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of the Engineering Design Process
Abstract
This Complete Evidence-Based Practice paper investigates how first year students’
understanding of the engineering design process changes in a design-based Introduction to
Engineering course. This fifteen-week two-credit course introduces the engineering design
process and provides students with opportunities to practice applying the engineering design
process. Students were engaged in a two-week conceptual team design challenge and a ten-week
hands-on team design project. In two sections of this course taught in the Fall 2018 semester
with approximately 38 students each, students individually created visual representations in the
form of concept maps to show their understanding of the engineering design process three times
during the semester, once before the course started, once after the two-week design challenge
and once at the end of the semester after the ten-week design project. Qualitative research
methods were used to analyze these concept maps. Two researchers identified themes as a
theoretical framework and independently coded the data based on the themes, compared and
discussed discrepancies until agreement was reached to ensure inter-rater reliability. Thematic
analysis of the data shows that there is no difference in students’ understanding at the start of this
course regardless of whether they had prior knowledge and experiences about engineering design
or not. Data shows that through this course, the two-week design challenge in particular,
students’ understanding of the design process in all aspects has greatly improved; and students’
understanding was further improved after the ten-week design challenge in areas of ‘customer
involvement throughout the design process’, ‘research/information gathering’, ‘model/analysis’,
and the ‘iterative characteristic’ of the design process. A weakness that was found in students’
understanding at the end of the course is that most of them were only able to identify one type of
information, i.e., existing solutions, for the ‘research/information gathering’ phase of the design
process.
Introduction
In the NAE “The Engineer of 2020” report, engineering is described as being “about design
under constraint” [1]. ABET criteria (c) and (e) also clearly emphasize students’ ability to
design a system, process, or product to meet desired needs under constraints [2]. As the central
activity in engineering, design must be taught and applied in the engineering curriculum in order
to prepare next generation engineers who are able to create value for the society through design.
The engineering design process has become one of the main topics in first year introductory
courses and many incorporate design activities such as hands-on design projects to help first year
students practice applying the design process and gain design abilities and skills [3]. Are these
first year courses effective at helping students better understand the design process? Most of the

assessments of such first year courses have focused on students’ motivation, retention, selfefficacy, engineering identity, etc. [4-7]. Assessment of the design process knowledge has taken
the form of surveys; close-ended questions such as multiple choice questions; open-ended
questions such as reflections and essays; talk-aloud protocols; performance of final designs;
design reports; etc. [8-11]. Saterbak and Volts [12] and Zhu and Mertz [13] used students’
critique of a Gantt chart that lays out a flawed proposed 14-week design process, an assessment
tool developed by Bailey et al. [14] to assess students design process knowledge in their
introduction to engineering courses. Each of these approaches has its strengths and weaknesses
[14]. For example, some approaches such as design reports or presentations are usually done at a
group level rather than at an individual level. Approaches that are based on performance of final
designs are not process focused and there may be potential reliability problems with raters. In
addition, the design process knowledge can span multiple levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy but some
of the assessment approaches are only linked to the lower levels or the application level of
Bloom’s Taxonomy [14].
Concept maps [15] are graphical node-arc representations that depict relationships among
concepts. They have been used quite extensively both as an instructional tool and an assessment
tool in science and engineering classrooms. For example, Sanford Bernhardt and Roth used
concept maps of “what is engineering?” that students generated at the end of the semester to
understand students’ learning in their first year course [16]; Barrella et al. gained understanding
on students’ conceptualization of engineering decision making through the analysis of student
generated concept maps in their introductory engineering course [17]; and in [18], students’
conceptual understanding of engineering dynamics was assessed using concept maps.
In the research effort presented in this paper, concept mapping is used to evaluate students’
understanding of the engineering design process in an Introduction to Engineering course, more
specifically through the thematic analysis of the concept maps about the design process that
students created individually three times throughout the course. Concept mapping was chosen as
the tool for this purpose because compared to other tools, it is independent of any design projects
or activities; can be easily done at the individual level; and its open-endedness requires students
to internalize the knowledge, identify key concepts that are relevant, and document relationships
between the concepts, demonstrating knowledge of the engineering design process at multiple
levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy.
In the sections below, specifics about the design-based Introduction to Engineering course will
be described. The research aim, method, and a complete analysis and results will also be
presented and discussed.
Context

At Arizona State University, Introduction to Engineering is a two-credit 15-week team and
design based course taken by mostly first year engineering students in their first semester. It is
taught in sections of approximately 40 students each with a weekly 50-minute lecture and a 3hour lab. The course focuses on the engineering design process, basic engineering tools, and both
technical and nontechnical skills. During the Fall 2018 semester, two of the sections involved in
this study taught by the author covered the following topics: engineering design process,
opportunity identification, problem definition, design requirements and criteria, Analytical
Hierarchy Process (AHP), brainstorming techniques, making informed design decisions,
modeling, descriptive modeling, orthographic drawing, Autodesk Fusion 360, predictive
modeling, empirical models, financial decision making, project management, Gantt chart,
technical communication, as well as a few technical topics that are relevant to the design project.
Throughout the course, students worked on a two-week team design challenge and a ten-week
team design project.
The two-week design challenge provides students with an opportunity to apply some of the
phases of the engineering design process including identifying an opportunity, defining the
problem, researching, brainstorming, decision making, and prototyping of a conceptual design.
The goal of the project is to revitalize the ‘A’ mountain (an important landmark which is
partially located at the university’s main campus). Three main stakeholders were introduced each
having specific interests in this ‘public works’ project. Three teaching staff members each acted
as one of the stakeholders and students were able to interact with these stakeholders throughout
the project.
In the ten-week disaster relief project, students design an aircraft for use in various natural
disaster scenarios. Fictional customers involved in this project are those working at non-profit
organizations who help with disaster relief efforts. They shared their experiences and difficulties
through detailed customer statements and Q & A’s. The project is broken into subsystems that
are addressed one at a time though iterations are needed throughout the design, as the design
changes in one subsystem would likely affect other design choices that had been made prior.
Custom web-based simulators were provided to students to help them with modeling and design
decision making. The final deliverables of this project include a few visual/physical
representations of various aspects of the design and a design report.
Research Method
This research effort aims to understand how first year students’ understanding of the design
process changes before, during, and after engaging in the class activities in this course. Data
collected are the visual representations of engineering design process that students created
individually three times in the semester. They will be referred to as pre-data, mid-semester data,
and post-data hereafter. The pre-data were collected in a survey during the first day of class before
any topics were covered. In the survey students were asked whether they had been introduced to

the concept of engineering design prior to this course and if so what the occasion through which
they learned about it was. They were also asked to draw a diagram (including boxes with key
words/phrases in them; lines/arrows connecting the boxes to show relationships; and branches if
applicable) to show the process they would use to create a design solution. The mid-semester and
post-data were identical and each was collected after one of the two projects, respectively. In each
case, students were asked to create a concept map showing their understanding of the engineering
design process, including key steps, and possible strategies and outcomes. Students were also
asked to write a short paragraph description of their visual representations each of the three times.
Out of the 74 students enrolled in the two sections of the course involved in this study, 68 provided
consent to participate in this study. Out of these 68 participants, 63 responses were collected for
the pre-data and the numbers are 63 and 59 for the mid-semester and post-data, respectively. Prior
to data analysis, any identifiable information was removed and each of the data files was named
using an anonymous code assigned to the participant. Thematic analysis of data was conducted
following the process described by Braun and Clarke [19]. Four main themes were identified as a
framework for thematic analysis and they are described below. The first theme was identified
because of the demand of social interactions of engineers with customers in the new era of
customerization [1] and the recent emphasis of the entrepreneurial mindset across the nation [2022] and details of the other themes were based on the criteria for assessing the design process
knowledge described by Bailey and Szabo [14] and Saterbak and Volz [12], as well as many other
studies about engineering design [23-26]. To ensure inter-rater reliability, two raters independently
coded the data, labeling evidence and specific details of each theme in the data, and compared and
reached consensus for any discrepancies. The frequencies with which each theme was
mentioned/represented were also counted and tabulated.
The first theme is ‘Customer Involvement’. As “the end goal [of engineering design] is the creation
of an artifact, product, system, or process that performs a function or functions to fulfill customer
need(s).” [27], it is very important to involve the customer throughout the process from needs
analysis to gaining feedback to ensure that the design solution fulfills customer need(s) and meets
or exceeds customer expectations. For this theme, when coding, data was categorized into three
groups: no mention of customer; some mention and involvement of customers in the process
(usually at the beginning stages for needs analysis and better understanding of the problem); and
extensive involvement of customer throughout the process.
The second theme is ‘Needs Analysis/Problem Definition’ in the design process. Novice designers
may skip this phase and start with brainstorming, which may lead to unsatisfactory solutions or
solutions to the wrong problems. Quite a few studies have found that experts spend more time
analyzing problems posed than novices [25, 28-33], and many others discussed the special
importance of problem formulation [34-36], for example, Jain and Sobek [36] found that student
designers tend to be more effective if they spend more time in problem definition activities and
that client satisfaction is associated with time spent on problem definition [36]. For this theme,
details that were looked for when coding include, ‘identify customer needs (and wants)’,
‘understand the problem’, ‘define goals/problem statement’, ‘establish requirements and criteria’,
etc.

The third theme is ‘Other Phases’ in the design process and they include research (information
gathering), brainstorm, model (analysis)/decision making, create, test, and improve. This follows
the design process introduced in the class shown in Figure 1 which is very similar to various design
process descriptions found in literature [23-26]. Specific details that were looked for in this theme
include, ‘gather information’ (importance of this is discussed in [37]), ‘research existing solutions’,
‘generate multiple ideas’ (Atman et al. found that experts generate significantly more alternative
solutions than novices [25]), ‘predictive modeling (analysis) such as computer simulations,
mathematical models, empirical models’ (modeling is an important design activity correlated with
innovation [38]), ‘descriptive modeling such as drawings, CAD models’, ‘decision making based
on criteria (such as using decision matrix)’, ‘test design against criteria’.

Figure 1. Engineering design process introduced in the course
The last theme is the ‘Iterative Characteristic’ of the design process. For this theme, data was
grouped based on whether they showed a completely linear and non-iterative process, or a
somewhat nonlinear and iterative process, or a completely iterative and nonlinear process. A
somewhat nonlinear and iterative process may include a small loop between ‘prototype’ or
‘brainstorm’, ‘test’, and ‘refine’ whereas a completely iterative and nonlinear process may contain
arrows from a phase to multiple phases, indicating that multiple previous phases especially the
initial phases could be revisited. This is very important because iterations that contributed to
performance were found to be often focused towards problem definition and information gathering
activities [39-41].
In literature, there are two broad categories of metrics for assessment of concept maps, the
‘traditional metrics’ which focus on counting various elements in a concept map, such as number
of concepts, links, hierarchies, and the ‘holistic metrics’ which include the structural complexity
approaches that assess the dominant structural patterns of concepts and links and rubrics that focus
on organization, comprehensiveness, and correctness of the maps [42-51]. A common element in
both categories is the complexity of the concept maps, an important indicator of the quality of the

concept maps and thus the level of understanding. Therefore, in this research study, besides the
four themes, the concept maps were also categorized based on their richness and complexity:
● Category 1: no specific details provided in the concept map
● Category 2: more details are provided but the concept map is mostly linear
● Category 3: more details are provided and the concept map is somewhat complex but
relationships between key terms are not articulated
● Category 4: concept map is complex, inter-connected, and connections between key terms
are annotated
Findings and Discussions
A. Customer Involvement
For the pre-data, out of the 63 responses, 36 indicated that they had not been introduced to the
concept of engineering design before this course. This group will be referred to as ‘the without
prior knowledge’ group. None of them mentioned ‘customer’ in their responses. The other 27
participants (the ‘with prior knowledge’ group) had been introduced to the concept of
engineering design prior to this course on various occasions, such as an engineering class in high
school, Project Lead the Way, Engineering Projects in Community Service High School, Science
Olympiad, FIRST Robotics, and through the two design activities in the three day freshman
engineering camp at Arizona State University before the fall semester. Four of these 27
participants mentioned customer involvement at the beginning of the process. For example, one
of them mentioned “conduct interviews with those affected by the problem”.
Table 1 shows the frequencies at which this theme was represented in the mid-semester and postdata. The result clearly shows that students’ understanding of the importance of customer
involvement throughout the design process has greatly improved after the two-week design
challenge and has further improved at the end of the course.
Table 1. Customer Involvement in mid-semester data and post-data
Mid-semester data
(Total responses: 63)

Post-data
(Total responses: 59)

No mention of customer (percentage of responses)

19.05% (n=12)

10.17% (n=6)

Some mention and involvement of customer in the
process (percentage of responses)

44.44% (n=28)

37.29% (n=22)

Extensive involvement of customer throughout the
process (percentage of responses)

36.51% (n=23)

52.54% (n=31)

For those who mentioned some involvement of the customer in the process, their responses
varied from “who is the client?” to “share it [the design] with whom it may concern”. Most of
them showed customer involvement at the beginning stages of the process. Examples of this
include “work with the customer to understand and define the problem”, “ask the customer
questions to better comprehend the requirements, criteria, needs, and wants”, “work with the
customer to prioritize criteria”. A few of them showed that the customer should be involved to
validate design solutions before they are finalized, for example, one participant mentioned “the
solution must be checked with the customer to determine validity and effectiveness”.
In responses where extensive customer involvement throughout the process was present, some
connected the customer to every step shown in the process while others explicitly annotated how
customers can be involved throughout the process, for example, “consult with [the customer]”,
“ask the customer questions”, “receive feedback from the customer”. An example concept map
for this case is shown below. Quite a few participants mentioned the customer in their written
descriptions, for example, “I created this concept map to help show how important the customer
is during the process”, “In short, my chart emphasizes the need for communication with one's
customer throughout the process”, “The process is centralized around the customer, with their
wants and needs influencing the entirety of the project”. These statements show that these
participants are more likely to approach design problems using a customer-centric process.

Figure 2. An example concept map that shows the customer involvement throughout the process
(relevant elements highlighted)

B. Needs Analysis/Problem Definition
In the pre-data, percentages of participants who showed this theme in their responses are 50%
(18 out of 36) for the without prior knowledge group and 55.56% (15 out of 27) for the with
prior knowledge group. Almost all of those who showed this theme mentioned “identify the
problem” without providing any details. Only three responses included some details such as
“understand limitations & parameters”. Only a slight difference was found between these two
groups for this theme, indicating that the prior experiences and knowledge did not seem to make
a difference in students’ understanding.
This theme was found in all but two responses in the mid-semester data and in all responses in
the post-data. One participant stated as part of the description, “In order to effectively use the
engineering design process, the problem must be thoroughly explored and include the consumer
to get a better understanding of the problem”. In the mid-semester data, 53 out of 63 participants
provided specific details and the number is 52 out of 59 for post-data. Examples of specific
details mentioned about the theme include “identify an opportunity to create value for customer”,
“identify the needs and wants”, “POV [Point of View] statements”, “think about the main
purpose of the design”, “problem statement”, “identify key constraints”, “identify requirements
and criteria”, “rank criteria by importance”. An example concept map that shows specific
details for this theme can be found in Figure 3. The results indicate that this course, in particular
the two-week design challenge, has been very effective in helping students appreciate the
importance of understanding the needs and problem, and establishing parameters such as
requirements and criteria before jumping into brainstorming solutions.

Figure 3. An example concept map that shows specific details for the theme “Needs
Analysis/Problem Definition” (relevant elements highlighted)
C. Other Phases
Table 2 shows the frequencies at which each of the other phases of the design process was found
in the pre-data. Since the results are extremely similar between the with and without prior
knowledge groups, when analyzing the mid-semester and post-data, these two groups were not
differentiated, and the results for the mid-semester and post-data are shown in Table 3.

Table 2. Theme “Other Phases” found in number of responses in pre-data (Total n=36 for w/o
prior knowledge; total n=27 for w/. prior knowledge)
Phases

Pre-data (w/o
prior knowledge)
# of responses that
mentioned the step

Pre-data (w/o
prior knowledge)
# of responses that
mentioned specific
details about the
step

Pre-data (w/. prior
knowledge)
# of responses that
mentioned the step

Pre-data (w/. prior
knowledge)
# of responses that
mentioned specific
details about the
step

Research

9

0

9

0

Brainstorm

23

0

21

0

Model/decision
making

17

0

8

0

Create

22

0

22

0

Test

15

0

19

0

Improve

11

0

10

0

Table 3. Theme “Other Phases” found in number of responses in mid-semester and post-data
(Total n=63 for mid-semester data; total n=59 for post-data)
Phases

# of responses that
mentioned this step
in mid-semester
data

# of responses that
mentioned specific
details about this
step in midsemester data

# of responses
that mentioned
this step in postdata

# of responses that
mentioned specific
details about this
step in post-data

Research

32

13

52

29

Brainstorm

58

29

54

32

Model/decision
making

59

40

56

51

Create

50

7

54

2

Test

53

16

58

22

Improve

42

0

55

1

For this theme, not much difference is found between the with and without prior knowledge
groups in the pre-data, again indicating that the participants’ experiences with engineering design
prior to this course have not really helped them with a good understanding of it. Multiple gaps
still exist in their understanding even though they had been introduced to this concept.
Results in the mid-semester and post-data are quite similar. The major differences were found in
phases ‘Research’ and ‘Model’. More participants have mentioned the ‘Research’ phase and
provided details about it in the post-data than in the mid-semester data. This may be due to the
fact that the two-week design challenge was mostly done in class and it was about a landmark
that most students were familiar with, so not much research was involved in it whereas more
research was needed in the ten-week design project. Even though students’ understanding about
this aspect of the design process has improved throughout the course, majority of them only
mentioned one specific way of research, i.e., “research existing solutions” and this is considered
a weakness in their understanding as multiple modes of information gathering are important [36].
In terms of ‘Model’, more participants in the post-data have provided specific details such as
“computer simulations”, “empirical models”, “scientific and mathematical models”, “CAD”,
“numerical data” compared to the mid-semester data. This is probably because that more
predictive modeling activities were involved in the ten-week design project.
D. Iterative Characteristic
The pie charts below show the numbers of participants whose design process representations
were completely linear and non-iterative, somewhat nonlinear and iterative, and completely
nonlinear and iterative. Details of these three categories can be found in the Research Method
section.

Figure 4(a) Pre-data without prior knowledge Figure 4(b) Pre-data with prior knowledge

Figure 4(c) Mid-semester data

Figure 4(d) Post-data

The results show that students’ understanding of the iterative nature of the design process has
greatly improved throughout the course. Many of them realized that the process is very fluid by
the end of the course. This was validated by the statements found in their written descriptions:
“The process can also jump back to any of the previous points”, “however, these steps are just a
guideline and in reality (due to its iterative nature), steps can be revisited, occur simultaneously,
and flow out of order”, “My concept map shows just how interconnected the steps of the design
process are”, “I drew the engineering design process in a circle because of the fact that it is
always continuous. It can always go through the circle again”, “The engineering process is a
fluid structure that allows one to go from anywhere back to the start of a problem”.
Even though great improvement was found in this theme, the fact that about 20% of the
participants showed a completely linear design process at the end of the course is concerning.
This might be due to the fact that even though iterations were necessary in their ten-week design
project, they may have not realized that they were performing design iterations.
E. Complexity of Concept Maps
As discussed in the Research Method section, all the concept maps were grouped into four
categories depending on their richness, complexity, and interconnectedness. All of the pre-data
responses were found to fall under category 1. The results for mid-semester and post-data are
shown in the figure below. Examples of concept maps in each category can be found in Appendix
A. It is important to note that the complexity of the concept maps does not directly correlate to the
iterative nature of the design process, for example, a concept map might show a completely
iterative design process but can still fall under category 1. At the end of the course, all but one
student was able to generate a richer and more complex concept map of the design process. The
fact that they were able to identify more concepts involved in the design process and links
between these concepts is an indicator of an improvement in their understanding. Even though

fewer students generated concept maps that fell in category 4 in the post-data compared to the
mid-semester data, categories 3 and 4 are considered at a similar level with the only difference
being whether relationships between concepts were articulated or not. Though the relationships
between concepts are important to note in some cases, such as showing customer’s role and
involvement in the process, an absence of annotations in other cases is probably not an indicator
of a lack of understanding.

Figure 5. Number of concept maps in each category in the mid-semester and post-data
Conclusions and Future Work
To summarize, through the thematic analysis of the concept maps generated by students three
times during the semester in the Introduction to Engineering course, it was found that even
though about 43% of the students had been introduced to the concept of engineering design
before the course, their understanding of the design process was at a similar novice level in all
aspects compared to those who had no prior experiences when entering the course. Their novice
level understanding indicates that their prior experiences were probably not in-depth and thus the
emphasis of the design process and providing opportunities for students to apply it in order to
gain a deeper understanding in the introductory engineering course is vital. In addition, as a
result of this course, the majority of the students started to appreciate the importance of customer
involvement in the design process. Another finding is that unlike novice designers, at the end of
the course all students have realized that needs analysis and problem definition is a phase in the
design process that should never be skipped or overlooked. Students’ understanding of all the
other phases in the design process has also greatly improved throughout the course, especially in
the areas of ‘Research’, ‘Model/Decision Making’, ‘Test’, and ‘Improve’. A great improvement
was also found in their understanding of the nonlinear and iterative characteristic of the design
process, though there were still about 20% of participants whose design process representation
was completely linear at the end of the course, indicating an area of improvement in the course.

Another weakness in students’ understanding was found to be about the ‘Research’ phase in the
design process. Many participants were not able to provide any specific details about this phase
at the end of the course, and for those who did provide specific details, their understanding about
it is limited to ‘research existing solutions’.
As for future work, the authors plan to address the weaknesses found in the course based on
results from the data analysis; collect more data to increase the total number of responses;
identify and exclude any anomalies in the data for data analysis; define criteria and scores for
quantitative ratings of the concept maps and statistical analysis; and perform longitudinal
analysis of the three concept maps generated by each individual to better understand changes in
understanding of the design process that occur at an individual level.
References
[1] National Academy of Engineering. 2004. The Engineer of 2020: Visions of Engineering in
the New Century. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.
[2] ABET, "Criteria for Accrediting Engineering Programs, 2018 - 2019," ABET, 2018.
[Online]. Available:https://www.abet.org/accreditation/accreditation-criteria/criteria-foraccrediting-engineering-programs-2018-2019/. [Accessed 11 Jan 2019].
[3] K. Reid, D. Reeping, “A classification scheme for ”Introduction to Engineering” courses:
defining first-year courses based on descriptions, outcomes and assessment”, 2014 ASEE Annual
Conference & Exposition, Indianapolis, Indiana, June, 2014.
[4] M. Yatchmeneff, M. Calhoun, “Exploring engineering identity in a common Introduction to
Engineering course to improve retention”, 2017 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition,
Columbus, Ohio, June, 2017.
[5] S. Peuker, N.A.G. Schauss, “Improving student success and retention rates in engineering: an
innovative approach for first-year courses”, 2015 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition,
Seattle, Washington, June, 2015.
[6] M. Darbeheshti, D. R. Edmonds, “A creative first-year program to improve the student
retention in engineering”, 2018 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, Salt Lake City, Utah,
June, 2018.
[7] C. H. Paguyo, R. A. Atadero, K. E. Rambo-Hernandez, J. Francis, “Creating inclusive
environments in first-year engineering classes to support student retention and learning”, 2015
ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, Seattle, Washington, June, 2015.

[8] R. Adams, P. Punnakanta, C. J. Atman and C. D. Lewis, "Comparing design team self-reports
with actual performance: cross-validating assessment instruments," 2002 ASEE Annual
Conference & Exposition, Montreal, Canada, June, 2002.
[9] C. Atman, R. Adams, M. Cardella, J. Turns, S. Mosborg and J. Saleem, "Engineering design
processes: A comparison of students and expert practitioners," Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 96, no. 4, pp. 359-379, 2007.
[10] J. Sims-Knight, R. Upchurch, N. Pendergrass, T. Meressi, and P. Fortier, “Assessing design
by design: progress report 1.” Frontiers in Education, Boulder, CO, 2003.
[11] W. C. Newstetter, S. Kahn, S. “A developmental approach to assessing design skills and
knowledge”, Frontiers in Education, Pittsburgh, PA, 1997.
[12] A. Saterbak, T. Volz, “Assessing knowledge and application of the design process in a firstyear engineering design course”, 2014 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, Indianapolis,
Indiana, June, 2014.
[13] H. Zhu, B. E. Mertz, “Redesign of the introduction to engineering course and its impact on
students’ knowledge and application of the engineering design process”, 2016 ASEE Annual
Conference & Exposition, New Orleans, Louisiana, June, 2016.
[14] R. Bailey, Z. Szabo, “Assessing engineering design process knowledge”, Int. J. Engng Ed.,
vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 508-518, 2006.
[15] J. Turns, C. J. Atman, R. Adams, “Concept maps for engineering education: A cognitively
motivated tool supporting varied assessment functions”, IEEE Trans. Educ., vol. 43, pp. 164173, 2000.
[16] K.L. Sanford Bernhardt, M. Roth, “Using concept maps to assess student learning in a
multi-section introduction to engineering course”, 2018 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition,
Salt Lake City, Utah, June, 2018.
[17] E. Barrella, J.J. Henriques, K.G. Gipson, “Using concept maps as a tool for assessment and
continuous improvement of a first-year course”, 2016 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition,
New Orleans, Louisiana, June, 2016.
[18] N. Fang, “Using students-generated concept maps to assess students’ conceptual
understanding in a foundational engineering course”, 2015 ASEE Annual Conference &
Exposition, Seattle, Washington, June, 2015.

[19] V. Braun, & V. Clarke, “Using thematic analysis in psychology.”, Qualitative Research in
Psychology, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 77-101, 2006.
[20] http://engineeringunleashed.com/keen/
[21] T. J. Kriewall, K. Mekemson, "Instilling the entrepreneurial mindset into engineering
undergraduates." Journal of Engineering Entrepreneurship, vol. 1.1, pp 5-19, 2010.
[22] A.L. Gerhart, D. E. Melton, “Entrepreneurially minded learning: incorporating stakeholders,
discovery, opportunity identification, and value creation into problem-based learning modules
with examples and assessment specific to fluid mechanics”, 2015 ASEE Annual Conference &
Exposition, New Orleans, Louisiana, June, 2016.
[23] L. Guerra, D.T. Allen, R.H. Crawford, C. Farmer, “A unique approach to characterizing the
engineering design process”, 2012 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, San Antonio, Texas,
June, 2012.
[24] M. M. Mehalik, C. Schunn, “What constitutes good design? A review of empirical studies
of design processes”, International Journal of Engineering Education, vol 22, no. 3, pp. 519532, 2006.
[25] C. Atman, R. Adams, M. Cardella, J. Turns, S. Mosborg, S., J. Saleem, “Engineering design
processes: A comparison of students and expert practitioners”, Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 96, pp. 359–379, 2007.
[26] A. R. Carberry, M. W. Ohland, “Measuring engineering design self-efficacy”, Journal of
Engineering Education, vol. 99, pp. 171–179, 2010.
[27] J. Hirtz, R. B. Stone, D. A. McAdams, et al., “A functional basis for engineering design:
Reconciling and evolving previous efforts”, Research in Engineering Design, vol. 13, no. 2, pp.
65-82, 2002.
[28] R. Bailey, "Effects of industrial experience and coursework during sophomore and junior
years on student learning of engineering design," Transactions of the ASME, vol. 129, pp. 662667, 2007.
[29] J. D. Bransford, A.L. Brown, and R.R. Cocking, “How people learn: brain, mind,
experience, and school”, Expanded ed., Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 2000.

[30] M.T.H. Chi, R. Glaser, and M.J. Farr, “The nature of expertise”, Hillsdale, N.J.: L. Erlbaum
Associates, 1988.
[31] R.J. Adams, J. Turns, and C.J. Atman, “What could design learning look like?,” Design
Thinking Research Symposium VI, Sydney, Australia, 2003.
[32] M.T.H. Chi, “Two Approaches to the study of experts’ characteristics,” The Cambridge
Handbook of Expertise and Expert Performance, Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University Press,
2006, pp. 21–30.
[33] J.M. Schraagen, “How experts solve a novel problem in experimental design,” Cognitive
Science, vol. 17, pp. 285–309, 1993.
[34] N. Cross, “Design cognition: results from protocol and other empirical studies of design,”
Design Knowing and Learning: Cognition in Design Education, Amsterdam, Netherlands; New
York, NY: Elsevier Science B.V., 2001.
[35] N. Cross, and A. Clayburn Cross, “Expertise in engineering design,” Research in
Engineering Design, vol. 10, no. 3, pp. 141-149, 1998.
[36] V.K. Jain, and D.K. Sobek II, “Linking design process to customer satisfaction through
virtual design of experiments,” Research in Engineering Design, vol. 17, no. 2, pp. 59–71, 2006.
[37] C.W. Ennis, and S.W. Gyeszly, “Protocol analysis of the engineering systems design
process,” Research in Engineering Design, vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 15–22, 1991.
[38] A.R. Carberry, A. F. McKenna, “Exploring student conceptions of modeling and modeling
uses in engineering design”, Journal of Engineering Education, vol. 103, no. 1, pp. 77-91, 2014.
[39] R.S. Adams, “Cognitive processes in iterative design behavior,” Seattle, WA: University of
Washington, 2001.
[40] R.S. Adams, J. Turns, and C.J. Atman, “Educating effective engineering designers: the role
of reflective practice,” Design Studies, vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 275–294, 2003.
[41] R. Adams, “Understanding design iteration: representations from an empirical study”,
Common Ground, Design Research Society International Conference, London, UK:
Staffordshire University Press, 2002.

[42] H. Barenholz, P. Tamir, “A comprehensive use of concept mapping in design instruction
and assessment”, Research in Science & Technological Education, vol. 10, pp. 37-52, 1992.
[43] J.R. McClure, P.E. Bell, “Effects of an environmental education-related STS approach
instruction on cognitive structures of preservice science teachers”, University Park, PA:
Pennsylvania State University. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 341 582), 1990.
[44] S. Mahler, R. Hoz, D. Fischl, E. Tov-Ly, O. Lernau, “Didactic use of concept mapping in
higher education: applications in medical education”, Instructional Science, vo;. 20, pp. 25-47,
1991.
[45] K.M. Markham, J.J. Mintzes, M.G. Jones, “The concept map as a research and evaluation
tool: Further evidence of validity”, Journal of Research in Science Teaching, vol. 31, pp. 91-101,
1994.
[46] J. D. Novak, D. R. Gowin, “Learning how to learn”. New York: Cambridge Press, 1984.
[47] M. Besterfield-Sacre, J. Gerchak, M. R. Lyons, L. J. Shuman, H. Wolfe, “Scoring concept
maps: an integrated rubric for assessing engineering education”, Journal of Engineering
Education, vol. 93, no. 2, pp. 105-115, 2004.
[48] M. Ruiz-Primo, R. J. Shavelson, M. Li, S. E. Schultz, “On the validity of cognitive
interpretations of scores from alternative concept mapping techniques”, Educational Assessment,
vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 99–141, 2001.
[49] Y. Yin, J. Vanides, M. Ruiz-Primo, C. C. Ayala, R. J. Shavelson, “Comparison of two
concept mapping techniques: Implications for scoring, interpretation, and use”, Journal of
Research in Science Teaching, vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 166–184, 2005.
[50] K.W. Jablokow, J. F. DeFranco, S. S. Richmond, “A statistical study of concept mapping
metrics”, 2013 ASEE Annual Conference & Exposition, Atlanta, Georgia, June, 2013.
[51] I. M. Kinchin, D.B. Hay, A. Adams, “How a qualitative approach to concept map analysis
can be used to aid learning by illustrating patterns of conceptual development”, Educational
Research, vol. 42, no. 1, pp. 43-57, 2000.

Appendix A. Examples of Concept Maps in each of the Four Complexity Categories
The figures below show examples of concept maps in each of the following four categories,
respectively, based on their complexity and interconnectedness:
● Category 1: no specific details provided in the concept map
● Category 2: more details are provided but the concept map is mostly linear
● Category 3: more details are provided and the concept map is somewhat complex but
relationships between key terms are not articulated
● Category 4: concept map is complex, inter-connected, and connections between key terms
are annotated

Figure A1. An example of category 1 concept map from the mid-semester data

Figure A2. An example of category 2 concept map from the mid-semester data

Figure A3. An example of category 3 concept map from the post-data

Figure A4. An example of category 4 concept map from the post-data

