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ABSTRACT 

EVIDENCE-BASED LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE THROUGH EDUCATION IN 

NORTH AMERICA

David Randall Ibey 
University of Guelph, 2018

 Advisor: 
 Dr. Robert Corry 

In order to understand whether landscape architects are adequately equipped with the skills 

to apply research findings to solve practical design problems, this study explores research 

education in landscape architecture curricula.  Phased questionnaires were used to acquire 

general program information from program contacts and then to generate more specific 

research course information.  Graduate programs were more likely to require students to 

complete at least one research course, however 325 of 706 of all students represented in the 

sample were required to take a research course.  Research coursework responses revealed a 

significant, positive correlation between difficulty level of instruction and minimum 

required competency.   The relationship between research instruction level, competency, 

and ability to practice evidence-based landscape architecture is discussed.  
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

 
Evidence-based practice is well known in professional fields such as education and 

medicine as an important part of decision making, through evaluating scholarly evidence 

and integrating that information into professional practice. The goal of evidence-based 

practice can be summed up as a best practice of informed decision-making that drives the 

continuous improvement of the profession.  For example, evidence based practice for the 

education professional may involve finding and utilizing teaching methods that reliably 

lead to scholastic gains (Moran, 2004), while evidence based practice for the medical 

professional may involve working through a process to evaluate how best to integrate 

external evidence into a clinical decision (Sackett, 1996). 

 
Some landscape architectural scholars emphasize the need for using generalizable scientific 

knowledge in landscape design, planning, and management (Gobster et al., 2010).  

Evidence-based landscape architecture (EBLA) means employing informed decision-

making when planning land uses, designing public spaces, and/or restoring habitats. 

According to Brown & Corry (2011),  

 

evidence based landscape architecture is the deliberate and explicit use of 
scholarly evidence in making decisions about the use and shaping of land….and 
it uses knowledge – generally from methodically studied experiment or 
experience – as the principal information source for design (p. 328).   

 
To practice EBLA, landscape architects are required to seek out new, relevant scholarly 

information, and apply that information to design solutions.  This process not only provides 

accountability and justification for design decisions; it may also promote continuous 

learning, discovery, and design innovation.  Furthermore, Brown & Corry (2011) identify 

critical aspects of evidence-based practice, recognizing that practitioners “…need to know 

where to look, what to look for, and how to apply it…” (p. 328).  In other words, landscape 

architects need to be able to find relevant research information, they need to be able to 

critically evaluate that information, and they must be equipped with the skills to effectively 
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apply research information to solve design problems.  In order for EBLA to work in 

practice, landscape architects require access to information and resources (i.e.,, libraries, 

databases, peer reviewed journals), they must know how to navigate those sources, and they 

must have a comprehensive education in scholarly research methods in order to understand, 

critically evaluate and apply research information.  Research is a complex topic, and 

understanding the many facets of research and scholarly activities is essential to the practice 

of EBLA.  However, little information is available about the research education that 

landscape architecture students receive during their degree studies.  As described by van 

den Brink & Bruns (2014), the landscape architecture knowledge triangle (Figure 1.1), is 

based on the continuous interaction between Innovation (Innovative Practice), Research and 

Teaching (Education).  Education under this model is highly influenced by and has 

influence over both practice and research activities, so it is important to learn more about 

landscape architecture curricula.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Innovative Practice 

Teaching Research 

 

Figure 1.1: The Landscape Architecture Knowledge Triangle, adapted from van den Brink 
& Bruns (2014). 

	
	
	



	 	

	
	

	

3	

More specifically, understanding the current state of research education in landscape 

architecture requires exploration, in order to discuss the implications that research 

education has on the profession and the practice of EBLA.   

 
The aim of this study is to explore the topic of research education in landscape architecture 

curricula in order to determine whether landscape architecture programs provide students 

with adequate research related knowledge and skills to practice EBLA.  This study will 

attempt to answer the questions: “What level of research education do landscape architects 

receive during their degree studies?” and “Is this level sufficient to support the practice of 

EBLA?”  The scope of this project will focus on accredited landscape programs in North 

America as a starting point for future research and discussion.   
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Chapter 2 Literature Review 

 
2.1  Introduction 

 
There is little published information about research education in landscape architecture 

curricula.  The role of research in landscape architecture has been explored in a number of 

ways, covering topics such as attitudes about research, research productivity, and the role of 

research in design.  While the literature suggests that research is important to advancing the 

landscape architecture profession (building a body of knowledge) and in daily practice 

(research and design), there is little published knowledge about how research education 

manifests in landscape architecture curricula.  This is important to consider since the 

quality and quantity of research education could be considerable factors in other research-

themed studies.  Since limited research information is available about research education, 

this literature review will summarize the research related to attitudes about research, 

research productivity, and research in design.  In a final paragraph, this paper will present 

what information is known about research education in landscape architecture curricula. 

 
2.2  Attitudes about Research 

 
One way that researchers have examined the role of research in the profession is by 

analyzing research attitudes of educators and practicing professionals, through the use of 

opinion and perception surveys.  These have been valuable methods, offering researchers 

the opportunity to compare differences between practitioners and educators, as well as 

comparing those results over time.  For example, in a 2013 survey of 239 of 769 ASLA 

members, researchers found that although 94% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed 

that research is important to landscape architecture practice, practitioners were more likely 

to agree that research is too theoretical or too general to contribute to landscape architecture 

practice.  In contrast, they also found that educators were more likely to agree that there is 

not enough research being done (Chen, 2013).   Similar differences can be seen by 
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comparing the results of the Chen (2013) study to the results of a 2016 study by Milburn & 

Brown that surveyed 197 of 457 members of the Council of Educators in Landscape 

Architecture (CELA).  In that study, 89.8% of respondents disagreed or strongly disagreed 

with the statement that “Most research is too theoretical to help practice” versus 46% of 

respondents in the Chen (2013) study.  Additionally, 91.9% of respondents from the 

Milburn & Brown (2016) survey disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that, 

“Most research is too general to help a specific project” versus 55% of respondents from 

the Chen (2013) study.   

 

This dichotomy of opinions about research and practice between educators and 

practitioners is interesting.  To examine this dichotomy in more depth, one could add the 

dimension of research education (i.e., quantity and quality), to determine if research 

education is a contributing factor to this outcome.  Opinions of educators and practitioners 

might be different because of the amount or quality of their research education.  More 

information about research education in landscape architecture programs is needed to 

further explore this issue. 

 
2.3  Research Productivity 

 
Another way that researchers have begun to evaluate the role of research in the profession, 

is by examining the existence and depth of a landscape architecture body of knowledge, 

and analyzing research contributions by landscape architecture professionals over time.  

Researchers have consistently found that research productivity in landscape architecture, as 

measured by scholarly publications, is relatively low.  For example, landscape architecture 

faculty members publish fewer articles per year on average than other disciplines (Milburn 

et al., 2001; Gobster et al., 2010).   However, another study by Milburn & Brown (2016) 

found that since the Milburn et. al., (2001) survey of CELA members, publication rates per 

faculty member have nearly doubled and that research behaviours and attitudes became 
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more positive over that time. Speaking to this trend and to the future of landscape 

architecture research, the authors proposed that: 

Breaking down this divide between the academy and practice by re-educating 
practitioners, changing the subjective norm through the introduction of recent 
graduates with positive research attitudes, creating venues and tools for 
communication that appeal to practitioners, or performing more research that is 
directly relevant to practice will be the next threshold to ensure that landscape 
architecture research continues to grow (Milburn & Brown, 2016, p. 76). 

 
Deming & Swaffield (2011), state that strengthening the connections between research and 

practice and contributing to a landscape architecture body of knowledge may be limited by 

the research skills of practitioners.  They suggest that in part this problem can be overcome 

with the implementation of more practice-based research skills as part of continuing 

education and continuing professional development programs.  While this ‘re-education’ of 

practitioners may be required to improve the profession through research productivity, it is 

important to first understand the current state of research education in landscape 

architecture curricula to determine if research skills of practitioners are lacking, and if the 

cause might be related to their professional education.  The quality and amount of research 

education that is emphasized and imparted on landscape architecture students during their 

degree studies may have an impact on the research productivity of the profession as a 

whole. 

 
2.4  Research and Design 

 
Some studies in recent years have explored the topic of research and design as it applies to 

landscape architecture practice.  Some themes that have emerged include defining research 

and the role of research in design.  Despite the differences in opinion between educators 

and practitioners about the role of research and practice, research is important to the design 

process since ”…there can be research into design, research as a response to design, or 

research leading to or informing design.” (Milburn et al., 2003, p. 123), and all of these 
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interactions between research and design can support the progress of the profession and the 

practice of EBLA. 

 
A finding that has remained consistent over time is that research is commonly used in the 

design process.  In Milburn et al. (2001), the authors found that educators believed that 

research information should inform the design process at all stages and that design and 

research can be used in tandem in the design process (p. 61).  Chen (2013) reported that 

67% of respondents indicated that they use research findings (often or very often) as a 

source of knowledge when making decisions in their practice (p. 52), and it is suggested 

that the incorporation of research results into the design process:  

 
can lead to a more rational, objective process without a loss of creativity or 
synthesis. It also provides flexibility for the individuality and prescription 
which are inherent parts of design (Milburn & Brown, 2003, p. 64). 

 
However, it has been implied that the skills required to adequately find, evaluate and apply 

research may not be “…universally mastered in the profession…” and that searchers may 

find it challenging to “…discriminate between credible and less-credible sources and 

knowledge claims” (Deming & Swaffield, 2011, p. 242-243).  Related to this implication is 

the Milburn et al. (2001) finding that 53.1% of CELA members disagreed or strongly 

disagreed with the statement that: “Landscape architects know how to use research results 

in design problem solving”.  Furthermore, only 20.9% of respondents agreed or strongly 

agreed with this same statement (Milburn et al., 2001, p. 61).  If this result is a true 

representation of landscape architecture, it could mean that if landscape architects are using 

research in the design process, many may be applying those results incorrectly.   

 
It is logical to assume that educators know something about the knowledge and skills that 

landscape architecture students learn about during their degree studies.  What is unknown is 

if students are taught how to apply research findings, or if they are not learning how to 

apply research findings to solve design problems.  This is an interesting question that could 

have many implications for the practice of EBLA, and that requires more investigation to 
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truly understand.  More information about the research education of landscape architecture 

students is an important first step. 

 

2.5  Research Education 

 
There is little research information available about the general or specific nature of the 

research education of landscape architects in North America.  This is an important topic to 

explore for many reasons since: 

 
Educators in design professions such as landscape architecture, architecture, 
planning, and interior design have the responsibility of teaching students the 
skills which will not only allow them to convert research data into designs, but 
also to express those images and design ideas in written and verbal form 
(Milburn & Brown 2003, p. 64). 

 
Some basic information about programming can be obtained from the two accreditation 

boards in North America, and since both have similar guidelines for research education, 

this paper will reference the publication by the Canadian Society of Landscape Architecture 

(CSLA), and Landscape Architecture Accreditation Council (LAAC), and compare key 

differences with the standards provided by the American Society of Landscape Architects 

(ASLA) and the Landscape Architectural Accreditation Board (LAAB). 

 
The CSLA accreditation manual offers a general guideline for professional curriculum and 

suggests that “The first-professional degree curriculum shall include the core knowledge, 

skills, and applications of landscape architecture”, however it includes research education 

(research and scholarly methods) as additional instruction that shall be provided at the 

Master’s level (CSLA, 2017, p. 6).  It is important to note that approximately half of all 

landscape architecture graduates in Canada come from MLA versus BLA programs. 
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The accreditation manual provides a guideline of curriculum to be included:  

 
• quantitative and qualitative methods 
• establishing a research hypothesis 
• framing research questions  
• review of literature, case studies, and precedents 
• research integrity and protection of human subjects, and 
• communication of research (CSLA, 2017, p. 8).  

 

It is interesting to note that there is no explicit suggestion to complete a research project or 

to learn how to apply research to solve design problems.  Upon further investigation, 

introductory education in investigative and scholarly methods are listed as curriculum to be 

explored by Bachelor’s level students as part of coursework in other disciplines, and 

advanced education in investigative and scholarly methods are expected to be included at 

the Master’s level (p. 9). 

 
By contrast, the accreditation standards published by the ASLA do not make reference to 

the inclusion of research curriculum at the undergraduate level and state that the Master’s 

level will provide an introduction to research and scholarly methods (ASLA, 2016, p. 13). 

 

Overall, the accreditation standards provide schools with a minimum level guideline for 

programs to meet.  The accreditation standards provided by both the CSLA and ASLA 

define research education as being additional to the professional curriculum, yet required, 

and they do not provide adequate information about research curricula to understand 

whether the research education received by students will support the practice of EBLA. 

 

2.6  Conclusion 

 
Knowledge of research methods, and the skills associated with locating relevant 

information, critically evaluating research information, and applying research findings are 

necessary to the success and progress of EBLA.  As indicated by the research questions in 

the introduction, this thesis will focus on generating new knowledge about the general and 
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specific requirements for landscape architecture research education in North America.  In 

addition, this thesis will attempt to determine whether landscape architects are equipped 

with the knowledge, skills, and abilities to effectively practice EBLA. 
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Chapter 3 Methods 

 
3.1  Phase 1 Methods 

Phase 1 attempted to sample the population of accredited landscape architecture programs 

in Canada and the United States.  Questions in Phase 1 were designed to acquire general 

information about the program, with the goal of determining how research manifests itself 

in the landscape architecture curriculum.  It was hypothesized that research lessons could 

be integrated into the curriculum in a variety of ways including but not limited to: stand- 

alone research courses (i.e., research dedicated courses), integrating research knowledge 

and skills into other courses (i.e., studio courses), and/or by requiring students to complete 

a research project (i.e., thesis or capstone). 

 
A self-administered questionnaire was emailed to contacts of all accredited landscape 

architecture programs in North America.  Contact email addresses and names were 

acquired using the Landscape Architecture Accreditation Board (LAAB), and the 

Landscape Architecture Accreditation Council (LAAC) websites.  University websites were 

used to clarify contact information when needed.  The questionnaire was designed to be 

completed within the body of the email, and was personally addressed to each contact.  The 

survey also provided choice of method; instructions in the questionnaire provided a 

telephone number to contact for convenience, even though offering contacts a choice does 

not necessarily improve overall response rates (Dillman et al., 1994). 

 
The questionnaire form contained six questions and contacts were asked to submit 

responses by replying to the email.  This design was utilized to simulate the everyday 

communication that program administrators may experience when answering email 

inquiries from the public and/or current and prospective students. 

 
82 questionnaires were emailed to contacts between January 30th and February 11th, 2018, 

representing 100 accredited programs across North America.  All programs listed as 

accredited online by the LAAB and LAAC at the time of this study were contacted, and in 
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some cases, one person was listed as the contact for more than one accredited program (i.e., 

graduate and undergraduate) at the same school.  Up to 2 reminder emails were sent over 

the subsequent weeks to contacts that had not yet responded, and a final email reminder 

was sent on March 12th, indicating that the deadline to participate in Phase 1 would be 

March 19th, 2018.  39 respondents returned completed questionnaires representing 48 

programs, and after initial analysis and removal of 2 responses representing 3 programs that 

were incomplete, a 45% response rate (37 out of 82 contacts representing 45 out of 100 

programs) was achieved. 

 
Question A asked contacts whether the program has a stand-alone research course.  For the 

purpose of this study a definition of research-dedicated courses was provided to contacts in 

order to emphasize that a research-dedicated course is one where the learning of research 

related skills and knowledge is the focus.  In the questionnaire, research dedicated course 

was defined as:  

 
where topic of study is primarily dedicated to learning and developing 
knowledge and skills related to: research methods, research design, critical 
thinking about research information, data collection and analysis, conducting 
literature reviews etc. (Appendix, p. 30). 

 
In subsequent questions, contacts were asked to identify how many research dedicated 

courses are required, to provide the title(s) of the course(s), and finally to provide contact 

information for the instructors of the research dedicated courses.  To discover whether the 

curriculum integrates research skills and knowledge into other courses, contacts were asked 

to identify whether the program integrates research related skills and knowledge into other 

courses and whether students are required to complete a research project.  Finally, in order 

to estimate the relative size of the program, contacts were asked to estimate how many 

students are expected to graduate at the end of the 2017/2018 school year.  For the full 

questionnaire that was disseminated in Phase 1, please refer to the Appendix. 

 
Data from the Phase 1 questionnaire were collected and analyzed, and those results can be 

found in the Results chapter of this paper.  Contacts for Phase 2 were derived from Phase 1 
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responses that identified instructors or persons who were knowledgeable about the research 

dedicated courses. 

 
3.2 Phase 2 Methods 

 
Twenty-six contacts that were identified in Phase 1 comprised the sample in Phase 2.  The 

Phase 2 questionnaire contained 8 items and was designed to discover more detailed 

information about topics that are taught in the research dedicated courses, including topics 

of study, difficulty level of the course material, and minimum expected level of 

competency of students who are successful in the course.  A self-administered electronic 

questionnaire was designed using Qualtrics computer software (Qualtrics, 2018).  Qualtrics 

was chosen for Phase 2 so that the questionnaire could be tailored to perform according to 

the responses received, eliminating irrelevant questions.  For example, if Qualitative 

Methods is not selected as a topic in question 2, all questions regarding Qualitative 

Methods (i.e., difficulty, competency) are eliminated.  An email with the hyperlink to the 

questionnaire was emailed to 26 contacts on April 1st, 2018.  Contacts were informed that 

the deadline to participate was Monday, April 9th, 2018.  A reminder email was sent to all 

contacts on Monday, April 9th, 2018.  2 questionnaires were started/viewed but no data 

from these attempts was recorded.  13 questionnaires were completed resulting in a 

response rate of 50%. 

 
Contacts were asked to rate the difficulty of the course material for each topic on a 3-point 

scale (Introductory, Intermediate, Advanced).  A short explanation of how to interpret 

Introductory, Intermediate and Advanced was provided to contacts that read:  

 
Where "Introductory" involves teaching basic concepts/definitions and 
"Advanced" involves practicing and applying knowledge, skills and abilities 
(Appendix, p. 33).   

 
For each topic, contacts were also asked to rate the minimum competency that students are 

required to demonstrate in order to pass the course on a 4-point scale (Beginner, Novice, 
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Competent, Proficient).  An explanation of this scale was not provided.  In addition, 

contacts were asked to identify what semester the course is offered, (e.g., semester 2 of 6), 

and how many students have or are expected to complete the course.  The semester number 

that the course(s) are offered was requested in order to determine if research dedicated 

courses are offered early in the program.  If the course is offered early in the program, 

students may have more of an opportunity to apply that knowledge later in the program, 

and have a better understanding of research material that is presented later on in the 

program (Vespia et al., 2012). Finally, contacts were asked to respond on a 5-point scale 

(Strongly agree, Agree, Neither agree nor disagree, Disagree, Strongly disagree) to four 

items.  Contacts were asked about whether their research-dedicated course(s) can be 

characterized as providing students with the knowledge, skills and abilities that are 

necessary to: 

 

1- Know where to find scholarly research information 

2- Critically evaluate research information 

3- Apply research information to solve design problems 

4- Create new research information 

 

(Note: The email cover letter and full questionnaire that was distributed in Phase 2, is in the 

Appendix).  Data from the Phase 2 questionnaire were collected and analyzed, and those 

results can be found in the Results chapter of this paper.   
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Chapter 4 Results 

 
4.1  Phase 1 Results 

 
Phase 1 achieved a response rate of 45%, representing (n=45) out of a total of 100 

accredited programs.  43.6% of MLA programs (n=24), 41.9% of BLA programs (n=13), 

and 57.1% of BSLA programs (n=8) in North America are represented. 

 
 

Table 4.1

n % n % n % n %

YES 21 46.67 3 6.67 2 4.44 26 57.78
NO 3 6.67 10 22.22 6 13.33 19 42.22

87.50 23.08 25.00

MLA BLA BSLA Total

% YES by 
Program

Responses to Question A : Does your program currently have a requirement for 
students to complete any research dedicated courses?, (N=45)

 
 
 
According to the results of Question A, presented in Table 4.1, 57.78% of programs (n=26) 

require students to take at least one research dedicated course.  The majority of programs 

requiring the completion of at least one research dedicated course are at the graduate level 

(MLA, 46.67%, n=21).  It is also important to note that 87.5% of MLA programs (n=21), 

23.08% of BLA programs (n=3), and 25% of BSLA programs (n=2), reported that research 

dedicated courses are required (Table 4.1). 

 
While the initial analysis suggests that close to 60% of all programs have a required 

research dedicated course, it is important to analyze this result in combination with relative 

program size in order to accurately weight the findings.  Accordingly, the data on estimated 
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number of graduates was used to determine the relative size of the program, and identify 

the estimated number of students who are required to complete at least one research 

dedicated course.   

Table 4.2

n % n % n % n %

YES 225 31.87 39 5.52 61 8.64 325 46.03
NO 81 11.47 219 31.02 81 11.47 381 53.97

73.53 15.12 42.96
% YES by 
Program

MLA BLA BSLA Total

Estimated Number of Students Required to Complete At Least One Research-
Dedicated Course, (N=706)

 

 
Table 4.2 presents those findings, which indicate that 325 out of 706 students (46.03%) are 

required to complete at least one research-dedicated course.   

 
These data suggest that the majority of students that are required to complete a research 

course are studying at the graduate level, where 31.87% (n=225) of students are in an MLA 

program.  100 out of 706 students (14.16%) are undergraduate students whom are required 

to take a research-dedicated course.  Furthermore, 73.53% of MLA students (n=225), 

15.12% of BLA students (n=39), and 42.96% of BSLA students (n=61) are required to 

complete a research course (Table 4.2).  

 
Weighting the findings this way is important since it more accurately represents the 

potential impact of the research courses, and because it is important to consider how 

dynamic these data can be.  For example, while these data represent 45% of programs, 

adding data from a large program (i.e., from the non response group and with a lot of 

students) can dramatically shift this result (note: two of the three largest accredited 

programs in the USA responded to this questionnaire).  However, if these findings are 
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representative of the population, it is important to consider that less than half of all 

landscape architecture graduates complete at least one research dedicated course throughout 

their degree studies, and what implications this may have on the profession. 

Table 4.3

1 11 2 2 15
2 6 1 7
3 3 3
4 1 1

Total

Number of Research Dedicated Courses Required 
by Program, (N=26)

# of Research 
Courses 
Required

MLA BLA BSLA

 
 

The results also indicate that the majority of programs require that students complete one 

research course (n=15), and the majority of MLA programs only require students to 

complete one research course (n=11, 52% of MLA programs), as presented in Table 4.3. 

Interestingly, one MLA program reported that students are required to take four research 

dedicated courses, however, limited information about these courses was received, and the 

contact opted out of participating in Phase 2 of this study.  A follow-up review of the titles 

of courses in the curriculum was inconclusive in confirming this response.   

 
The responses to Question B indicated that 44 out of 45 programs (97.78%) integrate 

research related skills and knowledge into other courses.  Since investigating how programs 

integrate research related skills and knowledge into other courses is not the focus of this 

study, no further analysis of this result was conducted.  It is important to note however, that 

this result offers an opportunity for future research, exploring how research is being 

integrated into other courses such as studio design and landscape analysis.   
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Table 4.4

n % n % n % n %

YES 22 48.89 5 11.11 2 4.44 29 64.44
NO 2 4.44 8 17.78 6 13.33 16 35.56

91.67 38.46 25.00
% YES by 
Program

Responses to Question D: Does your program require students complete a research 
project?, (N=45)

MLA BLA BSLA Total

 
 
 
Responses to Question D, presented in Table 4.4 indicate that 64.44% of programs require 

that students complete a research project (n=29) despite not being a requirement of the 

accreditation standards.  

The data also show that a higher proportion of graduate level programs require the 

completion of a research project (48.89%; N=22) than undergraduate programs (14.55%; 

n=6) combined.  Programs requiring that students complete a research project could be 

providing an opportunity where students may learn how to develop more advanced or 

applied research knowledge.  Further investigation into this finding is not the focus of this 

study, however presents an opportunity for future research. 

The key findings from Phase 1 indicate that less than half of students graduating from 

accredited landscape architecture degree programs are required to complete a research-

dedicated course.  Given the complexity of research as a topic of study, it might be 

beneficial if more students were required to take research courses, however, it is possible 

that adequate research education in incorporated into the program in other ways.  

Understanding how research knowledge, skills, and abilities are integrated into other 

courses and into research projects are important topics to explore. 
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4.2 Phase 2 Results 

 
Phase 2 achieved a response rate of 50%, representing (n=13) out of a total of 26 contacts 

identified in Phase 1, and represents a reported 19 different research dedicated courses.  

 

 
Table 4.5

Research Topics Respondents 
(n)

Respondents 
%

Literature Reviews 12 92.31
Research Design 12 92.31
Data Collection 11 84.62
Qualitative Methods 11 84.62
Critical Review of Research 10 76.92
Applying Research Findings 8 61.54
Quantitative Methods 8 61.54
Research Proposal Writing 7 53.85
Data Analysis 6 46.15
Sampling 5 38.46

Research Topics Taught as Reported by Respondents

 
 

The results of Question 2, indicating what topics are taught in the research dedicated 

courses is shown in Table 4.5.  According to the results, 92.31% of respondents reported 

that Research Design and Literature Reviews were included in the course (n=12).  Topics 

that are reportedly taught the least are Sampling (n=5; 38.46%), Data Analysis (n=6; 

46.15%), and Research Proposal Writing (n=7; 53.85%).   

 
It is also interesting to note that more respondents reported the teaching of Qualitative 

Methods (n=11; 84.62%) than Quantitative Methods (n=8; 61.54%), which might be 

reflective of the typical methods used in landscape architecture.  While Literature Reviews 
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are included as course topics 92.31% of the time (n=12), fewer respondents (10 of 13; 

76.92%) reported that Critical Review of Research is taught and 61.54% of respondents (8 

of 13) report that Applying Research Findings is included in the course.  In other words, 

92.31% of courses include the “where to look”, 76.92% of courses include the “what to 

look for” (i.e., scholarly evidence), and 61.54% of courses include the “how to apply it”, at 

some level.  

 
Question 3 allowed respondents to list other topics that are taught in their courses, and that 

were different from the selections that were offered in Question 2.  8 Respondents 

identified 21 additional topics, however, only Case Studies and Ethnography were repeated; 

each was identified twice, which is interesting since both are considered qualitative 

methods (Robson, 2011, p. 137-146).  The full list of topics can be viewed in Table A.1 in 

the Appendix. 

 
Question 4 asked respondents to identify the difficulty of the course material by rating each 

topic on a three-point scale (Introductory, Intermediate, Advanced).  41.44% of topics were 

reported as being taught at the Intermediate Level (n=46), 38.74% of topics were reported 

as being taught at the Introductory Level (n=43), and 19.82% of topics were reported as 

being taught at the Advanced Level (n=22).  One respondent did not provide a response to 

difficulty level of Qualitative Methods or Quantitative Methods topics. 

 
Question 5 asked respondents to identify the minimum level of competency that students 

are required to demonstrate in order to pass the course.  Respondents were asked to rate 

minimum performance on a 4-point scale (Beginner, Novice, Competent, Proficient).  The 

results indicate that 42.34% of topics require minimum performance at the Competent level 

(n=47), 35.15% at the Novice level (n=39), 12.61% at the Proficient level (n=14), and 

9.91% at the Beginner level (n=11).  One respondent did not provide a response to 

minimum competency level of Qualitative Methods or Quantitative Methods topics. 
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Table 4.6

n % n % n % n %

Introductory 11 25.58 20 46.51 12 27.91

Intermediate 18 39.13 27 58.70 1 2.17

Advanced 1 4.55 8 36.36 13 59.09

Total (n) 11 39 47 14
Total (%) 9.91 35.14 42.34 12.61

Level of Difficulty X Level of Competency Cross-Tabulation

Level of 
Difficulty

Beginner Novice Competent

Level of Competency

Proficient

 
 

A cross-tabulation between Level of Difficulty and Level of Competency was performed to 

analyze the distribution of levels of competency of topics across levels of difficulty of 

topics.  This information is summarized in Table 4.6.  Distribution tables (Tables A.2-A.4) 

are available in the Appendix of this paper.  

 
Upon initial visual analysis of the distribution, it appeared that there was a positive 

relationship between level of difficulty and level of competency.  Within the Introductory 

Level, the majority of responses are concentrated within the lower levels of competency, 

with 25.58 % of topics identified at the Beginner Level (n=11), and 46.51% at the Novice 

Level (n=20).  There was no requirement for Proficient Level competency at the 

Introductory Level.  Within the Intermediate level data, 58.70% of topics were identified as 

requiring a Competent Level (n=27), and no topics required a Beginner Level.  Within the 

Advanced Level, 59.09% of responses identified topics at the Proficient Level (n=13), and 

there were no topics requiring a Beginner Level competency (Table 4.6).     
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A scatterplot of the data points was created using SPSS to confirm the monotonic nature of 

the relationship.  The chart modification includes a normal jitter allowing stacked results to 

be visible rather than stacked.  The result indicates a positive relationship between Level of 

Competency and Level of Difficulty, as seen in Figure 4.1.  A two-tailed Spearman's rank-

order correlation was run using SPSS to determine the relationship between Level of 

Difficulty and Level of Competency. There was a strong (greater than 0.60), positive 

correlation between Level of Difficulty and Level of Competency, which was statistically 

significant (rs (109) = .631, p = .01).  This relationship may indicate that respondents were 

reporting on overall student competency based on difficulty level, rather than reporting on 

 
Figure 4.1: Modified Scatterplot results of Level of Difficulty X Level of Competency 

Cross-Tabulation, N = (111) 
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minimum competency to pass the course.  For example, it is reasonable to expect that a 

course that is designed to offer an introductory level instruction on qualitative methods to 

graduate students, for example, might require students demonstrate knowledge and skills at 

a competent or proficient level due to the relative ease of the requirements.  However, this 

was not the case, and it seems that respondents were indicating that since students have an 

introductory level of instruction, they would only have a beginner or novice level of 

competence.  When the difficulty is Advanced, minimum competency tends to require 

Proficiency. 

 
Question 6 asked respondents to indicate the number of students that have or are expected 

to complete the course, however these results were not able to be parsed. 

 
Question 7 asked respondents to indicate at what semester number that research courses 

were offered in the program in order to determine if research courses are offered early.   

As discussed in the methods chapter there are benefits to having research courses offered 

early; students may have the opportunity to apply that knowledge later in the program, and 

have a better understanding of research material that is presented later on in the program 

(Vespia et al., 2012).  The results are summarized in Table 4.7, and indicate that 15.79% of 

research courses are offered in the first semester (n=3), and most courses are reportedly 

offered in the fourth semester (31.58%; n=6).  Another 31.58% of courses were reportedly 

offered after the fourth semester (n=6), with one undergraduate research course being 

offered in the twelfth semester, however this may have been completed in error, or it could 

be the case that the program is delivered on a quarter (12 semester) system.  Offering 

research courses later in the program may have negative implications on the ability of 

students to develop good research habits early in their education, or take advantage of 

applying knowledge throughout the program. 
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Table 4.7

Semester Offered n %

1 3 15.79
2 2 10.53
3 2 10.53
4 6 31.58
5 2 10.53
6 2 10.53
7 1 5.26
12 1 5.26

Totals 19 100.00

Research Dedicated Courses Offered by 
Semester Number, (N=19)

 
 

In a final question, respondents were asked to rate how much they agreed or disagreed that 

their courses could be characterized as supporting four different goal statements.  Those 

results are presented in Table 4.8.  As indicated in Table 4.8, 92.31% of respondents 

strongly agreed that their courses provide students with the knowledge, skills and abilities 

to know where to find scholarly information (n=12).  This finding corresponds to the 

number of courses that include Literature Review as a topic of study (n=12, Table 5).  

Interestingly though, 92.31% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that their courses 

support the necessary abilities to critically evaluate research information (n=12), yet fewer 

(76.92% ) of respondents reported that critical review of research was a topic in their course 

(n=10).  Similarly, 84.61% of respondents reported that their courses support the ability to 

apply research information to solve design problems (n=11), yet fewer (61.54%) 

respondents reported that applying research findings was a topic in their course (n=8), 

(Table 4.5, p. 17). 
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Table 4.8

n % n % n % n %

12 92.31 1 7.69

8 61.54 4 30.77 1 7.69

5 38.46 6 46.15 2 15.38

4 30.77 5 38.46 3 23.08 1 7.69

Neither agree 
nor disagree

Disagree

Apply research 
information to solve 
design problems

Create new research 
information

Question 8: The research course(s) identified in this questionnaire can be characterized as 
providing students with the knowledge, skills, and abilities that are necessary to:

Critically evaluate 
research information

Know where to find 
scholarly research 
information

Strongly Agree Agree
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Chapter 5 Discussion 

 
5.1 Required Research Courses 

 
Research is a complex topic, and understanding the many facets of research and scholarly 

activities is essential to the practice of EBLA.  The complexity of research suggests stand-

alone research-dedicated courses as part of the core landscape architecture curriculum in 

order to fully convey the various concepts, methods, and sources of error and bias. Phase 1 

results revealed that 57.78% of programs required students to take at least one research-

dedicated course, representing an estimated 325 out of 706 or 46.03% of estimated 

graduating students.  It is important to note that undergraduate students may have a 

disadvantage in their research education as compared to graduate students since it is 

estimated that only 14.16% of undergraduate students are required to complete a research-

dedicated course (n=100).   

 
The Phase 2 results indicate that the majority of research courses (63.16%) are offered in 

the fourth semester or later, which may not be the most effective strategy for learning 

research concepts, or for the opportune application of learning by students over the course 

of the degree program (Vespia et al., 2012).  It may also be important to consider the length 

of the program (4 year versus 3 year), when evaluating how early the research course is 

required.  Most topics taught in research courses are at the Intermediate Level (41.44%), 

and Introductory Level (38.77%), which is consistent with accreditation standards.  Only 

19.87% of topics were reportedly taught at the Advanced Level.   Given these results, many 

landscape architecture professionals may not receive adequate training in: where to find 

research information, how to critically evaluate research information and how to apply that 

information to design problems.  However respondents indicate that their courses support 

these abilities (Table 4.8).   

 
Even those students that are required to complete a research-dedicated course may only 

receive an introduction to the topic, and may not learn important topics such as Sampling, 
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leaving future research behaviours and decision-making vulnerable to sampling errors and 

bias. Despite the few courses that include Sampling as a topic (38.46%), 84.62% of 

respondents (n=11) reported that Data Collection was taught.  This is interesting since, 

“Sampling considerations pervade all aspects of research and crop up in various forms no 

matter what research strategy or investigatory technique we use” (Robson, 2011, p. 270).  

Sampling and data collection are interrelated; sampling method influences data collection, 

and sampling bias can diminish the validity of the data, for example.   

 
On the surface it appears that these results are consistent with the opinions of CELA 

members, where 53.1% disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that: “Landscape 

architects know how to use research results in design problem solving” (Milburn et al., 

2001, p. 61).  While respondents indicate that their courses provide students with the 

necessary skills to apply research findings to solve design problems, the introductory level 

of difficulty of that instruction may be too low to be effective.  If we also consider the 

number of graduates who are not required to complete a research-dedicated course, it is 

possible that less than half of professional graduates are prepared to effectively practice 

EBLA. 

 

5.2 Level of Difficulty x Level of Competency 

 
In Phase 2 contacts were asked to rate the topics that they teach in their courses on a three 

point scale (Introductory, Intermediate, Advanced), and they were asked to rate the 

minimum competency that a student is required to demonstrate to pass the course on a four-

point scale (Beginner, Novice, Competent, Proficient).  These questions were asked in this 

format to determine the minimum competency that graduates would have achieved at a 

given level of difficulty, and it was assumed that the competency would vary according to 

the evaluation parameters of the program.  For example, if a program provides instruction 

in conducting literature reviews at the advanced level, and the student requires a 65% to 

pass the course, then it may be logical to assume that the minimum competency would 

range from beginner to novice, and that ratings of competent and proficient would be 
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reserved for students who demonstrate performance above the minimum competency.  

However, the results of Phase 2 indicated a significant positive correlation between level of 

difficulty and level of competency (rs (109) = .631, p = .01).  This relationship indicates the 

possibility that responses to level of difficulty influenced the ratings of level of 

competency, and ‘minimum level of competency’ ratings might actually represent an 

overall competency based on difficulty of course material.    

5.3 Limitations 

 
The response rates in this study were relatively low, representing 45% of accredited 

programs in North America in Phase 1, and a sub-sample of programs with research-

dedicated courses in Phase 2 (50% response rate).  It is understood that the generalizability 

of these findings is limited.  Data from a single program has the ability to substantially 

influence the results of this small respondent pool.  However, this study did achieve 

response rates that are consistent with recent studies using online survey methods.  For 

example, the Chen (2013) study referenced in this paper, achieved a 31% response rate, 

and the Milburn & Brown (2016) study achieved a response rate of 51%.   It was 

acknowledged during the research design stage that emailing web questionnaires as a sole 

method would be a risk in this study, since others have found that web surveys alone 

typically yield lower response rates (Manfreda et al., 2008; Millar & Dillman, 2011), and 

the over use of web surveys may negatively impact contacts willingness to participate 

(Manfreda et al., 2008).  This study did find some evidence to suggest that the over-use of 

web surveys might impact response rate.  For example, in Phase 1, one respondent replied: 

 

Please forgive me for my non-response. Faculty are inundated with email 
surveys, questionnaires, and curriculum requests these days  
(Phase 1 respondent). 

 

This is important to consider when developing methods for future research studies with 

human contacts; consider new strategies for inquiring about research education that are 
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more acceptable to program contacts and instructors of landscape architecture programs.  

In addition, it is acknowledged that while email is an efficient dispersal method for 

questionnaires, it is equally easy to ignore or delete email requests for information that may 

seem irrelevant. 

 

5.4 Opportunities for Future Research 

 
Investigating landscape architecture curricula and research education offers many research 

opportunities that are relevant to the profession, practice, education, and building a body of 

knowledge.  As has been demonstrated in the previous sections it is unknown how research 

education relates to other variables such as research attitudes, research productivity, or 

utilization of research in the design process.  Including dimensions of research education 

alongside other research-related variables offers new ways to consider the impact that 

education has on research in the profession.  For example, to determine if there is some 

impact of education on the dichotomy of attitudes between practitioners and educators, one 

could measure education level along with research attitudes of practitioners and educators.  

Additionally, landscape architecture education is an important research topic that 

researchers can dissect further; exploring how various elements of research education relate 

to skills required in the profession, how research education impacts the growth of the 

profession, and the practice of EBLA.  One way that research education can be addressed 

further is by investigating the question: How are research skills, knowledge and abilities 

integrated into other courses (i.e. Design Studio)?  The results from this study revealed that 

44 out of 45 programs (97.78%) integrate research related skills and knowledge into other 

courses, and those programs represent 689 out of 706 students in the Phase 1 sample.  

Understanding how this research information is integrated is an important topic that 

deserves further exploration.  
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5.5 Implications for the Landscape Architecture Profession 

 
The results of this study are an important first step in understanding the role of research 

education in the profession and the practice of EBLA.  The results of this study indicate 

that less than half of students are required to complete a research-dedicated course and that 

most of these students are at the baccalaureate level of study.  Due to the complexity of 

research as a topic of study, those who are not required to complete research courses during 

their degrees studies may not be able to effectively practice EBLA.  This study also 

indicates that the research courses may not be fully comprehensive, and do not provide 

instruction on all relevant topics (e.g., Sampling).  In addition, topics seem to be mostly 

introductory and intermediate in difficulty level, which is consistent with accreditation 

standards, however this might not be an adequate level of difficulty in the changing 

complexity of professional practice.  Although it seems that the majority of landscape 

architecture students may not have been exposed to the necessary research skills to practice 

EBLA, more information and exploration is needed to make that generalization.  Students 

have opportunities to learn research skills in other ways, and exploring those opportunities 

in more depth is an important task.   

 
Understanding more about research education allows for the development of landscape 

architecture education as a pillar of the profession, and as an important part of the 

landscape architecture body of knowledge.  As this research body grows, it allows for the 

continuous evaluation and development of more specific accreditation standards.  These 

standards will be based on scholarly research and more clearly dictate a high quality 

standard of learning and performance that can be standardized across programs.  As a pillar 

of the profession, landscape architecture education will continue to be evaluated and 

improved to support the progress of the profession.  This evaluation and improvement can 

be accomplished at the course level, where instructors assess the impact of their teaching on 

student learning, and at the program level, where the collective group of courses and 

teaching behaviours are assessed against learning goals and learning outcomes (Dickson & 

Treml, 2013).  Firstly though, research education may require more emphasis as a part of 
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the core curriculum rather than as a secondary learning initiative.  As more is learned about 

the research education of landscape architecture students, the profession can mature, 

developing an understanding about what steps are required to ensure that landscape 

architects are equipped with the necessary skills to use the best available scholarly evidence 

in their design decision-making. 
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Appendices 

 

1. Phase 1 Questionnaire 

 
 
Dear XXXXXXXXXXXXX, 
 
My name is David Ibey and I am a Master of Landscape Architecture student at the 
University of Guelph.   
  
I am completing a two-part research study to describe elements of landscape architecture 
curricula.  I am contacting you today since you are listed on the XXXX website as the 
contact for the program, and I am interested in your knowledge about your school's XXXX 
and XXXX programs of study. 
  
If you are available to answer a few questions, that will take approximately 10 minutes 
about the LA program at your school, it would be greatly appreciated.  Depending on the 
nature of your program, some of the following questions may not apply. 
  
You may return the completed survey by simply filling in your response under the 
questions below, and replying to this email.  If you prefer to answer the survey by 
telephone, I can be reached at XXXXXXXXXXX.  If I miss your call please leave a 
message and I will attempt to return your call as soon as possible. 
 
************************************************************* 
  
SURVEY QUESTIONS: 
  
(A) 
DOES YOUR PROGRAM CURRENTLY HAVE A REQUIREMENT FOR STUDENTS 
TO COMPLETE ANY RESEARCH DEDICATED COURSES? 
(Research dedicated courses defined): where topic of study is primarily dedicated to 
learning and developing knowledge and skills related to: research methods, research 
design, critical thinking about research information, data collection and analysis, 
conducting literature reviews etc.) 
 
BLA 
 
MLA 
  
  



	 	

	
	

	

35	

 
 
 
 
 
(B) 
DOES YOUR PROGRAM INTEGRATE RESEARCH RELATED KNOWLEDGE AND 
SKILLS (as mentioned above) INTO OTHER COURSES? 
  
BLA 
 
MLA 
 
  
 (C) 
HOW MANY DIFFERENT RESEARCH-DEDICATED COURSES ARE STUDENTS 
REQUIRED TO TAKE?  AND ON WHICH TOPICS? 
 
BLA 
 
MLA 
  
  
(D) 
DOES YOUR PROGRAM REQUIRE STUDENTS TO COMPLETE A RESEARCH 
PROJECT? 
  
BLA 
 
MLA 
  
(E) 
HOW MANY STUDENTS ARE ESTIMATED TO GRADUATE FROM THE 
PROGRAM AT THE END OF THE 2017/2018 SCHOOL YEAR? 
  
BLA 
 
MLA 
  
(F) 
IN PHASE 2 I WOULD LIKE TO CONTACT THE INSTRUCTORS OF THE 
RESEARCH-DEDICATED COURSES MENTIONED EARLIER, COULD YOU 
PROVIDE ME THE INSTRUCTOR NAMES, COURSE NAMES AND EMAIL 
ADDRESSES OF THOSE INSTRUCTORS? 
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BLA 
 
MLA 
  
 
  
OTHER COMMENTS: 
 
 
 
 
******************************************************************* 
Thank you for your participation.  The results of this study will contribute valuable 
information to our current body of knowledge about landscape architecture. 
 
David Ibey 
MLA Student 
University of Guelph 
 
This research has been approved by the University of Guelph.   
No personal information is being recorded as part of this questionnaire. 
You will not be identified or identifiable in how the results are gathered, interpreted, or reported. 
You may skip any questions or remove yourself from the questionnaire at any time without 
consequence. 
Your participation is voluntary; there are no rewards given. 
Findings will be reported in aggregate as part of my MLA thesis. 
There are no known threats to individuals participating in this questionnaire. 
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2. Phase 2 Questionnaire Block 1

Welcome to my Landscape Architecture Curriculum Survey!
 
The following questionnaire is designed to find more specific information about the
research dedicated course that you have specific knowledge about as either an
instructor or designer of the course.
 
Please answer as thoroughly and accurately as possible.  You may skip any
question that may not be applicable, or that you do not wish to answer.  For best
results, answer each question in turn.
 
Navigation through the questionnaire is possible using the RED NAVIGATION
TABS at the bottom of the page.  
 
Once you choose to submit the survey, responses may not be updated.
 
 

Default Question Block

Please indicate the title of the research dedicated course(s) that you have taught or
designed during the most recent calendar year in the following fields. 

Research Course 1

Research Course 2

Research Course 3

Research Course 4



	 	

	
	

	

38	

Considering topics from all of the courses that you named in the previous question
combined:
 
Please select what topics of study are covered in those research courses?

Are there other research related topics covered in your research course(s) that are
not listed in the previous question, and that you would like to include?  

For each of the following topics, consider the complexity of knowledge, skills and
abilities that lessons are designed to provide to students. 
Please rate the level of difficulty of instruction (Introductory, Intermediate,
Advanced) for each topic:
(Where "Introductory" involves teaching basic concepts/definitions and "Advanced" involves practicing and applying

knowledge skills and abilities)

Quantitative Methods Data Collection
Research Design Sampling
Data Analysis Applying Research Findings
Qualitative Methods Literature Reviews
Research Proposal Writing Critical Review of Research

Topic 1

Topic 2

Topic 3

Topic 4

Topic 5

Topic 6

Topic 7

Topic 8
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For each of the following topics, consider the various levels
of competencies (knowledge, skills and abilities) that landscape architecture
students are expected to demonstrate. 

Please rate the minimum level of competency (Beginner, Novice, Competent,

   Introductory Intermediate Advanced

Quantitative Methods   

Research Design   

Data Analysis   

Qualitative Methods   

Research Proposal Writing   

Data Collection   

Sampling   

Applying Research Findings   

Literature Reviews   

Critical Review of Research   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/5}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/6}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/7}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/8}   
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Proficient) that students are required to demonstrate for each topic in order to
satisfy the minimum course requirements:

Please indicate the number of students (Graduate/Undergraduate) who have or who
are estimated to successfully completed each research course in the most recent

   Beginner Novice Competent Proficient

Quantitative Methods   

Research Design   

Data Analysis   

Qualitative Methods   

Research Proposal Writing   

Data Collection   

Sampling   

Applying Research Findings   

Literature Reviews   

Critical Review of Research   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/5}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/6}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/7}   

${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue/8}   
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calendar year.

Please indicate the semester of study that the research course is offered:

Ie. For example, if Research Methods is offered in semester number 2 of 6.
Semester Offered is 2, and Total Semesters is 6. 

The research course(s) identified in this questionnaire can be characterized as
providing students with the knowledge, skills, and abilities that are necessary to: 

   Undergraduate Level Graduate Level

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1}   

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2}   

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3}   

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4}   

   Semester Offered Total Semesters

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/1}   

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/2}   

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/3}   

${q://QID8/ChoiceTextEntryValue/4}   

   
Strongly

agree Agree

Neither
agree nor
disagree Disagree

Strongly
disagree

Know where to find
scholarly research
information

  

Critically evaluate
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Please offer any additional comments:

IMPORTANT:
***Your responses have been recorded.  If you wish to change any responses, you
may navigate back to do so. 
 
 If you have finished and are satisfied with your responses, click the RED
NAVIGATION TAB to the right to submit your responses.
 
Once this survey is submitted, changes may not be made.
 
Thank you for your participation. The results of this study will contribute valuable
information to our current body of knowledge about landscape architecture
education.

David Ibey
MLA Student
University of Guelph
 

research
information

  

Apply research
information to solve
design problems

  

Create new
research
information
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3. Tables 

 
Table A.1

Topics # of 
Respondents

Academic Publication 1
Attributes of Place 1
Case Studies 2
Citations and Bibliographies 1
Delivering an oral paper 1
Epistomology 1
Ethnography 2
Field Testing/Full-Scale 
Experimenting and Testing 1
Mapping 1
Ontology 1
Phenomenology 1
Publication in Professional 
Magazines 1
Research communications 1
Research project planning 1
Research question refinement 1
Site Observation 1
Theory 1
Topic Development 1
Use of human Subjects 1
Use of Narrative 1
Writing 1

Number of Respondents Reporting on Other 
Research Topics Included in Course, N=23

 
 



	 	

	
	

	

44	

Table A.2

Topics

Beginner Novice Competent Proficient
Academic Publication * 1
Applying Research Findings 1 1
Critical Review of Research 1 1 1
Data Analysis 2 1 1
Data Collection 2 4 2
Ethnography * 1
Literature Reviews 1 1 1
Publication in Professional 
Magazines * 1
Qualitative Methods 1 1 2
Quantitative Methods 2 2 2
Research Design 1 2 1
Research Proposal Writing 1 1
Sampling 4

Total (n) 11 20 12 0

Total (%) 25.58 46.51 27.91 0.00

* denotes a topic added by a respondent

Distribution of Introductory Level Topics across Minimum Level of Student 
Competency, N=43

Level of Competency
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Table A.3

Topics
Beginner Novice Competent Proficient

Applying Research Findings 2 2
Critical Review of Research 2 2
Data Analysis 2
Data Collection 1 2
Epistemology * 1
Ethnography * 1
Field Testing/Full-Scale 
Experimenting and Testing * 1
Literature Reviews 2 4
Mapping * 1
Ontology * 1
Qualitative Methods 3 3
Quantitative Methods 1
Research Communications * 1
Research Design 1 3 1
Research Project Planning * 1
Research Proposal Writing 4
Research Question Refinement* 1
Sampling 1
Site Observation * 1

Use of Human Subjects * 1

Total (n) 0 18 27 1

Total % 0.00 39.13 58.70 2.17

* denotes a topic added by a respondent

Distribution of Intermediate Level Topics across Minimum Level of Student 
Competency, N=46

Level of Competency
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Table A.4

Topics
Beginner Novice Competent Proficient

Applying Research Findings 1 1
Attributes of Place * 1
Case Studies * 2
Citations and Bibliographies * 1
Critical Review of Research 1 2
Delivering an Oral Paper * 1
Literature Reviews 1 2
Phenomenology * 1
Research Design 2 1
Research Proposal Writing 1
Theory * 1

Topic Development * 1

Use of Narrative * 1
Writing * 1

Total (n) 0 1 8 13
Total % 0.00 4.55 36.36 59.09

* denotes a topic added by a respondent

Level of Competency

Distribution of Advanced Level Topics across Minimum Level of Student Competency, 
N=22

 


