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 Students’ ability to prepare research reports is an important academic 
competence that must be developed as part of scientific literacy in 
higher education. A research report not only serves as the final product 
of learning in a research methodology course, but also reflects 
students’ readiness to understand research concepts, apply 
methodological procedures, and communicate research findings in a 
systematic and academically acceptable manner. In practice, students’ 
readiness to prepare research reports varies, even after they have 
completed a Research Methodology course. This study aimed to 
describe students’ readiness to prepare research reports in a Research 
Methodology course in terms of five aspects: methodological 
understanding, technical writing skills, academic readiness, 
psychological readiness, and learning support. This study employed a 
descriptive quantitative design involving 35 fifth-semester students in 
the Mathematics Education program. Data were collected using a four-
point Likert-scale questionnaire consisting of 21 items, distributed 
online via Google Forms. Data were analyzed descriptively by 
calculating mean scores and categorizing students’ readiness levels. 
The results showed that, overall, students’ readiness was at a moderate 
level across all measured aspects. Learning support obtained the 
highest mean score, whereas technical skills for preparing research 
reports received the lowest. These findings indicate that strong 
learning support is not yet fully matched by students’ internal 
readiness. Therefore, this study recommends strengthening Research 
Methodology instruction by placing greater emphasis on research 
report writing practice, staged exercises, and continuous feedback. 
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Introduction 

The ability to prepare research reports is a core academic competency that students must 
develop as part of scientific literacy in higher education (Shandy, 2024; Wang et al., 2018; 
Zulnaidi et al., 2024). A research report is not only the final output of a research process, but 
also evidence of students’ capacity to integrate theoretical knowledge, methodological 
competence, and critical and reflective thinking (Talib et al., 2025b, 2025a). In contemporary 
higher education, this competency also indicates students’ readiness to participate in research-
oriented academic and professional communities. 

Globally, strengthening students’ research competence aligns with research-based 
education, an approach that positions students as active participants in knowledge construction 
through inquiry and research activities (Belawati et al., 2023; Inganah et al., 2023). Engagement 
in research tasks, including research report writing, can strengthen conceptual understanding, 
analytical reasoning, and scientific dispositions. However, such engagement requires adequate 
readiness to carry out a systematic and reflective research process. Evidence from prior studies 
suggests a persistent gap between students’ conceptual understanding of research methods and 
their ability to apply that understanding in research report writing (Dagdag & Calimag, 2023; 
Evin Gencel & Saracaloğlu, 2018). Many students can identify standard report sections, yet 
struggle to develop rigorous arguments, synthesize literature, and connect empirical findings to 
relevant theoretical frameworks (Batiao et al., 2023; Turan & Koç, 2018). This pattern indicates 
that research report writing is not merely a technical task. It is an academic practice that 
demands cognitive readiness, methodological competence, and scientific literacy. 

In Indonesia, the urgency of research report writing competence continues to increase as 
higher education policies emphasize research culture and scientific publication (Morgan, 2020). 
Research Methodology courses therefore serve as a strategic platform to introduce the 
foundations of scientific inquiry and to train students in research reporting. However, 
instruction often remains concept-oriented and does not consistently provide structured 
opportunities for extended writing practice, iterative revision, and sustained feedback. As a 
result, students may complete the course with partial understanding but limited readiness to 
produce coherent and academically acceptable research reports. 

Student readiness to prepare research reports can be examined through two 
complementary perspectives: learning readiness and academic literacy (Wang et al., 2018; 
Zulnaidi, Mafarja, & Oktavika, 2024). Learning readiness refers to internal conditions that 
enable individuals to engage effectively in learning activities. In the context of research 
reporting, cognitive readiness relates to understanding methodological logic and research 
concepts, skill readiness relates to technical competence in academic writing, and affective 
readiness includes motivation, scientific attitudes, and confidence to complete research tasks 
(Talib et al., 2025b). Meanwhile, academic literacy frames research report writing as a social 
and disciplinary practice that requires knowledge of disciplinary conventions, the ability to 
construct evidence-based arguments, and ethical communication of findings. Therefore, 
readiness should not be reduced to compliance with formatting rules, but understood as holistic 
preparedness to participate meaningfully in academic research practices. 

Studies on students’ scientific writing commonly show that students understand research 
procedures at a general level, yet face difficulties when producing coherent and persuasive 
research reports (Dello Iacono et al., 2024). Challenges often appear in formulating research 
problems, selecting and justifying methods, collecting, and analyzing data appropriately, and 
constructing discussions that interpret findings critically (Adolat, 2024; Milenković & Stevanić, 
2025). In Indonesia, similar issues persist. Many students struggle to develop research 
questions, design procedures, and write discussions that go beyond description. Existing studies 



86 
Kognitif: Jurnal Riset HOTS Pendidikan Matematika 
https://doi.org/10.51574/kognitif.v6i1.4599         Volume 6, No 1, January - March 2026, pp. 84 – 95 
 
often focus on product quality or writing errors, while fewer studies treat readiness as an initial 
condition that shapes performance in research report preparation (Hoang, 2020). 

Based on this landscape, research that positions student readiness as a multidimensional 
construct in research report preparation remains limited, particularly within undergraduate 
Research Methodology courses. Studies that integrate methodological understanding, technical 
writing skills, academic readiness, psychological readiness, and learning support within a single 
analytical framework are still scarce (Dello Iacono et al., 2024; Miguel et al., 2020; Milenković 
& Stevanić, 2025). This gap matters because inadequate readiness can lead to low-quality 
research reports, longer completion times, and weaker engagement in research culture. This 
study addresses the gap by analyzing student readiness to prepare research reports as a 
multidimensional construct comprising methodological understanding, technical academic 
writing skills, academic readiness, psychological readiness, and learning support. Rather than 
focusing primarily on the final product or writing errors, this study treats readiness as a 
prerequisite that influences the entire research reporting process. Accordingly, this study aims 
to describe students’ readiness to prepare research reports in a Research Methodology course 
across these five dimensions. The findings are expected to provide empirical input for designing 
more effective Research Methodology instruction that prioritizes structured writing practice, 
staged exercises, and continuous feedback to strengthen students’ readiness to produce high-
quality research reports. 

Method 

Types of Research  

This study employed a descriptive quantitative approach. This approach was selected 
because the study does not aim to examine relationships among variables or evaluate the 
effectiveness of an intervention. Instead, it aims to empirically map students’ readiness to 
prepare research reports. The data were collected in numerical form through a questionnaire; 
therefore, a descriptive quantitative approach was appropriate for objectively describing 
students’ readiness. Using this approach, the researcher presents a factual description of 
students’ readiness as it exists, without implementing any intervention during the research 
process. Accordingly, the descriptive quantitative design enables the study to generate 
comprehensive and representative information about students’ readiness to engage in the 
Research Methodology course and to prepare research reports. 

Subjects  

The participants were fifth-semester students from the Mathematics Education Study 
Program, Faculty of Teacher Training and Education, University Nias, who were enrolled in 
the Research Methodology course. Fifth-semester students were selected because they are 
typically at an early stage of active involvement in research activities and begin to be guided to 
prepare research reports independently. This study used total sampling. All students taking the 
Research Methodology course were included as respondents, so the data represent the overall 
condition of student readiness within the cohort. 

Instruments  

The instrument used in this study was a student readiness questionnaire for research report 
preparation. The questionnaire was developed using a four-point Likert scale, with response 
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options ranging from the lowest to the highest score to represent the level of student readiness. 
The instrument was designed based on learning readiness and academic literacy perspectives 
and aligned with the research objectives. The questionnaire consisted of 21 statements grouped 
into five aspects of readiness: (1) understanding of research methodology concepts, (2) 
technical skills in preparing research reports, (3) academic readiness, (4) psychological 
readiness, and (5) learning support. Each item was designed to capture students’ readiness based 
on their experiences and perceptions while participating in the Research Methodology course. 

Table 1. Categories for Student Readiness Scores 
Average score range Readiness category 
3.26–4.00 Very High 
2.51–3.25 High 
1.76–2.50 Moderate 
1.00–1.75 Low 

These categories were used to interpret readiness scores for each aspect: methodological 
understanding, technical skills in research report preparation, academic readiness, 
psychological readiness, and learning support. This classification allows the analysis to present 
numerical results while also providing interpretable categorical meaning regarding students’ 
readiness to prepare research reports. 

Instrument Validity and Reliability 

Prior to distribution, the questionnaire underwent content validation through expert 
judgment. Two lecturers with expertise in educational research and academic writing reviewed 
the instrument to evaluate clarity, relevance, and representativeness of each item with respect 
to the five readiness aspects. Revisions were made based on the experts’ feedback to ensure 
that the items matched the intended indicators and were understandable for respondents. After 
data collection, the internal consistency of the questionnaire was examined using Cronbach’s 
alpha. An alpha coefficient of at least 0.70 was used as the minimum criterion to indicate 
acceptable reliability for research purposes. In addition, item-level review was conducted to 
identify any items that reduced the overall reliability of the scale. 

Data Collection and Analysis   

Data collection involved several stages. First, the researcher developed the student 
readiness questionnaire based on predetermined indicators. Second, the questionnaire was 
distributed online via Google Forms. Google Forms was selected because it facilitates 
questionnaire distribution, increases efficiency in data collection, and allows respondents to 
complete the questionnaire independently and flexibly. Third, responses submitted through 
Google Forms were compiled and downloaded as raw data for analysis. The questionnaire data 
were analyzed using descriptive quantitative techniques. The analysis involved calculating total 
scores and mean scores for each aspect of student readiness. The resulting scores were then 
converted into percentages and categorized to describe students’ readiness levels in preparing 
research reports. The findings are presented in tables and narrative form to provide a clear 
description of readiness across each aspect and overall readiness in the Research Methodology 
course. 

Each questionnaire item was scored using a four-point Likert scale. Positive statements 
were scored from 1 to 4, where 1 indicates the lowest readiness and 4 indicates the highest 
readiness. If the questionnaire included negatively worded items, reverse scoring was applied 
so that higher scores consistently represented higher readiness. 
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Scores were calculated at two levels. First, aspect scores were obtained by summing item 
scores within each aspect and then dividing by the number of items to produce an average aspect 
score. Second, an overall readiness score was calculated by averaging all item scores. Mean 
scores were interpreted using the readiness category ranges provided in Table 1. To support 
interpretation, mean scores were also converted into percentages using the following formula: 

Percentage =
Obtained	score

Maximum	possible	score × 100 

The analysis results were presented in tables and narrative descriptions to highlight 
readiness levels for each aspect and the overall readiness profile of students in the Research 
Methodology course. 

Research Findings 

Overview of Research Implementation 
This study was conducted with fifth-semester students in the Mathematics Education 

Study Program who were enrolled in the Research Methodology course. A total of 35 students 
participated as respondents by completing an online questionnaire distributed via Google 
Forms. Google Forms was selected to ensure accessibility, time efficiency, and consistent 
instrument completion. The instrument was a four-point Likert-scale questionnaire consisting 
of 21 statements designed to measure students’ readiness to prepare research reports. The 
questionnaire covered five readiness aspects: understanding of research methodology concepts, 
technical skills in report preparation, academic readiness, psychological readiness, and learning 
support. Data collection was conducted after students had received the core research 
methodology content and had prior experience with research report preparation. Responses 
submitted through Google Forms were automatically compiled and analyzed using descriptive 
quantitative techniques to provide an empirical profile of student readiness. 

Student Readiness to Participate in Research Methodology Lectures 
Descriptive analysis indicated that students’ readiness to prepare research reports was 

generally in the moderate category. The mean scores across aspects ranged from 2.62 to 3.25 on 
a four-point scale. These results suggest that students show initial readiness to engage in 
Research Methodology learning, but their readiness has not yet reached an optimal level to 
support independent and comprehensive research report writing. Overall, learning 
support achieved the highest mean score, while technical skills in research report 
preparation had the lowest. This pattern indicates that students perceive strong external support 
from course materials, lecturer guidance, and examples and exercises. However, internal 
readiness, particularly technical writing competence, remains relatively weaker. This finding 
points to a gap between the availability of learning support and students’ ability to translate that 
support into strong applied writing skills. 
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Table 2. Average Student Readiness Score by Aspect (n = 35) 
Aspect of readiness Mean score Category* Rank 

Understanding of research methodology concepts 2.67 Moderate 4 
Technical skills in research report preparation 2.62 Moderate 5 
Academic readiness 2.68 Moderate 3 
Psychological readiness 2.73 Moderate 2 
Learning support 3.25 High 1 

*Category based on your score ranges: 3.26–4.00 = Very High; 2.51–3.25 = High; 1.76–2.50 = Moderate; 1.00–
1.75 = Low. 

Results by Readiness Aspect 
Understanding of Research Methodology Concepts 

The mean score for understanding research methodology concepts was 2.67 (Moderate). 
Most students reported that they understood the general distinction between qualitative and 
quantitative research and were familiar with the basic structure of a research report. However, 
responses varied on items related to selecting appropriate research methods and designs. This 
pattern suggests that students possess foundational conceptual understanding, but they have not 
fully developed an applied understanding that supports methodological decision-making in 
authentic research contexts. 

Technical Skills in Research Report Preparation 

Technical skills obtained the lowest mean score, 2.62 (Moderate). This result indicates 
that students still face challenges in producing research reports that are systematic and coherent 
across key sections such as the background, objectives, methodology, results, discussion, and 
conclusions. Some students reported difficulty organizing a complete report in a sequential and 
academically acceptable manner. This aspect therefore requires the strongest reinforcement 
through structured writing practice, staged tasks, and continuous feedback. 

Academic Readiness 

Academic readiness produced a mean score of 2.68 (Moderate). Students were generally 
familiar with the use of formal academic language and aware of academic writing ethics. 
Nevertheless, substantial variation appeared in skills related to citing sources correctly and 
using credible journal literature. This finding indicates that students show basic academic 
awareness, but they still require support to apply academic literacy practices consistently in 
research report writing. 

Psychological Readiness 

Psychological readiness had a mean score of 2.73 (Moderate), the highest among internal 
readiness aspects. Most students reported sufficient motivation and confidence to prepare 
research reports, although some still experienced anxiety when working independently. This 
result suggests that the main challenge is not primarily motivational, but lies in conceptual 
mastery and technical writing competence. 

Learning Support 

Learning support achieved the highest mean score, 3.25 (High). Students perceived 
course materials, lecturer guidance, and provided examples and exercises as helpful in 
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supporting their readiness. This indicates that the learning environment offers strong external 
support. However, high learning support does not automatically translate into strong technical 
and methodological competence. This reinforces the need for instructional adjustments that 
prioritize intensive report-writing practice and mentoring. 
 

 
Figure 1. Average Student Readiness Score by Aspect 

Figure 1 presents the comparison of mean readiness scores across the five measured 
aspects. Learning support shows the highest score (3.25), indicating strong perceived external 
support. Psychological readiness ranks second (2.73), suggesting students generally feel 
motivated and confident. The aspects of methodological understanding (2.67) and academic 
readiness (2.68) remain moderate, indicating the need for deeper application and literacy 
practice. Technical skills show the lowest score (2.62), highlighting the most critical area for 
improvement. Overall, the figure illustrates a gap between external learning support and 
students’ internal readiness, particularly technical writing competence, which provides a basis 
for instructional implications and recommendations. 

Table 3. Average Student Readiness Score by Aspect, Item Count, and Maximum Score (n = 35) 
Aspect of readiness k 

(items) 
Max score (4 × 

k) 
Mean 
score 

Category* Rank 

Understanding of research methodology 
concepts 

k1 4k1 2.67 Moderate 4 

Technical skills in research report 
preparation 

k2 4k2 2.62 Moderate 5 

Academic readiness k3 4k3 2.68 Moderate 3 
Psychological readiness k4 4k4 2.73 Moderate 2 
Learning support k5 4k5 3.25 High 1 
Total 21 84 

   

*Category based on your score ranges: 3.26–4.00 = Very High; 2.51–3.25 = High; 1.76–2.50 = Moderate; 1.00–
1.75 = Low. 

Discussion 

The results showed that students’ readiness to prepare research reports was in the 
moderate category, with clear variation across readiness aspects. The mean scores ranged from 
2.62 to 3.25 on a four-point scale. Learning support obtained the highest mean score (3.25), 
while technical writing skills achieved the lowest (2.62). Methodological understanding (2.67), 
academic readiness (2.68), and psychological readiness (2.73) were also in the moderate 
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category. This profile indicates that readiness is not a single attribute. It emerges from the 
interaction between students’ internal readiness and external support from the learning 
environment. This pattern aligns with the concept of learning readiness, which views readiness 
as a combination of cognitive, skills-based, and affective conditions that enable individuals to 
engage effectively in learning activities (Shandy, 2024; Talib et al., 2025b; Wang et al., 2018). 

Learning support received the highest score, suggesting that students perceived lecturers’ 
guidance, course materials, and the examples and exercises provided in the Research 
Methodology course as key enablers of research report preparation. This finding is consistent 
with the view that a supportive learning environment that provides guidance, modeling, and 
opportunities for active engagement is essential for research-based education (Belawati et al., 
2023; Dagdag & Calimag, 2023; Inganah et al., 2023). However, the results also indicate that 
strong learning support does not automatically translate into strong technical and 
methodological readiness. A plausible explanation is that support may be experienced primarily 
as conceptual guidance, while opportunities for sustained writing practice and iterative revision 
remain limited. When students rarely engage in staged report-writing tasks, the course may 
strengthen perceived support without producing equivalent gains in applied writing 
competence. 

The lowest score in technical writing skills highlights a gap between conceptual 
understanding and students’ ability to apply what they have learned. This finding supports 
evidence that students may recognize the formal structure of a research report but still struggle 
to develop coherent scientific arguments and integrate evidence effectively (Adolat, 2024; 
Dello Iacono et al., 2024; Milenković & Stevanić, 2025). In this context, research report writing 
appears to be treated primarily as a format-driven task rather than as an intellectual process that 
requires integration of data, theory, and scientific reasoning. Therefore, Research Methodology 
instruction may need to shift from explaining report components to training students to produce 
and revise complete sections through guided drafting, targeted feedback, and explicit modeling 
of argument construction. 

Similarly, findings on methodological understanding suggest that students possess basic 
knowledge of research methodology but do not consistently apply it to authentic research 
situations. This aligns with the argument that students’ understanding of research methods often 
remains at a declarative level and does not progress to procedural and strategic competence 
(Hoang, 2020). These results imply that concept-heavy instruction alone is insufficient to 
develop comprehensive readiness for research reporting. Students may benefit more from 
structured decision-making tasks, such as selecting a design based on a given research problem, 
justifying sampling and instruments, and aligning analysis procedures with research questions. 

In terms of academic readiness, students demonstrated awareness of academic language 
and writing ethics, yet many still experienced difficulties in using credible scholarly sources 
and applying citation practices consistently. This reinforces the academic literacy perspective 
that academic writing is a social and disciplinary practice that develops through participation 
and experience, not merely through knowledge of technical rules (Hamidy et al., 2023; 
Zulnaidi, Mafarja, Rahim, et al., 2024). Limited exposure to authentic academic literacy 
practices, such as working with journal articles as primary references and practicing citation 
within real writing tasks, may constrain students’ academic readiness. As a practical 
implication, the course may need to incorporate routine literature-based tasks, short annotated 
summaries, and citation exercises that are embedded directly within the report-writing process. 

Psychological readiness showed a relatively higher score, indicating that students 
generally reported sufficient motivation and confidence to prepare research reports. This pattern 
suggests that the primary challenges are less affective and more related to technical competence 
and methodological application. Motivation alone cannot compensate for gaps in procedural 
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skills. Students need structured learning experiences that directly support the development of 
applied writing competence so that readiness can develop in a balanced manner. A staged 
writing model can be implemented through a sequence of tasks, for example: drafting the 
background and problem statement, revising based on feedback, drafting the method section 
with justification, and revising again, before moving to results and discussion. 

The novelty of this study lies in positioning student readiness as the central construct, 
rather than treating it as an implicit background factor in evaluating research report quality. 
While prior research has largely emphasized writing errors or the quality of final research report 
products (Hoang, 2020; Milenković & Stevanić, 2025), this study highlights that research report 
quality is shaped by multidimensional readiness at the outset. The finding that high learning 
support is not necessarily proportional to technical readiness also challenges the assumption 
that improving instructional resources alone will automatically improve students’ research 
report writing competence. Moreover, integrating learning readiness and academic literacy 
perspectives offers a stronger conceptual basis for understanding readiness in research 
methodology learning. Readiness is not limited to mastery of methodological concepts. It also 
includes preparedness to participate meaningfully in the academic practice of research writing. 
These findings provide an empirical basis for Research Methodology instruction that prioritizes 
staged writing tasks, intensive mentoring, and continuous feedback. 

This study has several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the 
findings. First, the sample involved only 35 students from a single study program, which limits 
the generalizability of the results to other contexts. Second, the study relied on self-reported 
questionnaire data, which may not fully reflect students’ actual performance in writing research 
reports. Third, the descriptive design does not allow causal conclusions regarding which 
instructional factors most strongly influence readiness. Future studies should triangulate 
questionnaire data with document analysis of students’ research reports and interviews to 
capture readiness more comprehensively. Further research may also test targeted instructional 
interventions, such as structured writing workshops or iterative feedback cycles, to examine 
their effectiveness in strengthening technical writing skills and applied methodological 
competence. Overall, this study not only supports earlier findings but also emphasizes the 
importance of mapping students’ readiness before designing instructional interventions. A 
learning approach that targets applied readiness is expected to reduce the gap between available 
learning support and students’ actual ability to produce high-quality research reports. 

Conclusion 

This study provides an empirical overview of students’ readiness to prepare research 
reports in a Research Methodology course. Overall readiness was at a moderate level, indicating 
that students show initial readiness but are not yet sufficiently prepared to complete research 
report writing independently and comprehensively. In this study, readiness is reflected across 
five dimensions: methodological understanding, technical writing skills, academic readiness, 
psychological readiness, and learning support. The findings show that learning support was 
relatively high, reflecting students’ positive perceptions of course materials, lecturer guidance, 
and the examples and exercises provided during the course. However, technical writing skills 
remained the weakest aspect of readiness. This gap indicates that strong external learning 
support does not automatically translate into strong applied competence in research report 
writing. Therefore, Research Methodology instruction should place greater emphasis on 
structured writing practice, staged drafting tasks, intensive mentoring, and continuous feedback 
to strengthen students’ technical skills and methodological application. Conceptually, this study 
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reinforces that readiness to prepare research reports is a multidimensional construct and should 
be understood as preparedness to engage meaningfully in the academic practice of scientific 
writing, not merely as knowledge of research methodology concepts. 

This study has several limitations. First, the sample included only 35 students from a 
single study program within one institution, which limits the generalizability of the findings. 
Second, data were collected using a self-report questionnaire, so the results may not fully 
represent students’ actual performance in writing research reports. Third, the descriptive design 
does not allow causal conclusions about which learning factors influence readiness or how 
readiness affects the quality of students’ research reports. Future studies should involve more 
diverse participants and triangulate survey findings with document analysis of students’ 
research reports and qualitative inquiry. Further research should also develop and evaluate 
instructional designs that explicitly target technical writing competence and methodological 
application through iterative writing and feedback cycles. 
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