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Abstract 

Research Methods is a frequently-unloved course for students and instructors alike. 
However, successful research methods courses are linked to high-value and long-term 
outcomes such as stronger career preparation and higher information literacy. We 
propose reimaging Research Methods courses for Information Systems and Information 
Technology degrees as an epistemic undertaking to reduce student anxiety and increase 
positive experiences with research. We outline and evaluate one such course in this proof-
of-value case study, finding that over half of the students achieved these goals. Those 
students who did not realize the intended outcomes did not have a worse experience; 
however, their newfound understanding of research cemented their disinterest in 
pursuing research careers. We propose reconsidering Research Methods’ institutional 
inclusion in IS curricula as a mechanism supporting diversification of junior researchers.  

Keywords:  IS education, research methods, IS curriculum, epistemology 

Research Methods in IS Curricula: Quo Vadis? 

Research Methods courses are typically the instance where the systematic scientific approach specific to 
information technology (IT) and information systems (IS) is introduced and integrated (Wagner et al. 2011). 
As such, Research Methods (RM) courses fundamentally address several of the Areas of Individual 
Foundational Competencies in the 2016 Global Competency Model for Graduate Degree Programs (MSIS), 
including critical thinking, ethical analysis, and problem-solving, and are often linked to statistical 
competency and oral and written communication (Topi et al. 2010, 2017). RM play a role in ‘learning how 
to learn’ (Agarwal and Ahmed 2017); these courses contribute not only to domain knowledge but also to the 
epistemic capacities of students. Students who understand research have stronger preparation for their 
future careers inside and outside of research (Markham 1991; Patten and Newhart 2017). Those who 
understand research are also better able to capitalize on new information and trends in their jobs later 
(Earley 2014; Patten and Newhart 2017) via their systematic exploration of the design, concepts, and 
practices that comprise research (Papanastasiou and Zembylas 2008). Beyond core topical exposure is the 
pressing societal need for research literacy (Markham 1991). Being under-equipped to understand and 
interpret research at a societal level has shown devastating downstream impacts on problems large (anti-
vaccination campaigns) and small (inability to distinguish between valid and invalid sources) (Earley 2014). 
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Despite the important role Research Methods courses can and do play in increasing knowledge and 
decreasing unfamiliarity, or the epistemic development, of IS and IT students, it is frequently an unpopular 
course. Literature suggests that this issue can be linked to the student and their expectations, the instructor 
and delivery, or the relative transferability of the content (Papanastasiou 2014; Walker 2017). In terms of 
expectations, students do not tend to see value in Research Methods courses if they are not planning a 
career in research, report feeling unempowered and confused by understanding and using research, and 
have trouble placing the content in their field of study (Papanastasiou 2014). Pedagogical literature points 
out several reasons for the failure of Research Methods courses at the instructional level. The pain points 
are found to be linked to its delivery and perceived unclear outcomes, and mismatches between the stated 
goals and provided materials and activities at the instructor level (Earley 2014; Markham 1991) 

Transferability is particularly pertinent to IS. IS intersects several other domains with different 
methodological practices. IS has been characterized as a spectrum between ‘predominantly social’ and 
‘predominately technical’ named the ‘axis of cohesion’ in a recent MISQ article (Sarker et al. 2019). 
Reflecting the axis of cohesion, IS and IT (graduate) training exists across business schools and technical 
programs (Tan et al. 2018). This split-existence defies a unified canon on the need for RM and the required 
content when RM is implemented. Additionally, the formal preparation of IS and IT graduates errs towards 
the practitioner lens (Tan et al. 2018). This leaves departments, instructors, and students making ad-hoc 
conclusions on the role and desirable characteristics of RM and its content (Wagner et al. 2011).  

We propose the problem statement as such: Research Methods is neither a uniform course offering (see 
Availability of research opportunities for IS students) nor is the content uniform when in place (see 
Literature Review). Students avoid RM, actively dislike the course when required to attend, and report high 
anxiety about the content, perhaps due to the lack of unified understanding from IS instructors and 
researchers. Yet, RM has been found to contribute greatly to the epistemic development of students and 
have a positive impact on their future careers when appropriately developed and implemented (see 
Literature Review).  This proof-of-value case study (Nunamaker et al. 2015) tackles the structure and 
delivery of a graduate-level RM course (see Case Study: Demystifying Research with Epistemic Design) in 
response to the high-level research question:  

How does epistemic design affect student research anxiety, research predisposition, and 
perception of research usefulness? 

We propose and validate the impact of the course objectives on students’ attitudes towards research (see 
Validating the Approach). We argue that RM provides a mechanism for mentors to develop junior 
researchers from a broader participant pool based on demonstrated interest and skills rather than prior 
exposure, which should have a net positive impact on the diversity of future recruits and applicants to IS 
and IT research programs (See Discussion and Conclusion), then propose related considerations for IS 
curricula and address next steps (see Limitations and Future Work). 

Literature Review 

Information Systems Curricular Guidelines 

A holistic education in the IS community requires a curriculum that connects aspects of IS research and 
practice to provide a complete educational experience to the IS student. Efforts to unify the content of the 
IS curriculum for graduates and undergraduates span decades (Ashenhurst 1973; Gorgone et al. 2003; Topi 
et al. 2010, 2017). Typically, the process includes courses in systems analysis and design, data management, 
and IT infrastructure from a managerial and technical lens as well as domain-specific interests (i.e., 
healthcare, IT project management). What is clear is that in the decades since the first unified IS curriculum 
has been introduced is that the agreed-upon outcomes for students change based on collegial input.  

The Association of Computing Machinery (ACM), Association for Information Systems (AIS), and 
Association for Information Technology Professionals (AITP) develop and update model systems of IS 
Curriculum and Guidelines frequently in use in degree-granting programs and for IS Education researchers. 
The curriculum guidelines are designed to “help IS faculty produce competent and confident entry level 
graduates” and the authors emphasize that it is intended to “guide, not prescribe” (Gorgone et al. 2003, p. 
5). The task force that created the curriculum also mentions that the curriculum is adaptable to most IS 
programs and focuses on the development and management of technological solutions to business 
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problems. The MSIS (Topi et al. 2017) is built with the intention to resolve the issue of theoretical scope. 
The model document states that it “explicitly recognizes that business is not the only domain of practice for 
IS programs and considers alternatives such as healthcare, government, education, and law.” MSIS 2016 
also highlights principles such as “The target professional profiles of various MSIS programs vary” and 
“Different professional profiles require different sets of competencies”. Allowing for extended perspectives 
in high-level IS Curriculum is a noticeable shift in direction for both ACM and AIS.  

Among the courses in an IS Curriculum, the nature of a Research Methods course is unique. RM connect 
academia and research. Successful graduates have demonstrated increased job performance inside and 
outside of research, and those in industry are better able to anticipate and respond to trends (Patten and 
Newhart 2017). RM have always been at the forefront of research development in the academic setting, but 
many curricula do not include Research Methods in their recommendations (Ashenhurst 1973; Topi et al. 
2010, 2017). This is likely linked to the practitioner focus of the IS Curricular Guidelines (Bohler et al. 
2020). In focusing on the future careers of our graduates and industrial stakeholders (Burns et al. 2018) we 
may be inadvertently under-serving our own industry of academic research. A potential solution for this is 
the implementation of course(s) that may develop students into capable researchers.   

Pedagogy of Teaching Research Methods 

General purpose, required courses are recognized for issues linked to heterogeneity of the students in terms 
of experience and interests (Walker 2017). The ACM Retention Committee summarized the expected issues 
of introductory programming courses; while they are proposed as specific to computing, the issues apply 
broadly to prerequisite and gateway courses in technology as well. Student-side issues to expect include 
interest, expectations, and perceived difficulty. Instructor and institutional-side issues are more closely 
related to scaffolding students with diverse perspectives and backgrounds and adjusting instructor 
assumptions related to these aspects, marrying demonstrated interest to skill progression, and managing 
demand with limited staffing and constrained resources (Walker 2017). Best practice kits for introductory 
and required courses abound, yet introductory and gateway courses remain a topic of interest to technical 
education researchers since optimized delivery and learning outcomes achievement remains an open 
question. 

Despite the amount of high-quality pedagogical research being conducted within IS, IT, and Computer 
Science, there is a lack of pedagogical research conducted on the best methods of instruction for RM  
(Lewthwaite and Nind 2016). This absence is paired with what some have called a lack of pedagogical 
culture within educational research specific to research methods (Kilburn et al. 2014). While IS Education 
has a well-established research tradition, no standards exist for instruction of research methods based on 
theory or research (Lewthwaite and Nind 2016). Otherwise stated, while IS Education research informs 
how to best achieve learning in courses linked to the IS Curricula, research on IS research training is lacking. 
This leads to gaps in understanding of what students will learn in a Research Methods course and how 
students learn in these settings (Earley 2014). This also leaves instructors and their departments to form 
practices based on their reliance on their “peers, trial and error, and methodological knowhow” (Lewthwaite 
and Nind 2016, p. 414). This distinction is crucial because instructors' confidence in teaching RM is 
important to helping students overcome the difficulties that they face within these courses (Balloo 2019).  

Concern over this state has been in place for decades (Markham 1991). Still, the body of knowledge on 
effective RM have been produced by small, specific case studies, typically outside of IS or IT (Earley 2014). 
The establishment of pedagogical practices specific to IS and IT is vital to having the most positive impact 
on students who tend to have negative feelings toward research methods courses. Students are likely to run 
into challenges during the RM course that act as a hindrance to their learning outcomes and scientific 
thinking skills (Balloo 2019). Students come in with misunderstandings about research, a disinterest in 
research, and anxiety due to their perception of the course’s difficulty (Earley 2014). To break this set of 
expectations, 'hooking’ students on research as a starting point early on has been found to make them more 
attracted to research spaces (Lewthwaite and Nind 2016). Constructivist classroom practices have been 
found to be supportive of increasing interest and strong student outcomes (Hall 2018; Hall et al. 2020). 
Self-regulation and monitoring of learning are important to students’ understanding of content and 
research processes (Azevedo et al. 2013). This is important to students being able to monitor theoretical 
concepts, inspect their understanding, and adapt to different methods of learning (Pintrich 2000). 
Reflexivity refers to students being able to acknowledge their position within their research based on their 
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own knowledge, background, and standpoints, paired with differing perspectives in order to see the bigger 
picture of their research (Lewthwaite and Nind 2016). Students should be given the opportunity to reflect 
on the research process in regards to their attitudes about research and the experiences within their 
research (Kilburn et al. 2014).   

Students tend to have a gap in understanding of what they are learning in RM and the relevance that it has 
for them (Earley 2014). Utilizing constructivism is recommended for demystifying research by aligning 
goals and activities. Constructivism places students as responsible for their own learning by having 
instructors guide students to make connections and draw conclusions on their own by utilizing and 
developing their critical thinking skills (Hall et al. 2020; Savery and Duffy 1995). Students should be 
actively engaged in the research process in order to make it more visible to the students (Kilburn et al. 
2014). Active learning strategies differ from traditional approaches in that, instead of utilizing lecture-based 
learning that is instructor-centred, active learning is interactive and student-centred (Michael 2006). 

The perception of research as being difficult stems from its complexity, which requires students to 
incorporate different areas of knowledge to form complex thoughts on research processes (Balloo 2019). 
Students who enrol in research methods tend to have a sense of anxiety toward research (Papanastasiou 
2005). Interestingly, students who view research as important for their future tend to have greater levels of 
anxiety toward research methods (Papanastasiou and Zembylas 2008). Students’ self-perceptions also have 
an influence on their level of anxiety toward research methods courses (Papanastasiou and Zembylas 
2008). When students are tasked with a research-based task, there is anxiety based on their fear of the 
unknown and taking their first step with their research topic (Balloo 2019). Similar to learning any new 
concept, research requires practice. Rather than instructors telling students about how to do research, 
students are to be encouraged to take part in conducting the research themselves (Kilburn et al. 2014; 
Savery and Duffy 1995). This approach gives students experience that is closely related to experiences that 
they may encounter in future research projects (Kilburn et al. 2014). The feedback and practice that 
students receive reduces the anxiety that is associated with research methods courses, enhances self-
efficacy, and promotes self-regulated learning (Balloo 2019). 

Measures of Research Self-Efficacy 

Researchers have formally measured self-efficacy in as it pertains to research topics, but the primary focus 
for many years was apprehension to statistics and mathematics (Adams and Holcomb 1986; Onwuegbuzie 
2004; Roberts 1980). In 2005 The Attitudes Toward Research (ATR) scale was created for the purpose of 
measuring research self-efficacy in students (Papanastasiou 2005). The ATR Scale uses a 7-point Likert 
scale to identify the attitudes of undergraduate students toward academic research. ATR is a five-factor 
structure, measuring students’ subjective assessments of research usefulness, research anxiety, positive 
attitudes towards research, relevance to life, and research difficulty. While it is generally regarded as 
credible, the main concern of the researchers was the phrasing, stating that it “might overemphasize literally 
positive views” (Haaga and Kaufmann 2021, p. 9). The ATR scale is intentionally exclusive to undergraduate 
students, which exposes a limitation of the ATR Scale in terms of external validity. 

The Revised Attitudes Toward Research (R-ATR) Scale was introduced by the author of the original ATR 
scale to address these concerns and adapt it into a broader, modern academic environment. In the 
corresponding article introducing the R-ATR Scale (Papanastasiou 2014), the author states the limitations 
of the ATR scale and the measures they took to update the scale. The R-ATR scale is focused on providing 
a holistic understanding of the self-efficacy of students in RM. The R-ATR scale differentiates itself from 
the original ATR scale by removing the questions focusing on statistics because of their irrelevance to 
attitudes toward research (Papanastasiou 2014, p. 148). The revision is a three-factor structure of research 
anxiety, research usefulness, and positive research predisposition, which is explained as a combination of 
interest and positive feelings.  

Availability of research opportunities for IS students 

In theory, no differences between preparing practitioners and researchers exist (Topi et al. 2017) though in 
practice there are clear focal points in delivered curricula. The common example to highlight the focal point 
difference is between business schools and technical programs, but this easy classification obfuscates the 
reality and nuances of offered programs worldwide.  
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To the extent that research training opportunities are available for IS students, it is better analogized as 
students’ access to informal and formal institutions (Stiglitz 2000; Zenger et al. 2000). In an informal 
institutional experience, a mentor selects and sponsors mentees directly with projects on a smaller scale 
(e.g., research assistants; independent studies). Another way to expose students to research is within a 
formal institutional program, like Research Methods courses and seminars. Research as an institutional 
offering has the added benefit of being universal and inclusive, especially in the case where it is required 
for degree completion. Other research introduction models exist, such as elective courses instead of 
required courses or targeted research introduction programs. In the United States, the Council on 
Undergraduate Research works to increase independent student research opportunities as well as targeted 
mechanisms like National Science Foundation’s Research Experience for Undergraduates funding. Such 
models share formal-informal characteristics, which is to say that they are formally institutionally driven, 
so more accessible and less subjective while maintaining a relatively small scale and thus a still exclusive 
make-up more similar to informal institutional programs. 

To better understand the availability of formal foundational research courses, the research team performed 
a top-down internet resource search. We compiled five lists of the top 25 IS programs based on the US News 
and World Report (USNWR), QS World University Ranking, and the AIS Research Rankings. The Times 
Higher Education World Ranking subsumes IS into either Computer Science or Business/Economics and 
the Shanghai Ranking either Computer Science and Engineering or Library Science and Information and 
were thus excluded. From the USNWR, we included (1) Best MBA in MIS programs1 and (2) Best 
Undergraduate Management Information Systems programs.2 The QS World University Ranking (3) offers 
a combined Computer Science and Information Systems ranking.3 From the AIS Research Rankings, the 
search criteria used the Basket of 8 for the past five years worldwide for (4) the top-ranked research 
universities as well as (5) the current academic base of the top-ranked individual researchers for the same 
search criteria.4 These lists are near proxies for student-centred as well as researcher-centred definitions of 
top-level programs (though they are notably US-centric with the USNWR data).  

Of a possible 125 options, the list review resulted in 76 unique programs (a ~60% overlap). Each of the 76 
degree program websites were then searched for a recommended course sequence/curriculum in the IS 
degree. Programs which (1) have an active IS degree or near equivalent (see (Topi et al. 2010, pp. 12–13) for 
a list of program synonyms); (2) have a listed course sequence on their public website; and (3) were in 
English or were discernibly translated by the Google Chrome browser extension (version 2021) were 
included in the final analysis (n=50).5 The home institutions of the research team are also included in the 
comparison (4). This resulted in a list of 52 programs across three continents (Table 1). 40% of the identified 
programs are housed in business schools. A summary of data from the identified programs is below: 

● 15% of the identified programs are fully taught programs and require neither a Capstone or Thesis 
exit option.  

● 23% and 29% have exit options with only a Capstone or Thesis respectively, and 33% of the 
programs offer either a Capstone or a Thesis exit option.  

● Considering all identified programs with a Thesis exit option, nearly three-quarters (73%) offer 
Research Methods as an elective or required course.  

● Only 41% of programs with a Thesis option require Research Methods as a graduation requirement. 
Looking only at business schools with a Thesis exit option that require Research Methods, that 
number drops to 19%.  

These numbers offer some first indications. It is evident that formal research courses are not uniformly 
offered, though they are more common in technically-oriented programs. Of programs where a Thesis is an 
option, most programs offer RM, though many (59%) do not require it when a Thesis is the required exit 
option. This indicates a potential mismatch in skills and output.  

 
1 https://www.usnews.com/best-graduate-schools/top-business-schools/information-systems-rankings 
2 https://www.usnews.com/best-colleges/rankings/business-management-information-systems 
3 https://www.topuniversities.com/university-rankings/university-subject-rankings/2021/computer-science-information-systems 
4 https://www.aisresearchrankings.org/rankings/ 
5 From the excluded programs, 13 are in North America; 4 are in Europe; and 7 are in the Asia-Pacific region. 
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North America  Europe 

Arkansas  ASU  U of Arizona  Bentley    Darmstadt  UCL  

Boston College  Brigham 
Young  UBC  U of California 

Berkeley    Edinburgh  EPFL  

Carnegie Mellon  Columbia  Cornell  U of Florida    Hamburg  UCLU of 
Liechtenstein  

Florida State  U of Georgia  Georgia State  Georgia Tech    U of Rotterdam  WU Wien  

U of Illinois  U of Indiana 
Bloomington  Loyola  U of Maryland        

McGill  MIT  U of Michigan  U of Minnesota 
Twin Cities      

U of Nebraska  NYU  U of Nevada Las 
Vegas  U Penn    Asia  

Penn State  Princeton  Purdue  Southern 
Florida    City U Hong Kong  Hong Kong 

S&T  

Temple  Texas A&M  U of Texas 
Austin  

U of Texas 
Houston    KAIST  NTU  

Toronto  Virginia Tech  Waterloo      NU Singapore    

Table 1. Identified IS Programs Considering Research Methods Offerings 

 

The summary also shows that the informal institutional practices of directed mentorships in small groups 
are likely still driving most students’ first exposure to research. It is likely that the concept of ‘fit’ between 
mentor and mentee plays an outsized role in the invitation to and evaluation of the informal research 
experience. Fit is simultaneously critically important for a successful experience (Grover 2007; Pyhältö et 
al. 2015) but hard to define in terms that are neither nebulous nor exclusionary (Posselt 2014). While fit 
has been established be determinative of experience and successful outcomes in graduate school (Gardner 
2009; Gazley et al. 2014; Jones 2013), overly strict assessments of fit or undue weighting of this fully 
subjective factor can lead to undesirable outcomes like less diverse student cohorts (Posselt 2014; Purdie-
Vaughns et al. 2008).  

Offering and requiring a formal course as an entry point to research that addresses the design and 
evaluation of research specific to IS would seem to be a solution to better exposing a diverse group of 
students to IS research. The uniform access point becomes a critical factor to balancing the subjective 
aspects of fit as interest and readiness can be evaluated more uniformly. It is yet unknown if formal training 
is a sufficient condition for increasing diversity in IS, though broader and wider exposure would appear to 
be a necessary condition for diversifying the pool of potential researchers. 

Case Study: Demystifying Research with Epistemic Design 
This case study proposes the design of a 3-credit RM course. The course has been delivered to graduate 
students at two institutions located in the European Union and the United States in six semesters. The goal 
of Digital Research Foundation is to introduce students to basic and applied research approaches which 
can be applied to their Capstone or Thesis. It has historically been a required course. We validate the 
approach using the Revised Attitudes Towards Research scale (2014).  

Course Design 

Epistemological and Science of Science perspectives were chosen due to the rather complex nature of 
satisfying the needs of diverse student audiences. Epistemic design treats the course as an opportunity to 
understand the creation of new knowledge via the practice of science and application of the research 
enterprise. Such courses focus on increasing knowledge and certainty and decreasing ignorance or 
unfamiliarity of the subject matter. To decrease unfamiliarity/ignorance, course content is decomposed into 
subproblems of how to perform research that become the overarching module structure. The subproblems 
are listed below in order of delivery: 
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● How basic and applied research produce technological innovation 
● The use of abstraction and models in creating new knowledge 
● Finding a research gap 
● Using levels of measurement to form research questions and apply (statistical) evaluations 

○ Qualitative, qualitative, and mixed methods 
● Defining Ethics and Critical Theory in the IS research context. 

The explicit focus on the basic-applied research nexus allows students to place content into their real 
environments (Sizemore and Lewandowski 2009). This supports increasing knowledge of the research 
process. Not all students who are exposed to research can be expected to pursue a research career, but all 
students can use RM to better understand how research influences their field of interest.  

There are 20 content modules, each covering remedial, developmental, or transferable content. Areas of 
remediation are discovered with the use of a timed pre-test taken in the first week that covers common 
research vocabulary (hypothesis, robustness, citation). On this basis, trends in students’ foundational 
knowledge are inferred and addressed. Remedial training is enveloped in reading and writing tasks in order 
to support transfer learning throughout the term. Remedial training is the primary place where students’ 
misconceptions about research are addressed, increasing students’ topical certainty. 

Developmental and transferable content and tasks are introduced in two ways: research milestone 
assignments and student-led discussions on specific methodologies. The parts are supportive of one 
another. The methodologies discussion allowed students to consider and reflect on approaches for their 
own research. The milestone structure of assignments is a breakdown of typical steps in a research process. 
In order, the milestones corresponding to assessment items are: 

● Begin literature review 
● Propose research question or hypothesis 
● Name and map (expected) research variable relationships 
● Propose methodology 
● Proposal revisioning 
● Final proposal 

Breaking down the steps allows for interactive feedback loops between instructor, student, and the student 
cohort and is in-line with current literature on goal setting and subtasking (Margulieux et al. 2020).  

Reading 

Reading is the core self-study component of the class. Reading is broken into five different classifications: 
Reading to Understand, Discuss, Critique, Appreciate, and Write. Differentiating signals that the core task 
and thus approach require new, more expansive skills. Students are assigned readings throughout the 
semester from a textbook (c.f. (Ghezzi 2020; Zobel 2014)) and a collection of scholarly journal articles that 
are assembled by the instructor.  

Students assess each assigned reading utilizing the skills acquired from the remedial training on 
understanding academic writing covered during the first three weeks of the course. A unified prompt for 
note-taking is in use to level-set across students. 

● What kind of article is it (for example does it present data or does it present purely theoretical 
arguments)? 

● What are the main issues raised by the author to justify the relevance of the science? 
● What questions are raised? 
● How well are these questions addressed? 
● What are the stated limitations? 

In subsequent discussions students should be able to express the readings that they thought were well 
written, or the ones that they enjoyed reading and why. They should recognize the elements that made that 
paper attractive to them. These specific readings that they appreciate are later used to serve as models for 
on how they could construct their research proposal and gives them a foundation for writing in the future.  
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Reading for Writing 

Writing an academic manuscript requires different skills than are typically taught in formative language 
training. Yet, formal guidance is typically only available at the doctoral level. Earlier training is one way to 
better spot and engage with talented students to ‘hook’ them early (Lewthwaite and Nind 2016).  

Within the overview modules of the course, two or three class sessions should be devoted to understanding 
the structure and style of academic writing (depending on remedial needs of the group). This is an exercise 
completed with the entire class and led by the instructor. One article representing strong academic writing 
inside of the respective discipline is presented and reviewed collectively for structure instead of content. To 
do this, the instructor walks through the abstract, introduction, and specific, pre-named subsections. With 
each paragraph/section, the following questions are be discussed:  

● How much information is in the first sentence? And in the second sentence? 
● How many sentences are in the paragraph/ each paragraph?” 
● How much information is in the final sentence per paragraph? 
● What is this paragraph about? 
● How many citations are in each paragraph on average? 
● What is the main point of this section? 

It would seem repetitious, but the activity is typically more difficult than it seems as most students will not 
have experience with analysing structure, nor with interpretation at the sentence level. As they grow more 
confident the process speeds up. It is recommended to include at least one section with equations as this is 
quite commonly an area requiring remediation. This guided discussion utilizes a constructivist framework 
by helping students to collaboratively share their observations and gain knowledge through each other 
rather than the instructor explicitly telling students what is important in the paper. 

Reading for Discussion 

Graded, student-led discussions replace the classic methodologies section in this course design. Two typical 
modalities for teaching methodologies exist: deep dives and methods surveys. Deep dives more often than 
not concentrate on a small number of methods to deeply probe them. Given both the diversity of methods 
in IS as well as the diversity of students in the actual course, this was deemed an inappropriate choice. 
Methods survey covers more approaches but does so at a higher, more superficial level. The compromise 
reached for Digital Research Foundations is to maintain the methods survey design and charge individual 
students to lead the presentation and discussion of one method as a graded component. Like this, students 
are introduced to many commonly used approaches but still have deeper expertise in a specific 
methodological approach. Historically students have been required to choose their method of interest on 
which to lead the discussion session. There are typically more students than pre-selected methods, meaning 
there will be more than one student in charge of preparing the materials for the session.  

Student-facilitated discussion is a vital component to the development of critical thinking and 
communication skills. It enhances students’ ability to think independently by allowing them to contrast the 
implications of various theories and methods, among other aspects of research. It also allows them to build 
patterns of what they enjoy and dislike about research. Student-lead discussions account for 15% of the 
graded evaluation. Students are graded on their preparation before the discussion, their performance in 
facilitating the discussion, and the quality of their synthesis of the paper. It is recommended that the 
instruction team meet with each student one-on-one shortly before their discussion facilitation. The 
student-led discussions focus on a specific topic within research methods, including the list found above, 
data preparation and analysis, and research ethics. Within each approach, the instructor should choose one 
to three representative articles for the domain. These papers can be inside or outside of IS and IT, but they 
should utilize the same approach. 

Students choose the article which they would like to lead assuring autonomy in their learning and help to 
cater lessons to their individual interests. In preparation for the in-depth paper review with the instruction 
team, students prepare answers to questions such as:  

(a) What is the purpose/aim of this text? How do you know? How might this influence the way it is 
written? 
(b) What are the major research justifications that were made in this article? OR Can you see any 
justification (direct or implied) for the research decisions?  Do the justifications seem reasonable?  
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(c) Do these assumptions seem reasonable in this context? Why or why not? 
(d) Are any generalisations being made? Are these generalisations reasonable here? 
(e) Is there anything problematic? 
(f) What would the implications be if we were to take the claims seriously? i.e. What should happen 
next? 

Between the notes and the paper review with the instruction team, students are typically prepared to lead 
a discussion with their classmates. The instructor is recommended to only become involved in the 
discussion if there is a conflict or other technical issue occurs lest the student lose ownership of the content. 

As there are typically less articles than students to lead discussions, it is common that more than one 
discussion happens per lecture unit. While harder to evaluate this is a good outcome, as it means students 
can be broken into smaller subgroups, which increases their chances of directly participating. Participants 
are instructed to have reviewed the articles to the extent that they would be able to discuss the overall 
methods and conclusions of the paper. The purpose of the review is not to have an expert level 
understanding of the papers’ contributions but more of understanding why they chose the methods they 
did, if their processes matched the method, and any flaws that they had in their research design or 
conclusions. The discussions give the students the opportunity to address any misunderstandings that they 
had or important components of the paper that they think is relevant to address with their peers. 

Throughout the course each student will lead one academic article (the one they discussed) in depth and 
have reviewed approximately 15 other articles. This consistent pattern of reading and discussing gives 
students the opportunity to continuously practice their academic reading skills for improvement. The 
academic articles assigned to students fall into a range of difficulty levels and methodologies found inside 
of and adjacent to IS and IT. This exposes students to different academic writing styles and approaches in 
IS and IT research.  

Intended Outcomes and Pedagogical Tools  

Epistemological context is a powerful tool in the demystification of research. A typical RM will primarily 
rely on the what, when, and who aspects of performing and interpreting research while epistemic design 
concentrates heavily on the why and how. The value is experienced across the spectrum of students 
intending careers in industry, research, or who are still exploring. A classic pedagogical example of learning 
to learn, it can also be a tricky needle to thread. To some degree epistemic courses require divorce from 
application. However, one of the major hurdles to research methods in IS is content transferability. Digital 
Research Foundations relies on the constructivist model found in (Hall 2018; Savery and Duffy 1995) in 
order to assure the student learning outcomes are met at their intended level corresponding to Bloom’s 
taxonomy (Anderson and Krathwohl 2001) (Table 2).  

Specifically in terms of the eight-point model Savery and Duffy proposed (1995), Digital Research 
Foundations utilizes discussions and self-monitoring processes in order to support students to develop 
ownership of their tasks and corresponding outputs. The taught lectures frequently upcycled slides from 
previous modules in order to build out and build upon new learning materials. This allows learners to 
authentically connect and transfer content across academic, professional, and personal contexts. Reuse of 
the same materials also allowed the students to implicitly build on complexity and abstraction as applied to 
the process of creating new knowledge.  

Bloom's Taxonomy 
reflected item 

Student learning outcomes Assessment item 

Understand * Acquire and demonstrate fundamental 
knowledge of the key concepts of basic and 
applied research methodologies 

Discussion Leadership 

Apply * Select a method for answering research 
question 
* Apply key research methods for given problems 

Proposal Milestones 
Proposal 
Discussion Participation 
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Evaluate * Be able to interpret the results of research 
method 
* Draw the appropriate conclusions from results 

Proposal Milestones 
Proposal 
Discussion Participation 

Create *  Define a relevant research question Proposal Milestones 
Proposal 
Discussion Leadership 

Table 2. Mapping Blooms Taxonomy, Student Learning Outcomes, and Assignments 

 

The concept of “learning by doing” is generally held up as a model standard for active learning classrooms 
(Robinson and Hall 2018). This typically takes the form of a mini-project in RM courses. Some challenges 
exist in the production of an entire project inside of a semester term, especially in the case of novices. Chief 
among these is a hidden assumption that students will have pre-assessed potential research questions or 
hypotheses before the course starts. Another is students’ ability to authentically experience how research is 
done (well) before it has been thoroughly introduced. Especially in the very common scenario that research 
is misunderstood, it is easy to understand how and why RM can produce anxiety and negative experiences 
in students, as well as is seen as irrelevant to career prospects. To still support active learning, but not 
overwhelm students, Digital Research Foundations requires a research proposal as the semester project. 
The proposed structure and length are: 

● Introduction (between half and 3/4 page) 
● Literature Review (~2 pages) 
● Research Questions/Hypotheses (~quarter page) 
● Research Model (between quarter and half page) 
● Proposed Research Method (~1 page) 
● Expected Contributions (rest of document) 
● References (no limit) 

Writing 

The main deliverable is the research proposal (35% of evaluation). It is recommended to leave the topic of 
research open to the students in order to give them control of their own research in a domain that they are 
interested in, especially to the extent that the degree program offers both Capstone and Thesis exit options. 
By choosing topics that students are interested in they will be more invested in their project and learning.  

Milestones (see Course Design) are used to demonstrate that they can identify a research question and 
accurately determine the appropriate methodologies to execute a research project and understand the 
expected contributions and implications of the proposed work (25% of evaluation). The milestone structure 
is a method of evaluation that helps the instructor to address students’ misconceptions or address parts of 
a milestone assignment that could be problematic in the final project proposal. These checkpoint 
assignments force students to focus on specific sections of the final project proposal in a stepwise manner. 
This spreads the workload of the writing process throughout the semester and prevents students from 
procrastinating until the end of the course, only thinking through the assignment all at once. Students 
should receive feedback from the instructor after each checkpoint submission. Students gain experience 
from the iterative nature of submission and feedback. Here we note that the creation and use of expansive 
rubrics in advance will lessen the grading overhead. Granular rubrics that present expectations can lower 
the level of personalized feedback required; the exchange basis becomes more focussed on coaching than 
writing individual reviews per assignment.  

Students are expected to use the milestones that they submit throughout the course to construct their final 
research proposal. Students are encouraged to use the milestones in a formative way, making the necessary 
revisions to the final proposal based on instructor and cohort feedback from their milestones. The final 
research proposal is short (five pages) and in-line with expectations of a Capstone or Thesis proposal or 
student research grant proposal. This forces students to be concise in their writing and articulation. This is 
also recommended to put the students’ focus on the research components rather than the length of 
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information that they need to produce. The effects of this length should produce quality over quantity. The 
milestone system also reduces end of semester grading for the instruction team. 

Validating the Approach 
In its sixth iteration a pre- and posttest using the R-ATR scale (2014) was utilized (n=29). The survey was 
given in tandem with the vocabulary test during the first and last week of class. We focus on the R-ATR 
survey in this evaluation. We find a bimodal deviation: those for which there is improvement, and those for 
whom the course did not improve their impression of research. Figure 1 visualises the mean responses of 
the pre- and posttest across each construct overall and improved-attitudes and worsened-attitudes outcome 
groups. Table 3 summarizes the results of between and within group tests including effect size. As the data 
are not normally distributed Mann Whitney U and paired Wilcoxon signed-rank tests are implemented and 
effect sizes are estimated using r values (Valentine and Cooper 2003). 

In 17 cases (5 female; 12 male) the pre-/posttest difference showed improved outcomes and in 12 cases (5 
female; 7 male) the pre-/posttest difference showed worsened attitudes towards research. Research 
Usefulness means functionally swapped between the improved-attitudes and worsened-attitudes outcome 
groups (Pre: 5.94/6.13; Post: 6.28/5.68). The overall pretest data has high starting values, meaning that the 
improved students upwards adjusted their attitude from high Research Usefulness to very high Research 
Usefulness scores while the worsened-attitudes outcome group maintained high Research Usefulness 
attitudes. The differences between and within groups are not statistically significant (Table 3). Because of 
the course being a program requirement instead of an elective, this was unexpected.  

 

Figure 1.  Pre- and Posttest Scores of All Students, and Improved-attitudes and 
Worsened-attitudes Groups.  

 

Positive Research Predisposition (PRP), a construct reflecting interest in and positive experiences with 
research, shows no significant differences between improved-attitudes and worsened-attitudes outcome 
groups in the pre- and posttests. There are significant within-group differences. Students’ PRP scores 
increased by 1.43 points for the improved-attitudes group, a 43% increase which is statistically significant 
(Z=-2.310, p=0.020, r=-0.576) whereas the worsened-attitudes group showed a -15% decrease from pre- to 
posttest (.75 points). This is also a significant decrease (Z=-2.139, p=0.032, r=0.665).  

Research Anxiety showed the most drastic changes over the semester and within the groups themselves. 
There were no significant differences between groups in the pretest (Z=-1.042, p=0.296, r=-0.198).  At the 
end of the semester the improved outcomes group showed an improvement in Research Anxiety by a factor 
of 1.11 over pretest (a 28% decrease; Z=-3.392, p=0.000, r=0.829) and a factor of 1.64 over the worsened-
attitudes group in the posttest (Z=-2.713, p=0.006, r=0.508). The worsened-attitudes group reports an 
increase in research-related anxiety of 1.58 points (a 55% increase; Z=-2.472, p=0.013, r=-0.725).  

 

Pre: Research
Anxiety

Post:
Research
Anxiety

Pre: Positive
Research Pre-

disposition

Post: Positive
Research Pre-

disposition

Pre: Research
Usefulness

Post:
Research

Usefulness

Overall 3,65 3,45 4,73 4,75 5,95 5,95

Improved Outcomes Group 3,92 2,81 3,29 4,71 5,94 6,28

Worsened Outcomes Group 2,87 4,45 4,96 4,21 6,13 5,68

1

2

3

4

5
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Z-statistic p-value Effect 

Size 

RA 

Between 
Improved vs worsened in Pretest -1.043 0.296 -0.198  

Improved vs worsened in Posttest -2.713 0.006*** 0.508  

Within 
Improved group, Pre-posttest -3.392 0.000*** 0.829 

Worsened group, Pre-posttest -2.472 0.013* -0.725 

PRP 

Between 
Improved vs worsened in Pretest -10.445 0.296 0.198  

Improved vs worsened in Posttest -0.956 0.338 -0.182  

Within 
Improved group, Pre-posttest -2.310 0.020* -0.576 

Worsened group, Pre-posttest -2.139 0.032* 0.665 

RU 

Between 
Improved vs worsened in Pretest -0.067 0.946 -0.016  

Improved vs worsened in Posttest -1.095 0.273 -0.208  

Within 
Improved group, Pre-posttest -1.335 0.181 -0.325 

Worsened group, Pre-posttest -0.971 0.331 0.273 

Significance: 0.05*, 0.01**,  0.001*** 

Effect Size r: < 0.3: Small,  >= 0.3 and < 0.5: Medium, >= 0.5: Large  

Table 3. Results of Mann Whitney U (Between Groups) and Paired Wilcoxon Sign-rank 
(Within Groups) Hypotheses Tests 

 

More interesting than the fact that there are differences are the drivers of these differences. In the pretest 
the worsened-attitudes group has lower Research Anxiety and higher Research Usefulness and Positive 
Predisposition than the overall group average and the improved outcomes group. If the course fails on its 
goals, contains mismatches between stated goals, materials, activities, or contains unclear outcomes, we 
should expect to see lower overall variance in the constructs and a worsened overall score; instead, we see 
higher variance paired with a lower average. Figures 2 and 3 display the variance of the pre- and posttest 
data for the two outcome groups. The variance differences between and within improved and worsened-
attitudes groups is most obvious for Research Anxiety, where the variance for the worsened-attitudes group 
expands considerably. We can infer a mixed experience in the course for those in the worsened-attitudes 
group. While they learned the content, they also learned that they did not like the research endeavour.  

This inference is also supported by qualitative data. Students were given the option to add free text feedback 
in the pre- and posttest in response to the question ‘Is there anything else that you want me to know? This 
response will not be shared with the class; it is for me to better calibrate the semester.’ A representative 
sample of the worsened-attitudes group from the posttest is below. 

- (Male IT Innovation major) “The course helped me understand that even though I'm capable of 
doing research it is not something I enjoy or want to do in the future as a career.” 

- (Male Data Science major) “I want you to know that I enjoyed this course more than I thought I 
would. The research in itself is still very difficult for me and still scares me, but I understand and 
enjoy it more. The group discussions and the chance for people to get out of their comfort zone and 
lead a discussion is a valuable thing to give a student. I'm by far not your best student and I've 
struggled in concepts and topics for your class by my own doing, but you've provided a good support 
still. As I'm very early in my journey for my Graduate program, you're (sic) class has definitely push 
me where I need to be pushed and come to the realization of what academics is all about again. The 
class has been an invaluable asset to me as I felt I've struggled pretty hard, but still accomplished a 
list of things.” 

- (Female Data Science major) “This class was challenging. I feel like I have said so many times - "this 
or that should be studied," but it turns out I have no idea how science works. So this class taught 
me how ignorant I am about the scientific method and research. It's fine, I'm fine, I did learn 
something even if it's not an expected learning outcome for the course. At least now I know more 
about what I don't know.” 
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At first blush such feedback can seem disheartening. However, especially the final free text response adds 
a level of nuance to the worsened-attitudes data. In line with (Kruger and Dunning 1999), students in the 
worsened-attitudes outcomes group self-assessed to be stronger in their appreciation of research likely due 
to their lack of foundational knowledge. Once exposed to the requirements and practices that make up 
scientific research, these same students self-corrected their assumptions about their relationship with 
research. Holistically, this isn’t a subjectively worse outcome with respect to the course and its outcomes 
but rather a type of level-setting of experience and interests.  

 
 

Figure 2.  Pre- and Posttest Scores of 
 Improved-attitudes Groups 

Figure 3.  Pre- and Posttest Scores of 
 Worsened-attitudes Groups 

Discussion and Conclusion 

Recalling the high-level research question, “How does epistemic design affect student research anxiety, 
research predisposition, and perception of research usefulness?” we respond with the following 
observations. Research (Methods) can be demystified for students. Expanding Research Methods as a 
feature of IT and IS curricula can be a net positive for students regardless of their applied or theoretical 
focus. Introducing ‘learning to learn’ skills rather than deep dives into specific methods or large 
methodological surveys facilitates the success of students regardless of their planned exit option and aligns 
with both current educational literature and the current IS and IT curricular guidelines (Agarwal and 
Ahmed 2017; Topi et al. 2017; De Veaux et al. 2017).  

Subjective valuation for the usefulness of research started and remained high, which is an unexpected 
result. Moreover, the epistemic approach tends to lower anxiety of students by increasing knowledge and 
decreasing unfamiliarity. In the case that students experience worsened-attitudes, is it less likely linked to 
a poor experience than it is that they had started the course with a wrong baseline understanding of the 
research enterprise (Kruger and Dunning 1999; Sizemore and Lewandowski 2009). It is worth noting that 
the course is well-evaluated by students (4.48 out of 5 for ‘Course Overall’ averaged over the last three 
teaching evaluations). Using the core components of Nunamaker and colleagues’ proof-of-value 
propositions (2015), we summarize our contributions and raise points for future consideration (Table 4). 

Expanding RM availability when it is a net positive for student experience can reasonably support the 
diversification of the junior researcher applicant pool. Formalizing access to research within the 
institutions’ degree programs will reduce barriers to research caused by an ad-hoc or informal approach. In 
the free text data nine students indicated that they plan to change to a Thesis exit option or will apply to 
Ph.D. programs in the near future. 55% are female; other intersectional aspects of diverse experience and 
ideology are present but cannot be evaluated due to the small sample size. Increasing access to and 
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knowledge about the research enterprise supports unifying and standardizing the evaluation of ‘fit’ and can 
increase the diversity of the students who will become interested in research as a career option. 

Goal Description 
Deepen 
understanding of 
problem space and 
potential solutions 

 Understanding the research endeavour is critically important. Research 
Methods courses are the typical educational vehicle but the courses (1) 
cause students anxiety and negative experiences and (2) are not uniformly 
offered.  

 Future researchers are recruited and trained in an ad hoc manner which 
may contribute to a lack of experiential and ideological diversity. 

Degree to which 
solution is 
generalizable 

 Epistemic courses are appropriate for managerial and technical IS and IT 
training because the abstraction level supports understanding of how and 
why research is conceived, implemented, and evaluated. 

 Epistemic design and active learning, including student self-monitoring 
and frequent discussions, are natural partners in RM courses. 

Improve functional 
quality of solution 

 All students maintain a high valuation of the usefulness of research for the 
duration of the semester. 

 Students’ content enjoyment of research methods delivered in an epistemic 
course significantly increases and anxiety significantly decreases for 
students who entered the course with poor attitudes towards research. 

 As much of IS is considered interdisciplinary (Sarker et al. 2019), epistemic 
RM courses may aid in clearing up students’ misconceptions of its scope. 

Discover and 
describe unintended 
consequences 

 Highly (or overly) confident students experience statistically significant 
increases in anxiety and decreases in interest and experience over the 
semester in an epistemic research methods course. 

Document value 
creation 

 31% (5 female, 4 male) of the student cohort plans to pursue independent 
research in some form, promising a successful medium-term outcome. 

Understand 
feasibility of 
solutions’ 
deployment 

 Technical feasibility: Ongoing and increasing trends towards remote 
courses may require computer-mediated delivery. This is turn can impact 
the use of active learning for un(der)trained instructors/instruction teams. 

 Economic feasibility: Given an implicit expertise of faculty members with 
research, no additional institution resources should be anticipated in 
creating and offering such a course. 

 Operational feasibility: A why/how abstraction of the research endeavour 
allows for general or area of interest or domain-specific foci (i.e., RM for 
Health Information Systems; RM for IT Managers) to be delivered without 
reducing the effectiveness of the outcomes. 

Table 4. Documentation of Proof-of-value of Epistemic Design in RM Courses 

 

Implications for Students 

We are all worse off if students have poor attitudes towards research. Moreover, a strong command of 
research pays dividends in professional scenarios outside of research (Earley 2014; Patten and Newhart 
2017). RM courses have the goal of preparing students to understand research as a component of their 
career but have traditionally failed to meet their objectives. This case study shows that epistemic RM 
courses not only teach students how to become acquainted with the logic of scientific research but also 
provides a holistic understanding of the research enterprise regardless of their intended exit option and/or 
career plans. Epistemic design of Research Methods benefits students entering with poor attitudes by 
decreasing their anxiety and increasing their enjoyment of the content. Epistemic design also benefits those 
who enter with inflated self-concepts of research knowledge and ability by allowing them to achieve a more 
realistic understanding of research. All students benefit via the process of self-adjusting their knowledge 
and familiarity of research due to a tight coupling of theoretical (why) and practical (how) knowledge.  

Implications for the Discipline 
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This case study is designed to foster uncomplicated adoption of RM into other IS programs. The difference 
in epistemic design compared to traditional courses is the focus on why and how as opposed to what, when, 
and who. This implies that the efforts required to implement such a course are conceptual and (re-)design 
oriented more than resource-directed. Integrating epistemically designed RM into the degree program is 
both plausible and possible and fits will with the objectives of standard IS curricula.  

RM could be the bridge to reaching and retaining more students regardless of prior experience. Recruiting 
based on performance and interest rather than opportunity is a more egalitarian approach, and may 
broaden participation in IS research. Diversifying the pool of (junior) researchers is a net win for IS as a 
field, particularly as scholars recognize the increasingly relevant bright and dark sides of technological 
systems in industrial and societal institutions.  

Limitations and Future Work 

The presented case study recognizes its limitations. Though the presented course has been delivered six 
times, evaluation data only exists for one iteration. Future iterations will maintain the pre- and posttests. 
Linked to this: the R-ATR mechanism is cross-sectional, so hard data on medium term effectiveness of the 
course in changing attitudes towards research is out of scope. Finally, it is difficult to split the impact of a 
course from the instructor/team leading it. The experience of being in a class with a cohort of students and 
specific instructor is idiosyncratic and that will have unmeasurable effects on any subjective data. 

We propose as future work expanding the review of Research Methods in IS curriculum. Our analysis of 
top-ranked programs gives tendencies and indications but is not representative. The data may also be 
interpreted as preferential, though this is not the intent. A more comprehensive picture is necessary to 
diagnose common pain points and improve the staff and student experience. Realized in its full breadth and 
scope, an international comparative survey completed at the department level will empower IS curriculum 
designers and program administrators to re-imagine the research introduction process.  

References 

Adams, N. A., and Holcomb, W. R. 1986. “Analysis of the Relationship between Anxiety about Mathematics 
and Performance,” Psychological Reports (59:2, Pt 2), pp. 943–948. 
(https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1986.59.2.943). 

Agarwal, N., and Ahmed, F. 2017. “Developing Collective Learning Extension for Rapidly Evolving 
Information System Courses,” Education and Information Technologies (22:7). 

Anderson, L. W., and Krathwohl, D. R. 2001. A Taxonomy for Learning, Teaching and Assessing: A Revision 
of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives. (https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4104_2). 

Ashenhurst, R. L. 1973. “Implications for Computer Science Departments of the ACM Information Systems 
Curriculum,” in Proceedings of the Third SIGCSE Technical Symposium on Computer Science 
Education, {SIGCSE} ’73, New York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery, January, pp. 2–
5. (https://doi.org/10.1145/800010.808064). 

Azevedo, R., Feyzi Behnagh, R., Duffy, M., Harley, J., and Trevors, G. 2013. “Metacognition and Self-
Regulated Learning in Student-Centered Leaning Environments,” in Theoretical Foundations of 
Student-Center Learning Environments. 

Balloo, K. 2019. “Students’ Difficulties During Research Methods Training Acting as Potential Barriers to 
Their Development of Scientific Thinking,” in Redefining Scientific Thinking for Higher Education, M. 
Murtonen and K. Balloo (eds.), Cham: Springer International Publishing, pp. 107–137. 
(https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-24215-2_5). 

Bohler, J. A., Larson, B., Peachey, T. A., and Shehane, R. F. 2020. “Evaluation of Information Systems 
Curricula Evaluation of Information Systems Curricula,” Journal of Information Systems Education 
(31:3), pp. 232–243. 

Burns, T., Gao, Y., Sherman, C., and Klein, S. 2018. “Do the Knowledge and Skills Required By Employers 
of Recent Graduates of Undergraduate Information Systems Programs Match the Current ACM/AIS 
Information Systems Curriculum Guidelines?,” Information Systems Education Journal (ISEDJ) 
(16:5). 

Earley, M. A. 2014. “A Synthesis of the Literature on Research Methods Education,” Teaching in Higher 
Education (19:3), Taylor & Francis, pp. 242–253. (https://doi.org/10.1080/13562517.2013.860105). 



Demystifying Research (Methods) 

 Forty-Second International Conference on Information Systems, Austin 2021
 16 

Gardner, S. K. 2009. “Student and Faculty Attributions of Attrition in High and Low-Completing Doctoral 
Programs in the United States,” Higher Education (58:1), pp. 97–112. 
(https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-008-9184-7). 

Gazley, J. L., Remich, R., Naffziger-Hirsch, M. E., Keller, J., Campbell, P. B., and McGee, R. 2014. “Beyond 
Preparation: Identity, Cultural Capital, and Readiness for Graduate School in the Biomedical Sciences,” 
Journal of Research in Science Teaching (51:8), pp. 1021–1048. (https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21164). 

Ghezzi, C. 2020. Being a Researcher: An Informatics Perspective, (1st ed.), Cham, Switzerland: Springer. 
Gorgone, J. T., Davis, G. B., Valacich, J. S., Topi, H., Feinstein, D. L., Longenecker Jr, H. E., College, B., 

Davis, G. B., Valacich, J. S., College, B., Topi, H., Feinstein, D. L., and Longenecker, H. E. 2003. “IS 
2002 Model Curriculum and Guidelines for Undergraduate Degree Programs in Information Systems,” 
Communications of the Association for Information Systems (11:1), p. 63. 
(https://doi.org/10.17705/1CAIS.01101). 

Grover, V. 2007. “Successfully Navigating the Stages of Doctoral Study,” International Journal of Doctoral 
Studies, pp. 009–021. (https://doi.org/10.28945/54). 

Haaga, D. A. F., and Kaufmann, A. 2021. “Desirable Difficulty and Attitudes toward Research among 
Psychology Undergraduates,” College Teaching (69:1), Routledge, pp. 9–11. 
(https://doi.org/10.1080/87567555.2020.1791037). 

Hall, M. 2018. “Service Learning in Information Systems Education : Pedagogical Approaches to Support 
Experiential Learning and Higher- Level Thinking,” Thirty Ninth International Conference on 
Information Systems, San Francisco 2018. 

Hall, M., Fruhling, A., and Haas, C. 2020. “More Fun Than Ought to Be Graded: Assuring Student Learning 
in Study Abroad Programs,” SIGITE 2020 - Proceedings of the 21st Annual Conference on Information 
Technology Education, pp. 113–119. (https://doi.org/10.1145/3368308.3415408). 

Jones, M. 2013. “Issues in Doctoral Studies -Forty Years of Journal Discussion: Where Have We Been and 
Where Are We Going?,” International Journal of Doctoral Studies (8), pp. 83–104. 
(https://doi.org/10.28945/1871). 

Kilburn, D., Nind, M., and Wiles, R. 2014. “Learning as Researchers and Teachers : The Development of a 
Pedagogical Culture for Social Science Research Methods ?,” British Journal of Educational Studies 
(62:2), Routledge, pp. 191–208. (https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2014.918576). 

Kruger, J., and Dunning, D. 1999. “Unskilled and Unaware of It: How Difficulties in Recognizing One’s Own 
Incompetence Lead to Inflated Self-Assessments,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (77:6). 

Lewthwaite, S., and Nind, M. 2016. “Teaching Research Methods in the Social Sciences: Expert Perspectives 
on Pedagogy and Practice,” British Journal of Educational Studies (64:4), Routledge, pp. 413–430. 
(https://doi.org/10.1080/00071005.2016.1197882). 

Margulieux, L. E., Morrison, B. B., and Decker, A. 2020. “Reducing Withdrawal and Failure Rates in 
Introductory Programming with Subgoal Labeled Worked Examples,” International Journal of STEM 
Education (7:19). 

Markham, W. T. 1991. “Research Methods in the Introductory Course: To Be or Not to Be?,” Teaching 
Sociology (19:4), p. 464. (https://doi.org/10.2307/1317888). 

Michael, J. 2006. “Where’s the Evidence That Active Learning Works?,” Advances in Physiology Education 
(30:4), pp. 159–167. (https://doi.org/10.1152/advan.00053.2006). 

Nunamaker, J. F., Briggs, R. O., Derrick, D. C., and Schwabe, G. 2015. “The Last Research Mile: Achieving 
Both Rigor and Relevance in Information Systems Research,” Journal of Management Information 
Systems (32:3), Routledge, pp. 10–47. (https://doi.org/10.1080/07421222.2015.1094961). 

Onwuegbuzie, A. J. 2004. “Academic Procrastination and Statistics Anxiety,” Assessment & Evaluation in 
Higher Education (29:1), pp. 3–19. 

Papanastasiou, E. C. 2005. “Factor Structure of the ‘Attitudes Toward Research’ Scale,” Statistics Education 
Research Journal (4:1), pp. 16–26. (https://doi.org/10.1037/t64085-000). 

Papanastasiou, E. C. 2014. “Revised-Attitudes toward Research Scale (R-ATR); A First Look at Its 
Psychometric Properties,” Journal of Research in Education (24:2), pp. 146–159. 

Papanastasiou, E. C., and Zembylas, M. 2008. “Anxiety in Undergraduate Research Methods Courses : Its 
Nature and Implications,” International Journal of Research & Method in Education (31:2), pp. 155–
167. (https://doi.org/10.1080/17437270802124616). 

Patten, M. L., and Newhart, M. 2017. Understanding Research Methods: An Overview Of The Essentials, 
(10th ed.), Routledge. 



Demystifying Research (Methods) 

 Forty-Second International Conference on Information Systems, Austin 2021
 17 

Pintrich, P. R. 2000. “The Role of Goals Orietnation in Self-Regulated Learning,” in Handbook of Self-
Regulation, Elsevier, pp. 451–502. (https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012109890-2/50043-3). 

Posselt, J. R. 2014. “Towards Inclusive Excellence in Graduate Education,” American Journal of Education 
(120), pp. 481–514. 

Purdie-Vaughns, V., Steele, C. M., Davies, P. G., Ditlmann, R., and Crosby, J. R. 2008. “Social Identity 
Contingencies: How Diversity Cues Signal Threat or Safety for African Americans in Mainstream 
Institutions.,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology (94:4), pp. 615–30. 
(https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.4.615). 

Pyhältö, K., Vekkaila, J., and Keskinen, J. 2015. “Fit Matters in the Supervisory Relationship: Doctoral 
Students and Supervisors Perceptions about the Supervisory Activities,” Innovations in Education and 
Teaching International, pp. 4–16. (https://doi.org/10.1080/14703297.2014.981836). 

Roberts, D. M. 1980. “Reliability and Validity of a Statistics Attitude Survey,” Educational and Psychological 
Measurement (40:1), pp. 235–238. 

Robinson, S., and Hall, M. 2018. “Combining Agile Software Development and Service-Learning: A Case 
Study in Experiential IS Education,” in SIGCSE 2018 - Proceedings of the 49th ACM Technical 
Symposium on Computer Science Education, pp. 491–496. 
(https://doi.org/10.1145/3159450.3159564). 

Sarker, S., Chatterjee, S., Xiao, X., and Elbanna, A. 2019. “The Sociotechnical Axis of Cohesion for the IS 
Discipline: Its Historical Legacy and Its Continued Relevance,” MIS Quarterly (43:3), pp. 695–720. 

Savery, J. R., and Duffy, T. M. 1995. “Problem Based Learning: An Instructional Model and Its 
Constructivist Framework,” Educational Technology (35), pp. 135–150. (https://doi.org/47405-1006). 

Sizemore, O. J., and Lewandowski, G. W. 2009. “Learning Might Not Equal Liking : Research Methods 
Course Changes Knowledge but Not Attitudes,” Teaching of Psychology (36), pp. 90–95. 
(https://doi.org/10.1080/00986280902739727). 

Stiglitz, J. E. 2000. “Formal and Informal Institutions,” in Social Capital: A Multifaceted Perspective, World 
Bank. 

Tan, Y. L., Nakata, K., Paul, D., Tan, R. C., Is, D. A., and Tan, Y. L. 2018. “Information Systems Education 
Aligning IS Master’s Programs with Industry Aligning IS Master’s Programs with Industry,” Journal of 
Information Systems Education (29:November 2016). 

Topi, H., Karsten, H., Brown, S. A., Alvaro, J., Donnellan, B., Shen, J., Tan, B. C. Y., and Thouin, M. F. 2017. 
“MSIS 2016 Global Competency Model for Graduate Degree Programs in Information Systems,” 
Communications of the Association for Information Systems (40:18). 

Topi, H., Valacich, J. S., Wright, R. T., Kaiser, K. M., Nunamaker, J. F., Sipior, J. C., and de Vreede, G. J. 
2010. “IS 2010 Cirriculum Guideliens for Undergradaute Degree Programs in Information Systems.” 

Valentine, J., and Cooper, H. 2003. “Effect Size Substantive Interpretation Guidelines: Issues in the 
Interpretation of Effect Sizes,” Washington D.C. . 
(https://wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/u58/2015/Effect_Size_Substantive_Interpretati
on_Guidelines.pdf). 

De Veaux, R. D., Agarwal, M., Averett, M., Baumer, B. S., Bray, A., Bressoud, T. C., Bryant, L., Cheng, L. Z., 
Francis, A., Gould, R., Kim, A. Y., Kretchmar, M., Lu, Q., Moskol, A., Nolan, D., Pelayo, R., Raleigh, S., 
Sethi, R. J., Sondjaja, M., Tiruviluamala, N., Uhlig, P. X., Washington, T. M., Wesley, C. L., White, D., 
and Ye, P. 2017. “Curriculum Guidelines for Undergraduate Programs in Data Science,” Annual Review 
of Statistics and Its Application (4), pp. 15–30. 

Wagner, C., Garner, M., and Kawulich, B. 2011. “The State of the Art of Teaching Research Methods in the 
Social Sciences : Towards a Pedagogical Culture,” Studies in Higher Education (5079). 
(https://doi.org/10.1080/03075070903452594). 

Walker, H. M. 2017. “Retention of Students in Introductory Computing Courses: Curricular Issues and 
Approaches,” ACM Inroads (8:4), pp. 14–16. (https://doi.org/10.1145/3151936). 

Zenger, T., Lazzarini, S., and Poppo, L. 2000. “Informal and Formal Organization in New Institutional 
Economics,” in The New Institutionalism in Strategic Management. 

Zobel, J. 2014. Writing for Computer Science, (3rd ed.), London: Springer. 
 


