduate student knowledge of scien-

increasing their interest in careers in science 

Hunter, Laursen, & DeAntoni, 2004). Through 
UR experiences, students engage in situations 
in which they can gain experience with scien-

-
troduced to science research as a profession 

Undergraduate research has been tradition-

researcher for a one-to-one research experi-
-
-

in the structure in which students offer their 
own unique directions or ideas for investiga-

-

research, including reporting results at profes-

publication (Burnley, Evans, & Jarrett, 2002). 

1. Introduction
The typical undergraduate science curricu-

-
tunities to gain knowledge of both the content 
and process of science (Sunal, Wright & Day, 
2004). While content is presented in lecture, 
the procedural knowledge of science is typically 
taught through lab courses, where undergradu-
ate students engage in investigations. Yet these 
experiences frequently do not provide students 
with an authentic understanding and accurate 

-
-

undergraduate students engage with faculty in 
one-to-one undergraduate research (UR) ex-
periences. The successes of UR experiences 

Hunter, Laursen, & DeAntoni, 2004), provide 

-
dents to gain exposure to and experience with 

-

potential for course-integrated research to en-
gage all enrolled students in a UR experience 
effectively addresses the call to increase the 

-
es to collaborate on and support each other in 
conducting research, which increases the po-
tential for establishing career-long relationships 

research exploring course-integrated research 
-

course-integrated research experiences and 

responses to their experiences. 
We begin our investigation report with an ex-

Abstract
Enhancing undergraduate stu-

in science careers frequently in-

research experiences. Tradition-
al undergraduate research (UR) 
one-to-one faculty-to-student ra-

of alternative approaches to of-
-

bracing this challenge, we inte-
grated UR experiences into three 
undergraduate biology courses, 
each taking a different approach 
to engaging students. The ap-

teacher and student responsibility, 

on-going research; a second in 
which faculty provided the hy-

students were responsible for ex-
-

tion; and a third in which students 
were responsible for all aspects 

within the scope of the course. 

participants felt their experiences 
were effective for learning and 

and knowledge of science. How-

differed, with greatest gains de-
tected in students engaged in the 
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-

& DeAntoni, 2004). Studies investigating UR 

-
patto, 2007). However, it is widely recognized 

-
ties and are predisposed to interest in science 
careers (Lopatto, 2007). 

-
ences include satisfaction with working with 

lab productivity, and the recruiting of students 

-

and sustain the traditional one-to-one student 
to faculty ratio approaches to UR experiences 

-

support undergraduate research (Bauer & Ben-

and increased student desire to engage in UR 

UR pairing of one student to one faculty re-
searcher (Hunter, 2007). 

-

-
sible solution is to integrate UR experiences into 

-

UR experiences to course-integrated experi-

-

not be prepared to engage in the level of inquiry 
associated with authentic professional research 
and, therefore, students often require additional 

inquiry of course-integrated UR experiences re-

-
nale for classifying and investigating the struc-
ture of course-integrated UR experiences. 

3. Levels of Inquiry
inquiry continues to be de-

-
-
-
-

ology and data collection, and interpretation and 
explanation of results (Schwab, 1962; Herron, 

(1962), student and teacher roles in an inquiry 

the level of teacher and student responsibility 

-
ogy for gathering data, and interpretation of the 

-

classify our three course-integrated research 
experiences according to the levels of inquiry. 

use the inquiry concept while attending to the 
differences in the inquiry structure of course-
integrated research experiences. 

-
gaging students in research at each of these 
levels of inquiry (Kinkead, 2003). There are 
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good criteria for setting the appropriate level of 
inquiry to use to guide the structure of research 

-

research experience or possess constrained 

-
dence to effectively conduct research (Chinn & 

-

reasonable testable research questions, and 

conducting the research. 
The situation is different for students who 

expertise by previously conducting an indepen-

Settlage, 2007). Although rare, these students 

researchers (Settlage, 2007). Experienced stu-

the responsibility and levels of independence 

engage in course-integrated UR experiences 
that have a Level 2 or 3 inquiry structure.

Regardless of the level of inquiry or the 
structure of the experience, the goal of UR is to 
provide students with exposure to the authentic 
practices and activities of professional scientists 

students with exposure and experience related 

-

the ability to engage in creative thought, exer-
-

-

with exposure to and experience with all these 

integrated UR experiences should be based on 
the anticipated experiences and knowledge of 

2007). The goal of this research project was to 
explore these relationships.

4. Predictions and Hypotheses

student learning, we investigated three different 

-
nitive (learning content) and affective (feeling 

in science research structured at three different 

We predicted that there would not be de-

between courses. We hypothesized that all stu-

-
al, and rewarding, and therefore, would voice 
equal levels of appreciation for their experience 

years of college, or the level of inquiry structure 
of their course-integrated research experience. 
We additionally predicted that students who en-
gaged in UR experiences with a higher level of 

processes by which science operates. We 

Inquiry Level
Source of the 

Question
Data Collection 

Methods
Interpretation of 

Results

Level 0 Given by teacher Given by teacher Given by teacher

Level 1 Given by teacher Given by teacher Open to learner

Level 2 Given by teacher Open to learner Open to learner

Level 3 Open to learner Open to learner Open to learner

Figure 1. Schwab’s levels of inquiry (Schwab, 1962).
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hypothesized that increased levels of student 
independence and responsibility for research 

to learn about the processes of science, and 
therefore, consistent with the reports in Taraban 

4.1 Research Questions

The research questions guiding this investi-

1) Do undergraduate students involved in 
different levels of course-integrated sci-

-

2) Do undergraduate students involved in 
different levels of course-integrated sci-

-

-
tions of the undergraduates engaging in 

5. Methodology

5.1  Participants

This project took place in a large urban 
university located in the southeastern United 

-

-

prior UR experience.

level biology courses. The participants in the 

previous UR experiences, χ
.01. Additional analysis revealed that Course A 

with prior research experience than Course B 
χ χ

-

differential levels of prior experience between 

the Course B and Course C students.

integrated a research experience structured 
at different levels of inquiry as part of the cur-

was not possible to run all courses during a 
-

dents to choose only one of the three course 

that overlapped between two or three of the 

unable to identify the students who overlapped 

independently.

5.2 Courses, Research Experiences, and   
      Levels of Inquiry

Course A:Animal Behavior. This upper-
division elective focused on the evolution of be-

involved students in a Level 0 inquiry research 
experience with the faculty providing the re-

students were responsible for gathering data, 
but not analyzing results. Students assisted 
with data collection independently and received 

teaching assistant presented the class with 

Sample
n Age Gender Yrs until Grad Prior Research

M (SD) (M/F) M (SD) (Yes/No)

Course A 17 23.53 (4.46) 6/11 2.12 (.78) 2/15

Course B 25 23.36 (2.86) 5/20 2.32 (.56) 16/9

Course C 13 22.46 (3.57) 4/9 3.08 (.95) 6/7

Total 55 23.20 (3.54) 15/40 2.44 (.81) 24/31

Table 1. Participant Demographic
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A Level 0 inquiry research experience was 
selected for this course because the enrolled 

-

-

anticipated to be in need of additional support 

integrate the students into an existing research 
agenda, which had established research ques-

-

additional UR opportunities.
Course B: Marine Biology. This upper-

division elective focused on ecology and bio-

(Course B) was offered in the spring and en-
gaged students in a Level 2 inquiry. The faculty 

directions for investigation and then gave the 
students the responsibility to propose, develop, 

data and conducting an analysis of the results. 
The students worked in groups of up to 6 indi-
viduals and each group had an unpaid gradu-

presentation with the expectation that students 

undergraduate research showcase. The choice 
of the Level 2 inquiry structure of this course-in-

presentation goal while providing the students 
with an opportunity to explore unique avenues 

research agenda. Also, since this course was 
offered in the spring there was an expectation 
that students had developed or regained abili-

-
-

on UR projects and presented their results at 

journal.

Course C: Tropical Marine Biology. This 
upper-division, elective, study-abroad course 
focused on coral reef ecology, biodiversity 
and research. This third course was offered 

This course involved traveling abroad to con-
-

the course. There was an expectation that all 
students would orally present their research to 
their peers in the course. After spending the 

Students then individually picked their research 
topic, creating groups of 3-4 people. Since stu-

investigation, they were engaged in research 
at Level 3 inquiry. The choice for integrating 

faculty to provide the enrolled students an op-
portunity to explore topics of personal interest 

the instructor.

Measures

UR experience survey. The survey used in this 
-

Undergraduate Research Experience (SURE) 

Experience (CURE), both developed by Lo-

-
ture of our course-integrated UR experiences. 

-

-

-
ated with our course-integrated structure were 
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as, “Benefits to your involvement in research” 
and requested participants to respond on a Lik-

“Tolerance 
for obstacles faced in the research process” 

“Understanding
of the research process in your field.” A Cron-

(Crocker & Algina, 1991).
-

experience, attitudes and feelings (affective 
-

perience, and perceived knowledge (cognitive 

research experience survey questions were 

openly express their general overall perceptions 

-

The data collection took place during the 
-

survey. The students in Courses B and C were 

survey at the end of the course. All of the stu-

-

enrolled students who responded in the other 

experience and post-experience data collection 
of the Course A students. Therefore, our results 

6. Results
6.1 Quantitative Data

-
-

spectives of research or cognitive aspects of 

subgroups for further analysis, and we focused 

-
dent responses because we sought to expose 
trends. Therefore, we did not explore the out-

-

-

We conducted all of our analyses at a sig-

-

-

reduced power and the increased probability of 

6.1.1 Motivation for Course Enrollment. 

survey are presented below in Table 2. These 

courses (M SD -
-

M SD

M SD
-
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M SD

about the corresponding course content.
Using the enrolled course as the grouping 

listed in Table 2 as the dependent variables. 

-
F p

with post hoc analysis revealing that Course A 

the other two courses (p
-

p
.01, with post hoc analysis revealing Course 

-

p

than for those enrolled in course C (p

activities for the students enrolling in Course 

a course into a schedule. This suggests that 

-

6.1.2 Cognitive and Affective Gains. 

-

-
-

understanding of how scientists work on real 
M SD

M
SD -

M SD
integrate theory and practice (M SD
1.03).

-
ing to work independently (M SD
skill in how to give an effective oral presentation 
(M SD -

M SD
and skill in science writing (M SD
(see Table 3).

Question Content Course A Course B Course C Total

1.62(1.04)

Needed for graduate or professional school

2.32(.99)

 To learn lab techniques 1.77(1.01)

To learn about science and the research process ** 2.00(.71) 2.77(.44) 2.44(.66)

To get hands-on research experience  ** 2.00(.71)

2.12(.93)

Table 2.  The Means and Standard Deviations of the Measures of Motivation for Enrolling 
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-
cating that students experienced large gains in 

were associated exclusively with the processes 
and procedures of science and did not include 

-
ciation for science.

-
-

-

Question Content
Course A Course B Course C Total

M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)

2.59(1.11) 3.60(1.19) 3.77(1.09) 3.33(1.23)

Skill in the interpretation of results * 2.76(1.25) 3.60(1.00) 3.77(.83) 3.38(1.11)

Tolerance for obstacles faced in the research process 3.12(1.36) 3.88(.97) 3.69(1.03) 3.60(1.15)

2.76(1.56) 3.64(1.08) 4.00(1.08) 3.45(1.32)

Understanding how knowledge is constructed 3.35(1.17) 3.60(1.32) 4.08(.76) 3.64(1.18)

3.82(1.13) 4.12(1.09) 4.08(1.12) 4.02(1.10)

Ability to integrate theory and practice 3.53(1.18) 3.88(.97) 4.15(.90) 3.84(1.03)

4.12(.78) 4.40(1.08) 4.38(.77) 4.31(.92)

*
3.47(1.07) 3.92(1.19) 3.69(.75) 3.73(1.06)

3.71(1.05) 3.84(1.14) 4.00(.91) 3.84(1.05)

Understanding science 3.47(1.01) 3.76(1.33) 3.69(1.03) 3.65(1.16)

3.00(1.22) 3.28(1.51) 3.31(1.18) 3.20(1.34)

Learning laboratory techniques ** 2.71(1.05) 3.92(1.19) 2.85(1.34) 3.29(1.30)

2.41(1.37) 3.08(1.35) 2.77(1.17) 2.80(1.32)

Skill in how to give an effective oral presentation ** 1.53(1.12) 3.16(1.21) 3.62(1.04) 2.76(1.41)

Skill in science writing ** 2.00(1.41) 3.40(1.12) 3.15(.69) 2.91(1.28)

2.12(1.17) 3.00(1.26) 4.00(1.15) 2.96(1.37)

Learning to work independently 2.29(1.31) 2.36(1.29) 2.85(.80) 2.45(1.20)

3.12(1.17) 3.52(1.23) 4.08(.95) 3.53(1.18)

2.18(1.42) 3.00(1.38) 3.69(1.03) 2.91(1.42)
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F
4.36, p
presentation skills, F p

writing, F p

assertions require supporting evidence F
p

that the students in Course B and Course C 

p

F p -
dicated the Course C students experienced a 
greater gain in readiness than their peers en-
rolled in Course A (p -
ference was also found in perceived gains in 
laboratory techniques, F p
post hoc analysis indicated that Course B had 

p
.01) and Course C (p

-
dence, F p

be a science teacher, F p

than the participants in Course A (p

responsibility and independence in research as-
sociated with experiences structured at higher 
levels of inquiry in Course B and Course C lead 
to greater perceived cognitive gains related to 

-
dence in abilities.

6.1.3 Experiences that Lead to Learning. 

-
ing in relationship to various course experi-

-

that assessed experiences in which participants 

M

of project (M
(M
groups (M

The experiences with the lowest gains in 

working on a scripted lab in which the student 

M
M

M

M

experiences that enhanced their independence 

note that experiences with the lowest gains are 
-

did not view these activities as enhancing their 
learning.

Consistent with our prior analysis, we tested 

-

part of a project, F p -

F
student design, F p
related to higher levels of independence asso-
ciated with activities structured at higher levels 

-

their peers in the other two courses (p

-

F p
orally, F p
results in a paper or a poster, F
p
again revealed that Course A student has lower 

that engaged in research experiences struc-
tured at higher levels of inquiry (p
post hoc analysis also indicated that the Course 

p
while Course B had indicated greater gains in 

-
sults in a poster or paper than participants in 
the other two courses (p

-
sults orally. 

-
cant differences in gains in learning associated 

-
cance was found for reading a textbook, F

p
F p -

p
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Question Content
Course A Course B Course C Total

Listen to lectures 3.76(1.16)

Read a textbook * 2.31(1.30)

2.94(1.39) 2.00(1.00) 2.24(1.33)

Take tests in class ** 3.12(1.27) 2.73(1.30)

3.47(1.37) 2.96(1.43)

3.00(1.29)

A scripted lab or project in which the students know the 
1.47(1.07)

1.92(1.19) 1.60(.93)

2.41(1.37) 4.12(1.20) 3.62(1.33) 3.47(1.46)

At least one project that is assigned and structured by the 
instructor

3.00(1.41)

3.72(1.17) 3.42(1.40)

A project entirely of student design ** 2.16(1.43)

Work individually 2.76(1.20) 2.44(1.12) 2.69(1.03) 2.60(1.12)

Work as a whole class 2.44(1.36)

3.24(1.09)

4.20(1.19)

2.94(1.20) 2.92(1.19)

Write a research proposal 1.47(1.07) 1.72(1.10) 1.73(1.16)

Collect data * 4.36(.91) 4.09(1.02)

Analyze data

3.60(1.32)

2.29(1.40) 4.44(.77)

Critique the work of other students. 2.96(1.40)

Table 4.  Measures of Perceived Gains in Learning that Took Place
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F p -

Course C (p

of the research integrated into the courses, and 

research activities between the three courses. 

6.1.4 Overall Impressions. 

-

Students were very positive in their responses 

science (M SD -
ing asking questions and getting help (M
SD -
ence with a positive effect on their interest in 
science (M SD

affective and cognitive learning experiences. 
-

grated UR experiences as a good way to learn 

in science and interaction with getting help are 

related to their UR experience. 

-
pendent variables. The courses were found 

-

other students, F p
both the Course A and Course B students. 

independence of students engaged in course-
integrated UR experiences that are structured 

of Course C in which students enrolled in this 
single biology course, thereby reducing the 

-

Additionally, studying abroad itself can greatly 

based on the research experience. 

6.2 Qualitative Data

-
tion of written responses by the students to the 

regarding their course-integrated research ex-
perience. We coded the responses according 
to indicators of affective perceptions and under-

Question Content
Course A Course B Course C Total

4.71(.47) 4.72(.61) 4.77(.44)

Able to ask questions in this class and get helpful responses 4.72(.61) 4.71(.63)

Evaluate your current feelings about your experience ** 4.62(.77) 4.04(1.22)

Your experience with other students 2.47(1.74) 3.27(1.62)

Would you choose to have another research experience as an 
undergraduate

3.62(1.10)

** p

Table 5.  Measures of Overall Impressions
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-

-
standing.

-
ten response, and of those responding approxi-

could be coded as having cognitive content. 

“I really enjoyed my semester and am glad I 
took the course.”

-
joyed the courses (affective perceptions) and 

-
-

“I really enjoyed the research in this class 
especially in terms of working with other stu-
dents. [The faculty] made the experience en-
joyable and pushed us to think scientifically 
- so happy I was able to take this course!!” 

“I really enjoyed [the faculty’s] research but, 
actually, the entire class was wonderful. I 
still tell other students/friends/parents that 
I probably have never learned more from a 
single class. It was very pivotal for me in how 
I look and feel about science. Thanks!” 

-
quiry, the course-integrated research projects 
affect how the undergraduates viewed science 
both as a career and as an intellectual endeavor. 
The consistency within several of the affective 

three courses suggests that regardless of the 
levels of inquiry, students had positive feelings 
about their research experiences and perceived 

-

“I really liked how we got to choose our own 
research project for this course. It is unfortu-
nate that the class is so short and we could 
not do a more in depth study. But it serves 
as a very good baseline to get an idea of 
how to design your own research and un-
derstand what needs to go into it for it to be-
come successful. I think anyone who does 
this class and has a good understanding of 
the scientific method will gain a lot from this 
class even though the research is not too 

complex.”

Level 3 inquiry structure of the research by 
Course C students which required high levels of 

-

“I learned that working with groups will not 
help me to learn more about the research. 
I [would]rather work [by] myself at my own 
pace.”

struggled with task distribution and sharing re-
sponsibility for the research projects with their 

-

-
dergraduate course. 

7. Discussion
Consistent with results of previous research, 

their UR experience (Hunter, Laursen, & Sey-
-

-
ate course-integrated UR experiences had 

As a group, participants expressed gains in 
perceived knowledge and interest in science, 

-

the goals of the traditional lab experience and 

-

additional consideration to course-integrated 
research activities to enhance undergraduate 
science education. 

Also, consistent with other research, we 
found that course-integrated research experi-
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and gains as one-to-one experiences (Trosset, 
-

the experience and would do it again. The stu-

-
esis in which we anticipated all students would 
view the processes as worthwhile and voice ap-
preciation for the experience. However, our re-

the level of inquiry structure. Students engaging 
-

experience or their entire study abroad experi-

-

-
tion. The variation in responses indicated that 
there is a relationship between the level of in-
quiry structure of the research experience and 

-

the Course B and Course C students suggests 

-
rection for future research.

that students engaging in research experiences 
that require high levels of independence and re-

The Course C participants who were engaged 
in research experiences with a Level 3 inquiry 
structure expressed greater gains in knowledge 

Course C students expressed gains in research 
activities at levels higher than their peers in 
Courses A and B, who engaged in research 

is interesting to note that even though Course 
B and Course C did not differ in the propor-
tion of students with prior research experience 

gains than Course B. This suggests that prior 

-

-
tured inquiry experiences (Settlage, 2007). The 

experiences provided the answer to our second 
-

tionship between the structure of the research 

differences in perception of learning if the UR 

with Course B and Course C.
The UR experience structured at Level 3 

inquiry (Course C) resulted in greater positive 
-

-
uted to the Level 3 inquiry structured research 
experience which required high levels of stu-
dent independence and responsibility for doing 
research. Course C was a study abroad pro-

-
tensive. However, courses could be structured 

it is the levels of student responsibility for the 

-
-

tation of course-integrated UR experiences. 

not be clearly delineated, indicating that there 

inquiry.
Even though our results support the notion 

-

-
cantly greater for research experiences struc-
tured at higher levels of inquiry. Conversely, the 
participants who engaged in course-integrated 
research structured at lower levels of inquiry 

-
tance for course activities for learning (e.g., 
reading textbooks, testing), that are not typi-

suggests the students engaging in research 
activities structured at lower levels of inquiry 
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as consistent with typical course exercises and 
not unique opportunities for learning science. 
Likewise, the students enrolled in the courses 
with UR experiences structured at higher lev-

processes as salient to the objectives of the 

activities and resources between the courses 

placed on the processes on in relation to stu-

integrated UR experiences that are structured 
to increase learner levels of responsibilities and 
independence provide students with a different 
perspective of the activity, resulting in different 

-
ered in the context in which the investigation of 
the undergraduate course-integrated research 
experiences took place. There were two dif-
ferent instructors for the three courses, each 
with unique teaching styles, teaching different 
course content, and attending to different cur-

higher proportions of prior research experi-
ences of Course B and Course C participants 

cognitive and affective gains between these 

-

of the course-integrated UR experience. The 

is an excellent topic for future studies. 
The courses included in this study were not 

-
surate with the UR levels of inquiry. Although it 
was possible for a student to take these cours-
es in this sequence, it was highly unlikely that 
this occurred. However, this does bring up an 

of sequencing courses that integrate UR experi-

-
-

dent perceptions of their course-integrated UR 
experiences, and scaffolding holds the potential 
for preparing students to experience success 
with increasingly independent research. This is 
also an excellent direction for future research.

engaged in experiences structured at higher 

overall positive gains in affective and cogni-

integrated research experiences in place of, 
or in addition to, one-to-one UR experiences. 
Course-integrated experiences provide a prac-
tical solution to constrained budgets and the 

-
tions.

instructors considering the integration of course 

integrated UR experiences are acceptable al-
ternatives to the traditional one-to-one pairing. 

to increasing the level of student responsibility 

-
-

ent that course-integrated UR experiences can 
achieve the desired goals of helping students 
gain clarity in selecting careers in science and 

-
-

ence and research.
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Appendix

Figure 2: Distribution of participants’ responses to the question “If you were doing a research experience in a class 
                 in the future, which would you prefer?”

Figure 3: Distribution of participants’ responses to the question “If you were doing a research experience in a class 
                in the future, which would you prefer?”
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