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Peer Presentations as a Student-centered Learning Approach
in a Nanotechnology Class

Abstract:

Background

Active learning techniques have proven effective at engaging students in course content and
fostering deeper learning, as compared with traditional lecture techniques. Additionally, research
has shown that one of the best ways to teach professional skills such as communication is within
disciplinary courses; this strategy makes the material more relevant to students' career goals. This
paper will explore the first phase of a multi-year study on the use of an active learning approach
called student-centered learning to build communication skills in a graduate-level nanotechnology
course offered in a department of mechanical engineering. In the course, students develop
presentations as a means of understanding current trends, emerging research topics, relevant
applications, and fundamental science and technology concepts related to nanotechnology.

Motivation

The aim of this research is to determine the efficacy of peer presentations in a graduate-level
engineering course as a means to more effectively engage students with course concepts while
providing opportunities to practice critical thinking and presentation skills

Methodology
Using thematic analysis, we analyzed student responses to five open-ended questions as part of a
seven-question survey given twice at the end of the spring 2019 and fall 2019 semesters.

Results

Peer presentations can guide students in developing and articulating their own, novel interpretation
of the learning materials. Guided reflection further engages students with the material by "forcing"
them to pay close attention to the presenter to answer the questions.

Conclusions

The results of this research thus far point to student-centered learning as an effective means of
teaching critical reading and presentation skills. However, the variation in perceptions between
predominantly undergraduate and predominantly graduate course enrollment indicates a need for
deeper inquiry into the ways academic maturity affects those participants.

Introduction

Active learning techniques have proven effective at engaging students in the course content and
leading to deeper learning, as compared to traditional lecture-style course engagement. Further,
research has shown that one of the best ways to teach professional skills, such as communication,
1s within disciplinary courses, which makes the material more relevant to students' career goals [ 1-
2]. This paper will explore the use of an active-learning approach called student-centered learning



in a graduate-level nanotechnology course offered by the Department of Mechanical Engineering-
Engineering Mechanics at Michigan Technological University. In the course, students develop
presentations as a means of understanding current trends, emerging research topics, relevant
applications, and fundamental science and technology concepts in the field of nanotechnology.
The students use materials developed by the instructor as a starting point, find a related journal
paper, and then present a synopsis of that paper to the class as a lesson.

This paper describes how peer (student) presentations and guided reflection were implemented as
an active-learning tool, placing students at the helm of the learning process, and most importantly,
helping students to develop critical reading skills and an awareness of their capability for self- and
group-learning. Students were asked to expand their knowledge by exploring journal papers and
multimedia (e.g., use of PowerPoint, YouTube videos) related to course content; subsequently,
students presented their findings to the full class. This method of student-peer presentation also
implements active listening and reduces attention span durations by breaking class sessions into
two parts: ~25-30 minutes of presentation-based teaching and two peer presentations of 10 minutes
each. A portion of each class was allocated to questions and answers based on a reflection activity
and notes from student presenters and the audience (other members of the class). Using a seven-
question, open-ended survey, analysis of the responses showed that peer presentations could guide
students in developing and articulating their own novel interpretation of the learning materials by
encouraging critical reading and improving students' presentation skills via observation and
practice.

Background

Defining active learning and establishing efficacy

Active learning is rooted in constructivist learning theory, which posits that students are more
likely to retain and build new knowledge long-term if they can learn concepts in a way that is
meaningful to them [3], e.g., applying friction coefficients to the design of cross country skis. Such
learning is more likely to happen when an individual is actively engaged with a concept, as
opposed to simply listening to a lecture or watching a demonstration. The concept of active
learning gained prominence in the 1980s as both faculty and government researchers explored
ways to more fully engage college students with their coursework [4]. Prince argued that although
one all-encompassing definition of active learning had not been agreed upon at the time of his
work in 2004, he presented a broad definition of active learning "... as any instructional method
that engages students in the learning process" [5]. Bonwell and Eison more narrowly defined active
learning as students engaging in such higher-order tasks as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation, i.e.
"instructional activities involving students in doing things and thinking about what they are doing"
[4]. Such techniques include a range of activities from the simple - minute papers or pausing
periodically to have students work a problem or reflect on the material with a partner - to complex
- concept mapping or peer instruction in which students present course materials by "teaching"
their peers how to solve a problem or relate the material to their interests [6].

In a meta-analysis of 225 scholarly papers, Freeman et al. found that student performance in STEM
courses improved by nearly half a standard deviation, or half a course grade, when active learning
techniques were incorporated into a course, compared with lecture-only courses [7]. The
techniques presented in the papers included a wide variety of options ranging from specific in-
class activities such as think-pair-share to entire workshops designed with active learning



techniques at their foundation. The improved performance results held regardless of the course
content or class size.

Despite this study and others supporting the use of active learning techniques [8-10], faculty and
students sometimes resist such instruction. In their study of ten STEM departments across two
colleges at Boise State University, Shadle et al. found that time constraints and instructional
challenges, such as assessment issues or inadequate space, were barriers to faculty implementing
evidence-based instructional practices such as active learning techniques [11]. Students tended to
be more open to and eager to participate in active learning when the instructor had clearly
explained the exercise and its intent and when the instructor actively engaged with students during
the activity [12].

Genre Analysis and Modeling

Genre analysis and modeling are at the foundation of the series of assignments presented in this
paper. Swales championed the use of genre analysis as a method of helping students develop an
understanding of the structure and use of language in peer-reviewed research articles [13]. He
describes a genre as a collection of communicative events with a "shared set of communicative
purposes" [13]. Bazerman traced the textual development of the research article genre in terms of
five characteristics: article length, references, syntactic and lexical features, non-verbal material,
1.e. graphics and equations, and organization [14]. Genre analysis has long been used as a
pedagogical strategy. A recent example is a study by Rappa and Tang in which four secondary
school science instructors used genre analysis to teach disciplinary literacy via deconstruction of
research articles according to the premise of the study, reasoning behind the study, and outcome
of the study [15]. The study revealed that by incorporating genre analysis into their teaching, "they
were able to model to their students some of the thinking and writing practices within the discipline
of science education."

Modeling has proven to be an effective method of imparting knowledge on novice learners, with
learners retaining that knowledge years later [16, 17]. Cognitive modeling occurs when instructors
verbalize their thought process as they perform a task [18]. Schunk argues that "Modeling informs
and motivates. Models provide information about what sequence of actions will lead to success
and which actions have undesirable consequences. Models can raise efficacy among observers
who are apt to believe that they, too, will be successful if they follow the same behavioral
sequence" [19]. Schunk found that modeling strategies for understanding a text led to improved
reading and writing [20]. While graduate students are likely to be strong readers, those who are
new to research may be unfamiliar with the genre of scholarly research communication and thus
may need guidance in how to approach reading scientific papers that use unfamiliar terminology
[21]. By observing the thought process used by an experienced researcher in determining the
purpose and value of a particular article, the task of reading and comprehending technical papers
1s made less taxing [22].

Reflection as a Learning Tool
Baxter-Magolda studied the learning practices of college students over five years and developed a
model of four stages of knowledge acquisition [23]:



e Absolutist, in which knowledge is thought to require certainty, with easily discernible right
and wrong answers;

e Transitional, in which the learner begins to comprehend uncertainty within a field of study;

e Independent learning, in which the learner is able to discern different ways of solving
problems and obtaining different results; and

e Contextual, in which the learner is not only able to discern different ways of solving
problems and obtaining results but is able to weigh the pros and cons of each approach
within the context of the problem.

Incorporating practices that promote reflection (i.e., the processing of information in a way that is
meaningful for the individual) into a course has proven to be an effective tool for improving
metacognition by enabling the student to move through those stages gradually [24]. For example,
such practices have been used in engineering in the form of reflective essays that focus on specific
aspects learned from an activity or course [25], or broader aspects such as one's progression
through the degree program [26] or approaches to ethical issues [27], as well as using problem-
solving activities as means of reflection [28].

Motivation

The motivation behind this project, applying student-centered learning in a Nanotechnology class,
was four-fold:

1) To help students engage more critically with the course material by selecting articles
related to nanotechnology and building connections between the core concepts presented
by the instructor and the latest research in the field.

2) To build the reading and comprehension skills of students in the field of nanotechnology
by modeling how scientists approach the process of reading and evaluating technical papers
and then having students practice the technique on their own.

3) To develop presentation and peer-review skills by having the students present their chosen
paper to the class using the assertion-evidence method and then asking peers to assess the
quality of those presentations by their peers [29].

4) To practice reflecting on what they learned from the experience to improve their
performance on presentations and reviews in the future.

Our purpose in this study is to explore whether the incorporation of a multi-phase, active-learning
assignment would improve student engagement with the material in terms of their interest in
seeking additional knowledge about nanotechnology applications outside of class and improve
student engagement with the material in class by forcing them to think more deeply about the
content of peer presentations.

Methodology

This paper explores the effects of this series of activities using a qualitative, open-ended seven-
question survey given in the spring and fall 2019 semesters. Qualitative research methodology is
useful in analyzing texts such as extensive survey responses because it goes beyond a simple
counting of types of responses. Weisse notes that qualitative methods work best when researchers
want to capture in-depth information to achieve a fuller understanding of the respondent's position
[30]. The responses were evaluated using Boyatzis' thematic analysis method [31]. Boyatzis



describes thematic analysis as "a process for encoding qualitative information. The encoding
requires an explicit 'code.' This code may be a list of themes; a complex model with themes,
indicators, and qualifications that are causally related; or something in between these two forms."
Themes are patterns to be discerned from the data that provide context to the information. This
method reflects the three-stage analytic cycle described by Bendassolli [32], which includes
careful examination of the student responses, creation of a codebook based on themes and patterns
that emerge, and finally the categorization and conceptualization of those themes and patterns in
comparison to relevant theories and findings in the literature. In a codebook, each theme includes
the following:

label

definition of the theme

description of how to recognize the theme

description of qualifiers or exclusions in determining whether a piece of data fits the theme
examples of positive and negative responses that would fit the theme.

The process of determining whether a response fits into a particular theme requires interpretation
on the part of the researcher, an admittedly subjective process. Each co-author analyzed the survey
responses independently for common themes, such as the frequent appearance of certain words or
phrases in student responses, e.g., presentation skills and audience. Then the authors compared
their results, determining agreement/disagreement in the list of frequent themes and the number of
times those themes appeared in the students' survey responses. Perhaps because of the clarity and
concision of student responses, both reviewers found no disagreement in their interpretations.

Course Overview and Goal

Nanotechnology is a graduate-level course offered in the Department of Mechanical Engineering-
Engineering Mechanics at Michigan Technological University, which introduces nanoscience,
nanotechnology, and the impact of the 4™ industrial revolution on the field. It provides perspectives
and tools related to nanoscience, as well as properties and characteristics of physics, chemistry,
and biology at the nanoscale. Nanoscience allows us to expand our understanding of
nanotechnology, which includes medical nanotechnology, biomimetics, thin films, fibers,
nanocomposites, nanotubes, and related concepts. In addition, this course instructs students in how
to give professional presentations, choose/read academic journals, and write a proposal and
manuscript via a series of assignments.

Assignment Description
Early in the course, students practice four aspects of the research communication process using
genre analysis [13]:

1. Reading a technical journal paper and learning the function of each portion (abstract,
introduction, methodology, observations, analysis, conclusions, citations, etc.),

2. Defining the key components of effective research communication,

3. Preparing a professional presentation, and

4. Identifying the process of writing a journal paper.

Students then review the syllabus to determine what topic is scheduled on a specific day and select
the day that interests them the most, while ensuring that a maximum of two students present each



day. They then find a corresponding journal paper, analyze it, and prepare a presentation describing
the work. Student presenters also lead a discussion related to the paper following their presentation.
The paper is shared with non-presenting students prior to class to help them better understand the
topic, evaluate the presenter's interpretation, and ask appropriate questions. The non-presenting
students also complete a guided reflection questionnaire in which they reflect on the presenter's
performance and what they would change if they were presenting. The objectives of the assignment,

outcomes, and expectations are outlined in Table 1.

Table 1 Assignment Objectives, Outcomes, and Expectations

Objectives

Outcomes: Peer-presentation
based active learning enables
students to do the following:

Observations (expectations)

Enhancement of

Apply professional presentation

Students' behavior changes as students

students' active and communication skills shift away from a sole source of

involvement knowledge (i.e., a teacher-to-students
pedagogy)

Strengthening Analyze their capability for Students improve their presentation and

self-confidence  self- and group-learning communication skills

in learning

Creation of Comprehend and exercise self- Giving students a chance to select a topic

inclusive and regulated learning (a paper) and to creatively design their

cooperative class presentations enables them to be

environments accountable for their own learning, which
results in enhanced their confidence and
more active learning.

Growing Become an independent/ active Peer presentations can teach students how

students' learner as both a presenteranda to listen and learn from peers: an

accountability listener accountable presenter will try to prepare

and present a paper in a succinct,
informative, and convincing manner; a
responsible audience will listen carefully
and speak with attention and critical
comments.

Evaluate their confidence to
speak and participate in class

Results



At the end of the spring 2019 and fall 2019 semesters (phase 1 of this multi-year study), students
completed a survey of seven open-ended questions to obtain their views on the effects and efficacy
of the peer presentation assignments. The survey results differed between the spring 2019 and fall
2019 semesters due to two main factors. First, the spring course enrollment was composed of 10
graduate students and 13 senior undergraduate students. In contrast, nearly all students in the fall
course were senior-level undergraduate students (18 UG students and 1 graduate student). These
differences in academic maturity resulted in distinct perspectives in their responses to questions
one and two. Second, two of the questions (four and five) were changed in the fall to elicit more
detailed responses, rather than simple "yes" or "no" answers. Finally, the number of responses for
the spring course was 22, while the number for the fall course was 17. The questions were as
follows:

1. Can you summarize the key points of this topic or subject matter, considering the peer
presentations and reflections?

2. Which part of the class do you find more thought-provoking, the teacher presentation or

the student presentations?

Did the student presentations motivate you to participate and explore other related topics?

4. Does the Q&A based on your reflection induce you to participate in the presentation?

(Question changed in F' 19 to "How and why does the Q&A based on your Reflection

induce you to participate in the presentation?")

Please write your three most valuable takeaways from your peers' presentations.

6. Do you think breaking a class into two parts (professor's lectures and the peer presentations)
helps you prepare for the class and stay focused? (Question changed in F' 19 to "Why does
breaking the class into two parts (professor's lectures and the peer presentations) help you
stay focused and prevent you from being bored?")

7. What challenges do you foresee in preparing for peer presentations? If you had any
resistance in the beginning, please share your concerns, e.g., public speaking and
presentation skills?

(O8]

e

Although the survey contained seven questions, this paper focuses on student responses to five
questions (#1-4 and 6). Most students responded to each question with a short phrase or one
sentence. However, responses in the spring semester tended to be longer, with some students
writing several sentences for one response. What follows is an analysis of student responses to
each of those five questions.

Question 1: Can you summarize the key points of this topic or subject matter, considering the peer
presentations and reflections?

This question asks students to reflect on their perceptions of the point of each peer presentation
within the context of nanotechnology. The motivation for this question was to figure out which
one, among knowledge or skills, the students consider more important for their learning. The
majority of responses in the spring class cited improved knowledge about nanotechnology
applications and/or stated the point of the assignments was to make the class more interesting,
increase participation, and increase engagement or provide a different perspective than the
instructor on a concept. One student expressed the latter sentiment this way, "Peer presentations
allow us to learn the course content from the peer perspective. I believe we learn better from our



peers because we often do not have the technical background and are able to present in a way to
understand the important content."

Conversely, just two students in the fall cohort cited improved knowledge of applications as the
key point and were more likely to talk about the peer presentations and reflections as an aid to
learning the material. We hypothesize that such a discrepancy could be related to the spring cohort
being more academically mature and better able to pull meaningful information from the technical
student presentations.

Question 2: Which part of the class do you find more thought-provoking, the teacher presentation
or the student presentations?

Responses to question 2 also varied by semester, with the majority of the spring cohort indicating
the student presentations were more thought-provoking, while the fall cohort found the teacher
lectures more effective. One reason for this difference may, again, be related to students' level of
scientific knowledge coming into the course, which resulted in more or less effective presentations
based on the speaker's skill as a presenter and the listener's ability to comprehend new technical
information. One student in the fall stated, "Some of the student-led presentations are a little
difficult to follow given the technical nature of the material." However, one of the spring cohort
students felt the opposite, stating, "The student portion of the class, by virtue of having less of a
filter and clear end goal, generally has a more thought-provoking discussion." However, both
groups were both comfortable with the presentations and enjoyed learning from from their peers
because peer presentations gave students' perspectives.

Question 3: Did the student presentations motivate you to participate and explore other related
topics?

Responses to question 3 did not vary significantly by cohort; a similar majority of students in each
class indicated that the student presentations led them to participate more fully in the discussions
via increased attention and/or asking questions. However, students in the spring cohort were more
likely to indicate they did seek out additional information on the presented topic after class.

Question 4: Does the Q&A based on your reflection induce you to participate in the presentation?
(Question changed in F' 19 to "How and why does the Q&A based on your Reflection induce you
to participate in the presentation?")

As noted above, this question changed from requiring a yes/no response in the spring to requiring
a more nuanced response in the fall. Twelve of the twenty-two students in the spring indicated
that the reflection questions induced them to participate in the presentations; many students cited
taking notes while reading the papers to develop questions to ask following the presentations and
being more attentive during the presentations because the reflections had forced them to think
more deeply about the papers and the topics presented. The revised fall question assumes the
reflection activity induces more participation than would otherwise occur, and it seeks students'
input on how and why as it relates directly to the "Q&A" portion of the class. As with the spring
cohort, the fall students tended to say that the reflections forced them to be more attentive during
the presentations. However, one student cited a flaw with the activity, saying, "It requires me to
pay attention to not only the content of the presentation, but the performance of the presenter as
well. Personally, this split in attention tends to come at the cost of attention to the content of the



presentation, but the teacher presented portion at the beginning tends to help offset this." Two
students felt the reflection had no effect on their participation in the Q&A portion, with one stating
that the quality of the presentation had the most effect: "The Q and A is more about the
content/quality of the presentation, not about thought-provoking concepts to ask the presenter."
Two students also indicated that knowing there would be questions asked following their
presentation motivated them to put more effort into their talks: "I tried to present well because I
know my peers were basically grading me. I wanted to make sure they understood everything."

Question 6: Do you think breaking a class into two parts (professor's lectures and the peer
presentations) helps you prepare for the class and stay focused? [This question changed in fall 19
to "Why does breaking the class into two parts (professor's lectures and the peer presentations)
help you stay focused and prevent you from being bored?"]

As with question 4, question 6 was changed in the fall semester to elicit more detailed responses,
(rather than a simple "yes" or "no") and makes the assumption that the course structure improves
focus but asks for the students' perspectives on why it does so. However, one student of the
seventeen in the fall pushed back against this assumption, stating, "This question assumes that the
change itself keeps me from getting bored. Normally, it's the reflection writing that re-engages
me during the peer presentations. I keep finding myself zoning out every 3-5 minutes otherwise."
Generally, students expressed that breaking a class into two parts does make it easier for them to
stay focused. Other students cited the switch to a different activity and speaker as providing a
"break" in tone and style as the class moves from the instructor's lecture to student presentations.
A few students in the spring found the switch distracting and felt it detracted from learning the
material, with one student stating, "I feel like it breaks the rhythm of the lecture and I lose focus,"
while another stated, "... I feel that if we were presented more content, we would focus more. I feel
the class is moving very slow."

Discussion

These results confirm that the multi-phase assignment incorporating student article reviews and
presentations with question-and-answer sessions and reflection increased students' sense of self-
efficacy in reading, interpreting, and presenting complex technical information. Their responses
also indicated students had a better understanding of the components of an effective presentation
with regard to the audience and use of technical jargon. Finally, the results revealed some
interesting differences in perceptions of the assignment and its effect, depending on the academic
level of the students enrolled. The survey results presented above were anonymous; thus, we are
not able to attribute responses to specific students. However, we can make some generalizations
based on an analysis of the wording of the responses.

The first is that a student's familiarity with the concepts underlying the field of nanotechnology
likely changes their perception of the value of the student presentations, when compared with the
instructor's lectures. The fall course, whose enrollment was majority undergraduate, had a higher
percentage of students citing the traditional lecture component as more thought-provoking than
the student presentations. The main reason cited was that the instructor demonstrated more depth
of knowledge on any given topic and, through experience, was better adept at highlighting the
most relevant points. Conversely, the spring course consisted of more graduate students than the
fall course did; this spring group appreciated getting practice in reading scholarly articles,
presenting the research, and engaging with their peers in scholarly discussions. The implication is



that, in semesters when the enrollment is majority undergraduate, the class as a whole may need a
glossary of key terms for reference and student presenters may need more guidance in what to
highlight during presentations to make the content more coherent and meaningful for their peers.
(Alternatively, given a class with more undergraduate students, the pedagogy can be bent toward
traditional lecture at the start of the course so that the instructor can show the students what is
expected of them during presentations and reflections)

A second generalization is that, by giving students the opportunity to present on topics of interest
to them rather than assigning them specific articles or stretching the traditional lecture to fill the
entire class period, the students were more likely to pay attention to the presentation and develop
follow-up questions. Some possible explanations for this increased engagement, as stated by the
students, include hearing about a topic they would never have researched themselves and seeing
how the presenter interpreted the work. One student said the fact that peers were presenting on
more state-of-art applications as opposed to "broad, conceptual topics" made them more thought-
provoking. This generalization confirms the work of Felder and Brent in which they argued that
"providing some choice in the assignments helps minimize the frequency at which students are
forced to work at levels too high or too low for their current level of development" [33]. We would
add that working within their current field of interest aids learning as well.

Finally, the responses indicate the students are able to achieve the third learning stage in Baxter-
Magolda's framework, independent learning [23]. Students indicated they were able to guide their
own learning by self-selecting topics, finding further information when desired, and differentiating
between effective and ineffective presentation techniques.

Future Work

To further improve the proposed student-centered learning approach we are researching, we plan
to add practice quizzes to future courses. Prior to each class session (a minimum of one day before),
students will need to complete a self-test on the paper and lecture that will be discussed in the next
class. Students will have to earn 100% on this practice quiz (no trial limit and no time limit) to
move to the next step. This is designed to enable students to prepare for the following class
adequately. Online discussion on Canvas will be offered by asking each student to post one thing
that they did not know and/or are not sure about the topics (or materials) seen in the practice quiz.
Also, students will need to respond at least twice to other classmates' posts, which will contribute
to student engagements. These formative assessments, practice quizzes, and discussion posts in
the learning management system will be mandatory. These will be preceded by a lecture video,
which must be viewed prior to the class. (Alternatively, a transcript of the lecture video can be
read prior to the class.) In that case we will have two presentations (10 minutes each) by students
per day, followed by a 15-20 minute discussion led by the presenters. A lecturer will participate in
this discussion session as a facilitator. All students will make two presentations during the semester:
one individual and one group presentation. For the group presentation, the 4th industrial revolution
was selected as a subject, which will include ten emerging technologies, including Artificial
Intelligence (Al) for Molecular Design; Quantum Computers; Augmented Reality; Al with social
robots; Plasmonic Materials; Gene drive; Personalized Medicine; Implantable Drug-making cells;
Lab-grown Meat; and Eletroceuticals.



It is hoped that this proposed future work vis-a-vis student-centered learning will address the issues
observed in the spring and fall 2019 Nanotechnology courses. Students will evaluate these methods
through a survey, which may lead to more improvements.

Citations

[1]  P.Babhls, Student Writing in the Quantitative Disciplines: A Guide for College Faculty. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass, 2012.

[2] Bean, John, Engaging Ideas: The Professor's Guide to Integrating Writing, Critical
Thinking, and Active Learning in the Classroom. San Francisco, CA: John Wiley & Sons, 2011.

[3] National Research Council. How people learn: Brain, mind, experience, and school: Expanded
edition. National Academies Press, 2000.

[4] C.C. Bonwell and J.A. Eison, "Active Learning: Creating Excitement in the Classroom." 7991
ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports. ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education, 1991.

[5] M. Prince, "Does active learning work? A review of the research." Journal of engineering
education, 93(3), pp.223-231, 2004.

[6] C. Brame, Active learning. Vanderbilt University Center for Teaching, 2016.

[7] S. Freeman and S.L. Eddy et al, "Active learning increases student performance in science,
engineering, and mathematics." Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 111(23),
pp-8410-8415, 2014.

[8] E. Seymour and N.M. Hewitt, Talking About Leaving: Why Undergraduates Leave the
Sciences, Boulder, CO: Westview Press, Boulder, 1997.

[9] L.F. Goodman et al, Final Report of the Women's Experiences in College Engineering (WECE)
Project, Cambridge, MA: Goodman Research Group, 2002.

[10] J. Watkins and E. Mazur, "Retaining students in science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics (STEM) majors." Journal of College Science Teaching, 42(5):36—41, 2013.

[11] S.E. Shadle, A. Marker, and B. Earl, "Faculty drivers and barriers: laying the
groundwork for undergraduate STEM education reform in academic
departments," International Journal of STEM Education, 4(8), 1-13, 2017.

[12] S. Tharayil, M. Borrego, M. Prince, M., et al, "Strategies to mitigate student resistance to
active learning." International Journal of STEM Education, 5(1), p.7, 2018.

[13] J. Swales, Genre analysis: English in academic and research settings. Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press, 1990.



[14] C. Bazerman, "Modern evolution of the experimental report in physics: Spectroscopic articles
in Physical Review, 1893-1980," Social studies of science, 14(2), pp.163-196, 1984.

[15] N.A. Rappa and K.S. Tang, "Integrating disciplinary-specific genre structure in discourse
strategies to support disciplinary literacy," Linguistics and Education, 43, pp.1-12, 2018.

[16] A. Bandura, "Influence of models' reinforcement contingencies on the acquisition of imitative
responses," Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1(6), p.589, 1965.

[17] T.L. Rosenthal and B.J. Zimmerman, Social learning and cognition. New York: Academic
Press, 1978.

[18] D. Meichenbaum, "Cognitive behaviour modification," Cognitive Behaviour Therapy, 6(4),
pp-185-192, 1977.

[19] D.H. Schunk, "Self-efficacy for reading and writing: Influence of modeling, goal setting, and
self-evaluation." Reading & Writing Quarterly, 19(2), pp.159-172, 2003.

[20] D.H. Schunk and B.J. Zimmerman, "Influencing children's self-efficacy and self-regulation
of reading and writing through modeling," Reading & writing quarterly, 23(1), pp.7-25, 2007.
[21] M.J. Curry, "More than language: Graduate student writing as 'disciplinary becoming',"
Simpson et al.(Eds.), Supporting graduate student writers: Research, curriculum and program
design, pp.78-96, 2016.

[22] K. Fairbanks and S. Dias, "Going beyond L2 graduate writing: Redesigning an ESL program
to meet the needs of both L2 and L1 graduate students," Simpson et al.(Eds.), Supporting graduate
student writers, pp.139-158, 2016.

[23] M.B.B. Magolda, Knowing and reasoning in college: Gender-related patterns in students’
intellectual development, Jossey-Bass, 1992.

[24] J.A. Moon, A handbook of reflective and experiential learning: Theory and practice.
Routledge, 2013.

[25] P.C. Wankat, "Reflective analysis of student learning in a sophomore engineering course,"
Journal of Engineering Education, 88(2), pp.195-203, 1999.

[26] N. Barr, "Starting from scratch: Incorporating communication instruction in a revised
Mechanical Engineering curriculum," In 2017 IEEE International Professional Communication
Conference (ProComm), pp. 1-5, July 2017.

[27] P. Wellington, "Reflective essays: a tool for learning, course improvement and assessment,"
In AAEE (Australasian Association of Engineering Education) annual conference, 2007.



[28] C. Reidsema, R. Goldsmith and P. Mort, June. "Enabling the reflective practitioner in
engineering design courses," In Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Design
Education, 2010.

[29] M. Alley and K.A. Neeley, "Rethinking the design of presentation slides: A case for sentence
headlines and visual evidence," Technical Communication, 52(4), pp.417-426, 2005.

[30 Weisse, Robert S., Learning From Strangers: The Art and Method of Qualitative Interview
Studies. New York: The Free Press, 1994.

[31] R.E. Boyatzis, Transforming Qualitative Information: Thematic analysis and code
development, Sage, 1998.

[32] Bendassolli, Pedro F., "Theory Building in Qualitative Research: Reconsidering the Problem
of Induction,"Forum: Qualitative Social Research, Vol. 14, No. 1, January 2013.

[33] R.M. Felder and R.a Brent, "The intellectual development of science and engineering students.
Part 2: Teaching to promote growth." Journal of Engineering Education, vol. 93, no. 4, pp. 279-
291, 2004.



