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1. Introduction

Design process, particularly in the form of design
thinking, is spreading within engineering curricula
as educators explicitly teach design principles and
embed design thinking into project-based class-
room experiences. Design thinking, it is argued,
provides students with creative methods to grapple
with complex problems [1], and serves as a comple-
ment to rational and analytical approaches conven-
tionally taught in engineering schools [2, 3]. While
design process has been taught for years in courses
on new product development, the popularity of
design thinking and the increasing need for engi-
neers to engage in creative engineering problem
solving [3] is now causing design approaches to be
introduced in a wider variety of settings, both
curricular and co-curricular.

This is often, however, being done without close
examination of the types of problems engineers are
called upon to solve and thus what problem framing
and solving approaches need to be developed, how
they might best be developed, and under what
circumstances they should be used. This paper
uses a framework grounded in learning theory [4]
to examine the capabilities that engineering students
need to develop to effectively frame and solve
problems. The framework is used to review not
only design process or thinking, but also critical
thinking and systems thinking as approaches for
framing and solving problems in engineering dis-
ciplines. This work sits in a space of broader
concern: in short, college students show remarkably
low gains in critical thinking, complex reasoning
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and written communications during their college
years [3].

This paper aims to shift the current conversation
from “How might we further disseminate design
thinking or design process?”” to “How might we best
prepare engineering graduates to frame and solve
the variety of problems they will face in their future
work?”. It proposes a draft set of learning outcomes
that may provide a foundation for course design
that integrates learning about problem framing and
solving more broadly into engineering courses, not
just those on design.

2. Problem Framing and Solving
Capabilities

In engineering education and practice, there are still
routine problems for which known solutions can be
applied to well-understood problems. Routine pro-
blems are readily addressed through the acquisition
of declarative knowledge (facts, things), procedural
knowledge (competencies, skills) and conditional
knowledge (understanding when, why). However,
there is a growing number of situations in which
creative engineering problem solving is needed,
including: when a new solution satisfies an old
problem, but does so better, faster or cheaper;
when a new solution opens possibilities thus satisfy-
ing a new problem; and when a new problem can
only be satisfied by a new solution [3]. To tackle
non-routine problems, students must develop func-
tioning knowledge, or the ability to apply facts and
skills in an appropriate manner [6]. Functioning
knowledge requires a solid foundation of declara-
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tive, procedural and conditional knowledge and the
ability to draw from and appropriately apply that
foundational knowledge to generate novel and
effective solutions to non-routine technological pro-
blems [3]. This requires the development of problem
framing and solving capabilities that complement
the linear analysis-synthesis sequence taught in
many engineering classes and include the generative
and iterative approaches drawn from design, crea-
tive problem solving and systems thinking [7].
There is a rich history of research on learning to
draw upon to understand how to teach students to
frame and solve problems [§8, 10]. As in prior
research on engineering education [11], this paper
uses experiential learning theory [12] to bring alive
the core elements of design (thinking) [4] and make
connections to cross-boundary teaming [13].
Experiential learning theory [12] describes how we
take in and process information: We take in infor-
mation along a spectrum from concrete experience
to abstract conceptualization, and process informa-
tion along a spectrum from reflective observation to
active experimentation. Four core capabilities are
framed by this model (Fig. 1): Observe and Notice,
which happen at the intersection of concrete experi-
ence and reflective observation (e.g., when students
observe use of technology in context); Frame and
Reframe, which happen at the intersection of reflec-
tive observation and abstract conceptualization
(e.g., when students see a different way to look at
a situation or a new aspect of a problem); Imagine
and Design, which happen at the intersection of
abstract conceptualization and active experimenta-
tion (e.g., when students creatively identify alter-
native solutions or ways of addressing a problem);
and Make and Experiment, which happen at the
intersection of active experimentation and concrete
experience (e.g., when students translate ideas into
physical representations or conduct experiments to

Abstract
Conceptualization
d N | o D
Frame and Imagine and
Reframe Design
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g
Observe and Make and
Notice Experiment
Concrete

Experience

Fig. 1. Design Thinking as a Learning Process adapted from [4].

test a hypothesis) [4]. Learning entails cycling
through the model: observing and noticing;
abstracting from that to frame and reframe; using
the new frames to imagine and design alternatives;
and making or building alternatives to experiment
with them in the concrete world.

Reflective observation work — Observe and Notice
and Frame and Reframe — entails problem structur-
ing [14] or problem framing [15] and focuses on
understanding or knowing. Active experimentation
work — Imagine and Design and Make and Experi-
ment — involves solution creation and is focused on
creating and doing [16, 17]. Effective learning, and
by extension effectiveness at grappling with com-
plexity, requires students to have competency in
both problem framing and problem solving.

The following sections unpack the four core
capabilities of problem framing and problem sol-
ving in turn, capturing how design, critical and
systems thinking intersect with them and exploring
connections to engineering approaches to framing
and solving problems. There is precedent for ima-
gining such integration: John Arnold saw creative
thinking as a synthesis of analytical, judicial and
synthetic thinking [18]. Design thinking and engi-
neering systems thinking are seen as complementary
approaches to understanding cognition, organiza-
tion, and other non-technical factors that influence
engineering design and performance [19]. Creativ-
ity, sometimes described as the heart of design
thinking [18], is seen as critical to engineering
work and yet better understanding of how and
where it might be taught in the engineering curricu-
lum is needed [3, 20].

2.1 Problem Framing

Problem framing, employing Observe and Notice
and Frame and Reframe capabilities, may be the
most critical part of a design process [15, 21, 22].
Engaging students in problem framing — not just
problem solving — is seen as a significant gap in
engineering education [3, 20, 23]. Although empha-
sis is given to the activities in Imagine and Design
and Make and Experiment in many practitioner
descriptions of design thinking, the literature on
designerly thinking (i.e., practices rooted in the
academic field of design) recommends more
balanced distribution of effort among the four
quadrants of the experiential learning model [24]
and particularly to the critical sensemaking efforts
that result in deep understanding of the problem to
be solved. Sensemaking requires gathering all avail-
able knowledge bearing on how a solution is
planned, and coming up with working hypotheses
for exploration and development [7]. It sets the stage
for the divergent thinking needed to generate alter-
native solutions [3].
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Examples of ways in which engineering students
might employ problem framing skills include: when
students are asked to disassemble a product, iden-
tify its components, map their interactions and then
reassemble the product; when they are asked to visit
the context in which a technology or product is to be
used; or when they observe the behavior of a system
to understand where a technology might best be
deployed to improve its performance. In short,
problem framing skills are leveraged whenever
students engage with the concrete world in service
of identifying an appropriate frame for a problem
they aim to tackle.

The act of framing in practice is both a cognitive
device and a communicative activity defined by
selection, emphasis, interpretation, and exclusion
[25]. Importantly, relative to understanding design
as meaning-making [24], framing is the ability to
shape the meaning of a subject, to judge its character
and significance. Framing requires skills in commu-
nicative goal setting, developing mental models,
figurative language use, context sensitivity, and
priming for spontaneity [26]. Here we unpack the
two capabilities associated with sensemaking:
Observe and Notice occur in the concrete world
while Frame and Reframe take place in abstract
space. Both involve reflective observation in an
iterative act of taking in information and reflectively
processing that information to see a situation in
different ways. Diversity in perspectives [27] on a
team is critical in this phase to provide multiple
views for the interpretation of inputs.

2.1.1 Observe and Notice

Observe and Notice happen at the intersection of
concrete experience and reflective observation.
Associated skills include viewing concrete situations
from multiple points of view, having broad cultural
interests, listening with an open mind to different
perspectives, and being imaginative and emotion-
ally connected [12].

Critical thinking emphasizes sensing or taking in
data (Observe and Notice), perceiving or interpret-
ing the data and then drawing conclusions (Frame
and Reframe); poor observation leads to faulty
thinking regardless of how well one reasons [28].
Being astute observers requires putting aside biases,
actively listening, asking open-ended and probing
questions, and eliciting and capturing stories [29]. It
also means looking at data with a critical eye,
carefully forming hypotheses about causal relation-
ships. “In its exemplary form, it is based on uni-
versal intellectual values that transcend subject
matter divisions: clarity, accuracy, precision, con-
sistency, relevance, sound evidence, good reasons,
depth, breadth, and fairness. . .”” [30]. Just as the
beginnings of science are always the capacity to be

able to be amazed by apparently simple things [31],
the beginnings of critical thinking are the ability to
see the often obvious and simple things that struc-
ture human experience [32].

Systems thinking, a broader view of engineering
systems thinking [19], is also grounded in observa-
tion as it requires observing events or data to
identify patterns of behavior over time [33]. A
systems thinking perspective requires a mindset of
curiosity, clarity, compassion, choice and courage
[34]. Techniques such as interviews and observation
are used in systems thinking to learn about enablers
and inhibitors of system behavior and the under-
lying structure of a system [35]. Systems thinking
calls upon both qualitative and quantitative sense-
making skills.

Design thinkers use Observe and Notice to know
the context and people associated with the space in
which their innovations will exist. They do so by
paying attention broadly to political, economic,
social, environmental, technical and other trends
[23], and immersing themselves with customers,
users and other stakeholders to develop deep under-
standing of behaviors, attitudes, aptitudes, chal-
lenges and motivations of others in the context of
their lived experiences [7, 17]. This is accomplished
by spending time with customers and users, obser-
ving and conducting interviews with them to explore
their physical and social interactions, cognitive
processing, cultural experiences and norms, and
emotions [17, 36].

Social skills associated with Observe and Notice
are increasingly important, as other skills are easier
for machines to replicate. They include the ability to
attribute mental states to others based on their
behavior, or more colloquially to ‘put oneself into
another’s shoes’ [37]. Note that Observe and Notice
skills are useful not only for understanding custo-
mers, users and other stakeholders, but also for
understanding colleagues in the workplace.

Why do engineers need to learn both the qualita-
tive and quantitative skills associated with Observe
and Notice? (1) Engineers need to understand the
world in which they will deploy solutions so that
they can anticipate and manage negative or unin-
tended consequences. By learning about political,
social, environmental and economic trends and
systems, engineers can consider the interactions of
their work outputs with broader society [23]. To
gain such understanding, students might be
required to do some trends research online and
then digest what they have learned with their peers
seeking new opportunity spaces. (2) Engineers need
to understand people and the problems they are
solving for those people so that they can engage in
empathic design [38, 39] to develop impactful solu-
tions. This could involve interviewing or observing
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people facing the challenge they are working on. (3)
Engineers need to understand the landscape of
available technologies to inspire thinking about
alternative solutions. As James Dyson describes
... Ido go around looking at things critically to
see if it’s a good idea or if there could be an
improvement . . . really, almost all engineers do
that. If you don’t you are not really an engineer”
[40]. The sharing of artifacts, ideas and know-how
at Maker Faires [41], IDEO’s Tech Box and the
TRIZ-box formulation provide indications of ways
in which engineers Observe and Notice available
technologies [42]. To practice this, students might
be exposed to a range of technologies and asked to
describe their observations, create comparisons
among them, or hypothesize alternative uses for
them.

Questions remain: Where in the engineering cur-
riculum should Observe and Notice capabilities be
developed? Or might they be better developed
through partnerships with other disciplines? How
might their development — as declarative, proce-
dural and conditional knowledge — be embedded in
“traditional” engineering courses? How do we
change the narrative around Observe and Notice
capabilities so students have interest to develop
them? How might their development be assessed
over the life of an undergraduate or graduate
program? How might they become valued as ele-
ments of core functioning knowledge for engineer-
ing graduates?

2.1.2 Frame and Reframe

Frame and Reframe happen at the intersection of
reflective observation and abstract conceptualiza-
tion. In this phase, one takes the messy data of
Observe and Notice and tests it against existing
mental models [43], generates new insights [17],
and sets up the hypotheses or questions to be tackled
in problem-solving. Frame and Reframe capabilities
include the ability to understand a wide range of
information and put it in concise, logical form, to
explore analytical models and to take the time to
think through problems to be solved and questions
to ask.

Critical thinking advocates [28] practice Frame
and Reframe by identifying facts (what’s real?),
inferences (what follows?), assumptions (what’s
taken for granted?) and viewpoints (what’s the
filter?). Reframing requires undoing the uncon-
scious biases absorbed through deep life experiences
and understanding one’s own system of thinking
[44]. Undoing requires the ability to evaluate infor-
mation for relevance, construct plausible inferences,
accurately identify assumptions, distinguish rele-
vant points of view and parse significant from
insignificant information [45].

Systems thinking also invites framing and refram-
ing through systems visualization or mapping that
allows for identifying patterns of behavior, enablers
and inhibitors of change in the system and leverage
points for creating change [33, 46]. How the system
is perceived can vary according to how a given
stakeholder is engaged in the system. Thus, systems
thinking requires understanding the stakeholders
involved, mapping system dynamics from the per-
spective of each stakeholder, and examining pat-
terns of interactions to determine ways in which
behavior of the system might be improved [47].
Taking a systems view of a situation may provide
a different frame for a problem than taking a single
point of view [48] as is often done in design thinking.
ESTs [Engineering Systems Thinkers] ask ‘good
questions’; can understand new systems and con-
cepts quickly; can consider non-engineering factors
that influence system performance; and understand
analogies and parallelism between systems [19].

In design thinking, Frame and Reframe require
bringing structure to what has been captured in the
Observe and Notice phase, including sorting, clus-
tering and organizing the data using visualization
tools such as affinity diagraming and customer
journey mapping to surface interesting patterns or
findings [17]. The work can be characterized as
dimensioning and diagramming data, as well as
challenging assumptions to open new possibilities
[49]. Experienced designers tackle this phase by
searching for a central paradox or attempting to
identify what makes the problem so hard to solve
[22]. The dominance of converging mindsets
amongst engineering students and practitioners
[50] and associated desire to move quickly to solu-
tions often causes teams to minimize time spent in
framing and reframing.

Development of problem framing skills is widely
seen as lacking in the engineering disciplines [3, 51].
Students resist being asked to grapple with the
ambiguity associated with Observe and Notice and
Frame and Reframe but will have to do so on the
problems they face upon graduation. Scant focus on
problem framing is not unique to engineering edu-
cation, as Frame and Reframe skills are not well
taught in educational institutions more broadly [45]
or well-practiced more generally in society [25].
Perhaps the greatest opportunity for reimagining
engineering education is to develop students adept
in understanding complex problems and identifying
opportunities for change which requires a shift in
focus from structure of thinking to quality of
thinking [45]. A simple means of embedding fram-
ing opportunities into engineering classes is to
refrain from giving students tight problem specifica-
tions. Instead of, for example, having them design a
better plate to hold food and drinks at a recruiting
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event, ask them to identify the challenges associated
with recruiting events. Rather than specify what
function a turbine blade must fulfill, ask them to
identify places where the functionality of turbine
blades might be useful and then create a design.

Questions remain: How might we offer more
opportunities for engineering students to engage
in problem framing work in a wider range of classes
[52]? Are there ways to develop Frame and Reframe
capabilities, even as students are learning declara-
tive and procedural knowledge? Which Observe and
Notice skills will be most needed to facilitate engage-
ment in Frame and Reframe work?

2.2 Problem Solving

On the problem-solving side of the learning cycle
Imagine and Design entail coming up with options
for addressing the problem as framed and Make and
Experiment iteratively test generated options. While
both framing and solving toggle between abstract
and concrete worlds, problem solving requires
active experimentation rather than the reflective
observation of problem framing [12]. Finding an
appropriate balance between problem framing and
problem solving is often problematic. Lack of focus
on problem framing or of access to information
about a problem and its context can lead to making
premature solution choices [53]. Designers in gen-
eral are often accused of being solution-led, not
problem-led [54]; designers with a problem orienta-
tion tend to iterate on requirements throughout the
design process, while solution-oriented designers
specify the solution at the beginning. While problem
solving focuses on imagining and designing con-
cepts or alternative futures and on making and
experimenting with those ideas, engaging in pro-
blem solving often causes a team to question the
frame driving the ideation. Letting a team explore
multiple problem spaces is often a way to open their
thinking about a potential solution space [55].

Problem solving skills could be invoked by asking
students to identify alternative approaches to
addressing a problem and/or asking them how
they might test their approaches in the concrete
world. They might be asked, for example, to identify
all the ways to propel an object across a room, what
the risks are with a solution they’ve created and how
they might test those risks, or to list various envir-
onments in which a piece of code might be run and
how they expect it will work in those settings.

At a fundamental level, problem solving consists
of trial and error, directed by some insight as to
where a potential solution might lie. Learning and
improvement in organizations come primarily from
the errors encountered through trying new policies,
technologies or behaviors [56]. Trial and error,
however, is best complemented by rigorous

approaches to experiment design and execution
[57, 58]. Here we unpack the capabilities that under-
lie problem solving: Imagine and Design and Make
and Experiment.

2.2.1 Imagine and Design

The insights or principles derived from Frame and
Reframe provide the basis for generating opportu-
nities or concepts in Imagine and Design [22]. In this
phase, focus shifts from reflecting to acting [12],
from understanding to making [17]. Capabilities in
Imagine and Design include the ability to find
practical uses for ideas and theories, solve problems
and make decisions based on finding solutions to
questions or problems [12]. They also include being
able to experiment with new ideas through simula-
tions, laboratory experiments or returning to the
field in a drive towards practical application.

Interestingly, in this phase design thinking and
critical thinking complement one another as design
thinking offers approaches to generating ideas while
critical thinking provides logic-based approaches to
converging around a smaller set of ideas. Diversity
in heuristics (approaches to solving the problem)
[27] on a team is critical in this phase to generate a
breadth of ideas to address the problem space.
When students, for example, share familiarity with
a prototypical solution (e.g., an app) it is unlikely
that they will conduct a sufficiently in-depth
exploration of other options in the design solution
space.

From a designerly thinking view, “Design is a
unique type of problem solving. It is the maximum
expression of human intelligence and the prototy-
pical case of cognition, as it requires devising future
states of the world (goals), recognizing current ones
(initial states) and finding paths to bridge them
(transformation functions). Moreover, it requires
the generation of external representations of such
states and paths” [14]. At a meta level, this char-
acterizes the Imagine and Design phase.

At a practical level, design thinking bridges from
Frame and Reframe to Imagine and Design with
“how might we?” questions [59, 60] that frame a
problem, often from a particular point of view (e.g.,
that of the customer), and open the space to gen-
erate ideas. Within this phase, individuals employ a
variety of ideation techniques — many derived from
brainstorming approaches introduced in the 1950s
[61] — to diverge around or generate concepts for
products, services, communications, environments,
brands, customer experiences or business models,
often simultaneously bringing those ideas alive
through rough sketches or prototypes [62]. Using
visual representations of concepts or ideas often
facilitates combining and refining of concepts to
generate additional ideas [62, 63].
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Many idea generation techniques are identified
and evaluated in the engineering literature, includ-
ing morphological analysis, synectics, brainwriting,
nominal group techniques, axiomatic thinking,
theory of inventive problems solving and affinity
diagramming [23, 64-66]. Similarly, multiple tech-
nologies are identified in the engineering literature
for simulating and generating ideas, e.g., virtual
reality methodologies facilitate considering realistic
needs, visualizing scenarios and exploring design
alternatives [23].

Critical thinking complements the divergent and
generative thinking approaches offered by design
with convergent thinking approaches. While
designers advocate such tools as “dot voting” and
other collaborative but largely gut-based means of
narrowing a solution set, logic-based critical think-
ing provides other options well-captured in the
engineering literature including the Pugh Con-
trolled Convergence method, Quality Function
Deployment and the Analytic Hierarchy Process
[68] as well as concept screening and scoring [69].
The Pugh method has been shown to yield better
results than other methods, in part because it allows
for cycling through additional idea generation
(diverging), thus enhancing or further developing
ideas [70].

Systems thinking is increasingly being leveraged
in this phase through the emergent field of transition
design which first imagines transitions to sustain-
able futures and then enacts systems-level change
[71]. The ability to envision and speculate about
potential futures, core elements of scenario plan-
ning [72], is seen as a key component in bringing
potential change to fruition.

The problem-solving phase is far better charac-
terized in the engineering literature than the pro-
blem framing phase, although it is not clear to what
extent the identified methods or approaches are
embedded in classes other than those focused on
engineering design. Further, in engineering much
more focus is placed on converging than on diver-
ging: “Academic excellence (at least in engineering)
is synonymous with skill at convergent production,
since engineering education (unlike engineering
practice and life in general) normally involves
only problems with single correct answers” [52].
Seemingly few engineering courses teach directed
metacognitive activities related to creativity or the
development of new ideas, in part due to lack of
instructional materials, limited time or lack of
understanding about how to teach them [73].
How might more Imagine and Design work be
built into foundational engineering learning? In
what ways might students be encouraged to explore
alternative options or answers to problems before
converging?

2.2.2 Make and Experiment

While Imagine and Design work is conducted largely
in abstract space, Make and Experiment require that
solutions be purposefully built and tested, allowing
for learning through hands-on experience. Experi-
mentation is well understood as a fundamental
innovation activity, a form of problem solving,
and a significant part of innovation cost and time
that spans a variety of modes such as computer
simulation, mass screening, and rapid prototyping
[45]. Considerable research has explored
approaches to experimentation used in practice,
for example, conducting parallel versus sequential
tests [74], the amount of time dedicated to testing
[75] and the types of organizational changes
required to adopt different approaches to experi-
mentation [76]. Skills to be developed in the Make
and Experiment phase include being able to identify
key elements of a solution to test, to creatively
design ways of testing, and to actively listen and
adapt in response to the feedback received.

From an analytical perspective, and particularly
well-articulated in scientific process [77], at the core
of Make and Experiment is the ability to identify key
hypotheses or risks that are to be evaluated before
constructing the solutions or experiments to be run.
There are myriad approaches to doing so in the
engineering literature and elsewhere including Ana-
lysis of Competing Hypotheses [78] and Design of
Experiments [79]. Facilitated by technology, experi-
mentation at scale is now possible and employed
widely, particularly in software-based companies
[74]. Some of the technologies that make rapid
experimentation possible include virtual reality,
machine learning, axiomatic design, and simulation
[23]

Systems thinking tests the validity and robustness
of systems models created during the problem
framing work, with particular attention to how
closely those models represent reality [80]. As the
ultimate objective of systems thinking is to create
changes in the behavior of a system (and the people
within the system), experiments are conducted to
determine whether or not a hypothesized change
creates the desired outcomes [81]. Given a core
principle of systems thinking is that “parts of a
system only have meaning in their relation to the
entire system”, [82] experiments are also used to
understand the nature of interdependence. Probing
the system allows one to assess types of unexpected
reactions that occur when a change is implemented.

Design thinking prioritizes rapid prototyping,
bringing ideas alive and then taking them out into
the concrete world, testing and getting feedback
from real potential customers, users, and other
stakeholders. It aims to test solutions along three
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dimensions: desirability, feasibility and viability
[83]. The desirability lens questions how the user
will engage with the product and whether the user
will find the product compelling or desirable. The
feasibility lens examines what is technically and
organizationally feasible, and the viability lens
asks about what is financially and economically
viable for the company. Recent explorations sug-
gest that there is much still to be learned about
prototyping to explore the desirability of a concept,
particularly for physical products [84].

As with Observe and Notice, the Maker commu-
nity models some of the behaviors needed among
engineering graduates to Make and Experiment.
Makers share their outputs at Maker Faires, as
Instructables project recipes, in articles for Make
Magazine and the like. Iteration and sharing are
simply a part of the Maker community [41]. At
present, most courses involving Make and Experi-
ment are electives, or occur late in the curriculum as
capstone design projects. How might Make and
Experiment become a more integral part of engi-
neering education? What are the informal ways in
which students might be encouraged to share, iter-
ate and learn from one another? What formal
experimentation methods need to be taught in
which classes so that students might develop a
deep understanding of structuring and learning
from experiments? How might experimentation be
framed less around failure and more about learning?

3. Discussion

This review, framed using experiential learning
theory, explores the core capabilities underlying
problem framing and solving drawn from design
(thinking), critical thinking and systems thinking. It
contributes to prior efforts to determine learning
objectives for increasing design abilities and team-
ing/collaboration proficiency [85], to develop cog-
nitive, metacognitive and affective learning
activities [86], and to create more active methodol-
ogies in which to engage students [87]. These
authors, however, focus on pedagogy design
rather than on the creation of learning outcomes
and content around problem framing and solving.
Table 1 summarizes a set of possible learning
outcomes associated with framing and solving pro-
blems drawn from literature on design, critical and
systems thinking. There are shared themes across
the types of thinking that might allow for develop-
ment of curricular components to progressively
scaffold development of problem framing and sol-
ving skills in engineering students. Below are a few
of the shared themes and examples of how they
might be embedded in engineering courses.
Observe and Notice: Basic themes entail identify-

ing and putting aside biases; listening actively and
with an open mind; examining multiple perspec-
tives; and engaging in the world with curiosity and
compassion. Exercises to achieve these learning
outcomes might involve asking students to identify
instances of a topic (e.g., fluid dynamics, data
analytics, sensor design) in context and describe
elements of that context.

Frame and Reframe: Basic themes include identi-
fying and discerning facts, inferences and assump-
tions; organizing information to make sense of it;
seeking patterns in data; extracting meaningful
conclusions; and constructing plausible inferences.
Building upon their observation work, students
might be asked to share their observations with
peers (virtually or during in-class discussion), and
asked to describe the importance of context for the
analyses they are learning. In the process, they
might be asked to identify assumptions they made
about the importance and effects of context and
then asked to make plausible inferences. Providing
such opportunities for students helps them connect
what they are learning to their everyday lives, and
motivates them to learn the content being provided
in the class [88]. Using analogies/metaphors to
facilitate student understanding of new concepts
might also be used at this stage [89].

Imagine and Design: Basic themes fall into the
categories of diverging to generate options or alter-
native futures and then converging to select among
them or creatively mixing and matching them to
create better ones. Homework questions in which
students suggest multiple ways to approach a tech-
nical problem or the opportunity for students to
create final exam questions can facilitate develop-
ment of divergent thinking. Having students share
and process alternatives in class and then choose
criteria (e.g., fluency, flexibility, originality) for
identifying the best approaches can help them
learn to converge without there being a single
correct answer [52].

Make and Experiment: There is less commonality
across types of thinking in this category than in
others. The collective fundamental capabilities
include identifying hypotheses or risks; creatively
generating means of testing them; constructing and
conducting tests or experiments; being open to fail-
ing and having to try again. (Note that this is an
integral part of applying the scientific method [77],
which could meaningfully be added to the learning
outcomes table.) Having students build a design
rather than leave it in conceptual form not only
improves learning [90], but provides an opportunity
for them to achieve Make and Experiment learning
outcomes; Lab in a box [85], for example, provides
students with a kit for conducting experiments
during class.
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Table 1. Learning Outcomes Associated with Problem Framing and Solving
Experiential learning theory Design (thinking) Critical thinking Systems thinking
Observe and | View concrete situations from | Identify key stakeholders. | Sense/take in data. Observing events or data to
Notice multiple points of view. Empathize with and Identify potential and identify behaviors relevant
Watch to gather information. | understand stakeholders’ | unconscious biases. to the system.
Listen with an open mind to | lives. Determine strategies to Engage a mindset of
different perspectives. Observe and interview, undo biases. curiosity, clarlty,.
Develop cultural asking open-ended and Listen actively. compassion, choice and
understanding. probing questions. Examine data with a critical courage..
Connect emotionally with Elicit and capture stories to | eye. Recognize the
people, problems, and uncover meaning-based Devise hypotheses about ::rz)temrdslll)z:ge‘r)lv?tyh?rf a
communities. needs. causal relationships. compl
’ plex system.
Generate ways to see a Understand trends.
situation.
Frame and | Organize information in a Structure, dimension, Perceive/interpret data: Test new observed data
Reframe concise, logical format. diagram (qualitative) data. | distinguish facts, against existing mental
Explore analytical models. Recognize users’ core needs 1nferepces, assumptions models.
Test soundness of theories. and priorities. and viewpoints. Map system dynamics from
Think through problems and | Identify and challenge Determine relationships the perspective of each
questions to ask. assumptions. among data to find stakeholder.
Analyze trends. relevance and meaning. Identify components that
Reframe problems. Construct plausible make up a system by
inferences. analyzing events and
Draw conclusions. patterns.
Parse significant from Identify enablers,

insignificant information. | inhibitors and leverage

Integrate issues using other points for creating change.

(disciplinary) perspectives. | Illustrate interactions
between the system and its

Evaluate concepts for

viability.

environment.
Imagine and | Find practical uses for ideas | Diverge to generate Connect concepts to Envision alternative
Design and theories. concepts. additional application futures (systems changes)
Find solutions to questions or | Apply ideas from other areas or hypothetical that lead to better or
problems. sources to issues, ideas, scenarios. different systems outcomes.
Identify key hypotheses or artifacts, or events. Evaluate options Generate alternative means
risks. Demonstrate openness to | methodically and of triggering systems
Experiment with ideas. new ideas. analytically. change.
Combine, refine and
converge on concepts.
Conceptualize ideas
through rough sketches or
mechanisms of
visualization.
Make and Carry out plans. Bring concepts alive Identify key risks to be Evaluate systems models
Experiment | Get involved in new and through (rapid) evaluated. for how closely they
challenging experiences. prototyping. Synthesize and present represent reality.
Act on “gut” feelings. Gather feedback on thoughts in new ways. Conduct experiments to
Rely on people for concepts, preferably in Communicate effectively. | determine whether a
information (more than on contéxt. Present, assess and analyze hyp(zthfi;lzczi c.ha(rilge
technical analysis). Modify concepts based on | appropriate supporting creta cs the desire
Work with others. feedback. data/ evidence. outeomes.

desirability, feasibility and interdependencies in the

Assess the nature of

system.

There are metacognitive strategies that make
critical thinking development likely, but in the end
they require context and deep learning and practice
of domain knowledge [91]. An appropriate balance
among types of knowledge developed must be
maintained. This suggests not fully delegating the
teaching of functioning knowledge to capstone or
design classes but embedding it in a variety of ways

across a range of classes as suggested in the exam-
ples above. Deeper understanding of development
in thinking skills and the intersection with declara-
tive and procedural knowledge development is
needed. Ultimately, ‘““true expertise, or adaptive
expertise is characterized by an ability to draw on
knowledge to invent or adapt strategies for solving
unique or novel problems within a knowledge
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domain — not just the blunt-force application of
algorithms, no matter how adept the ‘expert’ is at
their application” [3]. Flipped-classroom pedagogy
has to thoughtfully align tasks and assignments with
desired learning outcomes [92] and must include not
only content-focused learning outcomes but pro-
blem framing and solving learning outcomes as well.
As more ambiguity is introduced in flipped-class-
room environments, more attention must also be
paid to emotional aspects of learning [93] and to
different personalities [94].

We have excluded discussion of project-based
learning here, but there is an implicit assumption
that learning about problem framing and solving
requires development of individual capabilities, but
must also be embedded in project-based classes.
Non-routine problem framing and solving work
nearly always requires a team of diverse perspectives
and heuristics [13, 27]. However, simply handing
students a project will not automatically cause them
to develop and learn needed skills for framing and
solving problems. These skills must be explicitly
articulated and taught. The connection between
teaching problem framing and solving skills and
teaching teaming skills is left for exploration else-
where [95].

4. Conclusions

Little explicit attention is paid to the development of
underlying problem framing and solving capabil-

References

ities in engineering classes, particularly outside
design and new product development classes. This
paper uses a framework grounded in learning
theory to examine the fundamental capabilities
that engineering students must learn to become
effective at framing and solving problems: observe
and notice; frame and reframe; imagine and design;
and make and experiment. It uses the learning
framework to explore approaches from critical,
design and systems thinking, raising the possibility
of synthesizing approaches to provide engineering
students more comprehensive learning about how
to frame and solve problems.

Development of problem framing and solving
skills is as important as content learning and
should be scaffolded over a degree program so
skills are built and practiced throughout. This
exploration aimed to provide a platform for further
conversation about how engineering students learn
to frame and solve problems. Ultimately, the goal is
to discover and understand the variety of ways that
engineering students are taught to frame and solve
problems and articulate associated learning out-
comes and teaching approaches to make them
more explicit to both faculty and students. Prepar-
ing engineers to become meaningful contributors to
the design of the future in which we will live and
work requires more than design thinking; it requires
students be facile in framing and solving a wide
range of problems, drawing from as complete a
toolkit as possible.

1. L. Kimbell, Rethinking Design Thinking: Part I, Des. Cult., 3(3), pp. 285-306, 2011.
2. C.L.Dym, A. M. Agogino, O. Eris, D. D. Frey and L. J. Leifer, Engineering Design Thinking, Teaching, and Learning, J. Eng. Educ.,

94(1), pp. 103-120, 2005.

3. D. H. Cropley, Creativity In Engineering, in Multidiscipolinary Contributions to the Science of Creative Thinking, vol. 10, S. Corazza,

G.E.; Agnoli, Ed. London: Springer, pp. 155-173, 2016.

4. S. L. Beckman and M. Barry, Innovation as a Learning Process: embedding design thinking, Calif. Manage. Rev., 50(1), pp. 25-56,

N

12.
13.

14.
15.

16.
17.
18.

2007.

. R. Arum and J. Roksa, Academically Adrift: Limited Learning on College Campuses, Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 2011.
. J. Biggs, Teaching for quality learning at university: what the students does, Buckingham, UK: SRHE and Open University Press, 1999.
. A.A. Welsh and G. E. Dehler, Combining Critical Reflection and Design Thinking to Develop Integrative Learners, J. Manag. Educ.,

37(6), pp. 771-802, 2013.

. K. Lewin, Field theory and learning, in The forty-first yearbook of the National Society for the Study of Education: Part 2, The

psychology of learning, N. B. Henry, Ed. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, pp. 215-242, 1942.

. C. Argyris, Double-Loop Learning, Teaching and Research, Acad. Manag. Learn. Educ., 1(2), 2017.
10.
11.

D. Schon, The Reflective Practitioner, Basic Books, Inc., 1983.

L. Backgaard and C. T. Lystbaek, Learning to Do Knowledge Work: A Framework for Teaching Research Design in Engineering
Education, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(1(B)), pp. 333-344, 2019.

D. A. Kolb, Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and development, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1984.
A. C. Edmondson and J. F. Harvey, Cross-boundary teaming for innovation: Integrating research on teams and knowledge in
organizations, Human Resource Management Review, 2016.

J. Restrepo and H. Christiaans, Problem Structuring and Information Access in Design, J. Des. Res., 4(2), 2004.

S.L.Beckman and M. Barry, Framing and Re-Framing: Core Skills for a Problem-Filled World, Rotman Mag.,no. Winter, pp. 67-71,
2015.

C. Owen, Design Thinking: Notes on Its Nature and Use, Des. Res. Q., 1(2), pp. 16-27, 2006.

V. Kumar, 101 design methods: A structured approach for driving innovation in your organization, John Wiley & Sons, 2012.

C. Meinel and L. Leifer, Design Thinking Research, in Design Thinking: Understand, Improve, Apply, H. Plattner, C. Meinel and L.
Leifer, Eds. 2011.



Unpacking Capabilities Underlying Design (Thinking) Process 583

20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.
26.

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

33.
34.

35

39.
40.
41.
42.

43,
44,

45.

46.
47.
48.

49.
50.
S1.

52.
53.

54.
55.

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.

67.
68.

. M. T. Greene, R. Gonzalez, P. Y. Papalambros and A.-M. Mcgowan, Manuscript for 21st International Conference on Engineering

Design — Design Thinking vs. Systems Thinking for Engineering Design: What’s the Difference?, no. August, 2017.

T. Bhatnagar and P. Badke-schaub, Research into Design for Communities, 2(66), October, 2017.

J. Bessant, C. Oberg and A. Trifilova, Framing problems in radical innovation, Ind. Mark. Manag., 43(8), pp. 1284-1292, 2014.

K. Dorst, The core of ‘design thinking” and its application, Des. Stud., 32(6), pp. 521-532, 2011.

D. Shetty and J. Xu, Strategies to Address ‘Design Thinking’ in Engineering Curriculum, pp. 1-8, 2018.

U. Johansson-Skoldberg, J. Woodilla and M. Cetinkaya, Design thinking: Past, present and possible futures, Creat. Innov. Manag.,
22(2), pp. 121-146, 2013.

G. T. Fairhurst, Reframing The Art of Framing: Problems and Prospects for Leadership, Leadership, 1(2), pp. 165-185, 2005.

D. A. Scheufele and D. Tewksbury, Framing, agenda setting, and priming: The evolution of three media effects models, Journal of
Communication, 2007.

S. E. Page, Making the Difference: Applying a Logic of Diversity, Acad. Manag. Perspect., 21(4), pp. 6-20, 2007.

M. Mayfield, Thinking for Yourself, 1st ed. Boston, MA: Thomson Wadsworth, 2007.

K. Payne, Your Hidden Censor: What Your Mind Will Not Let You See, Sci. Am., pp. 1-11, 2013.

Walker Center for Teaching and Learning, Critical Thinking, 2018.

N. Chomsky, The Human Language, 1995.

R. S. Weiss, Learning from Strangers: The Art and Method of Qualitative Interview Studies, Learning from strangers The art and
method of qualitative interview studies, 1994.

D. H. Meadows, Thinking in Systems: A Primer, White River Junction, VT: Chelsea Green Publishing, 2008.

M. Goodman, Systems Thinking: What, Why, When, Where, and How?, 2018.

. The Omidyar Group, Systems Practice, 2018.
36.
37.
38.

S. Portigal, Interviewing Users: How to Uncover Compelling Insights, Rosenfield Media, 2013.

D. Deming, The Growing Importance of Social Skills in the Labor Market, CESifo Area Conf. Econ. Educ.,2015.

K. Battarbee, J. Fulton Suri, and S. Gibbs Howard, Empathy on the edge: scaling and sustaining a human-centered approach in the
evolving practice of design, Ideo, pp. 1-14, 2014.

T. Mattelmaki, K. Vaajakallio and I. Koskinen, What Happened to Empathic Design?, Des. Issues, 30(1), pp. 67-77, 2014.

S. Dubner, Where do good ideas come from? (Ep. 368), Freakonomics, 2019.

S. Jordan and M. Lande, Additive innovation in design thinking and making, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 32(3), pp. 1438-1444, 2016.

A. Albers, T. Deigendesch and H. Schmalenbach, TRIZ-box — Improving creativity by connecting TRIZ and artifacts, in Procedia
Engineering, 9, pp. 214-221, 2011.

P. M. Senge, The Fifth Discipline: The Art and Practice of the Learning Organization, 1990.

R. Paul and L. Elder, Critical Thinking: Tools for Taking Charge of Your Professional and Personal Life, Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Pearson Education, Inc., 2013.

T. M. Dufty, B. Dueber and C. L. Hawley, Critical Thinking in a Distributed Environment: A pedagogical base for the design of
conferencing systems, Bloomington, IN, 1998.

D. H. Kim, Introduction to Systems Thinking, Waltham, MA: Pegasus Communications, Inc., 1999.

J. D. Sterman, Business Dynamics: Systems Thinking and Modeling for a Complex World, 2000.

R. Dam and T. Siang, Stage 2 in the Design Thinking Process: Define the Problem and Interpret the Results, Interaction Design
Foundation, 2017.

S. Frankfurth, I. Kachirskaia and P. Merai, WORKdifferently Innovators’ Guidebook, 2014.

K. Lau, A. M. Agogino and S. L. Beckman, Global Characterizations of Learning Styles Among Students, 2013.

A. M. Agogino, S. L. Beckman, V. Borja, M. Lopez, N. Shedroff and A. Ramirez, Teaching Multinational, Multidisciplinary
Sustainable Product Development, Proc. ASME 2008 Int. Des. Eng. Tech. Conf. Comput. Inf. Eng. Conf., 52, pp. 1-10, 2008.

R. M. Felder, Creativity in Engineering Education, Chem. Eng. Educ., 22(3), pp. 120-125, 1988.

S. Song, A. Dong and A. Agogino, Modeling Information Needs in Engineering Databases Using Tacit Knowledge, J. Comput. Inf.
Sci. Eng., 2002.

N. Cross, Designerly Ways of Knowing: Design Discipline Versus Design Science, Des. Issues, 2001.

S. Yilmaz, M. Berg, S. Daly, K. W. Jablokow, E. Silk and W. Teerlink, Impact of Problem Contexts on the Diversity of Design
Solutions: An Exploratory Case Study, 4m. Soc. Eng. Educ. Annu. Conf., 2015.

M. J. Tyre and E. Von Hippel, The Situated Nature of Adaptive Learning in Organizations, Organ. Sci., 8(1), pp. 71-83, 1997.

S. H. Thomke, Managing Experimentation in the Design of New Products, Manage. Sci., 44(6), pp. 743-762, Jun. 1998.

S. H. Thomke, Experimentation Works: The Surprising Power of Business Experiments, Harvard Business Review Press, 2020.

C. Castanos, How might we?, The Design Exchange, 2016.

Hasso Plattner Institute of Design, ‘How Might We’ Questions, d.school, 2017. [Online]. Available: https://dschool.stanford.edu/
resources/how-might-we-questions [Accessed: 11-Jun-2018].

A. Osborn, Your Creative Power: How to Use Imagination, New York: Scribner, 1949.

B. Buxton, Sketching User Experiences: Getting the Design Right and the Right Design, 2007.

J. Blomkvist, Representing Future Situations of Service?: Prototyping in Service Design, Linkoping University Electronic Press,
2014.

A. Lanzotti, F. Carbone, S. Grazioso, F. Renno, and M. Staiano, A new interactive design approach for concept selection based on
expert opinion, Int. J. Interact. Des. Manuf., pp. 1-11, May 2018.

K. Shroyer, T. Lovins, J. Turns, M. E. Cardella and C. J. Atman, Timescales and ideaspace: An examination of idea generation in
design practice, Des. Stud., 57, pp. 9-36, Jul. 2018.

J.J. Shah, S. V. Kulkarni and N. Vargas-Hernandez, Evaluation of Idea Generation Methods for Conceptual Design: Effectiveness
Metrics and Design of Experiments, J. Mech. Des., 122(4), p. 8, Dec. 2000.

T. Sowrey, Idea Generation: Identifying the Most Useful Techniques, Eur. J. Mark., 24(5), pp. 20-29, May 1990.

X. Zheng, S. Ritter and S. Miller, How Concept Selection Tools Impact the Development of Creative Ideas in Engineering Design
Education, J. Mech. Des., pp. 1-46, 2018.



584 Rachel Dzombak and Sara Beckman

69. R. G. Cooper, S. J. Edgett and E. J. Kleinschmidt, Portfolio Management: Fundamental to New Product Success, PDMA Toolb. 1
New Prod. Dev., pp. 331-364, 2002.

70. D. D. Frey, P. M. Herder, Y. Wijnia, E. Subrahmanian, K. Katsikopoulos and D. P. Clausing, The Pugh Controlled Convergence
method: Model-based evaluation and implications for design theory, Res. Eng. Des., 2009.

71. T. Irwin, Transition design: A proposal for a new area of design practice, study, and research, Des. Cult., 7(2), pp. 229-246, 2015.

72. P.J. H. Schoemaker, Scenario Planning: A Tool for Strategic Thinking, Sloan Manage. Rev., 36(2), pp. 25-40, 1995.

73. S.R. Daly, E. A. Mosyjowski and C. M. Seifert, Teaching Creativity in Engineering Courses.

74. C.H. Loch, C. Terwiesch and S. H. Thomke, Parallel and Sequential Testing of Design Alternatives, Manage. Sci., 47(5), pp. 663-678,
2001.

75. M. Cusumano and R. Selby, Microsoft Secrets, New York: The Free Press, 1995.

76. S. H. Thomke, E. von Hippel and R. Franke, Modes of experimentation: an innovation process — and competitive — variable, Res.
Policy, 27(3), pp. 315-332, 1998.

77. R.Caldwell and D. Lindberg, Understanding Science, How Science Really Works,2018. [Online]. Available: https://undsci.berkeley.edu/
article/0_0_0/howscienceworks_02. [Accessed: 06-Nov-2018].

78. R. J. Heurer Jr., Analysis of Competing Hypotheses, CI4, 2008. .

79. K. Sundararajan, Design of Experiments — A Primer, ISixSigma, 2019. [Online]. Available: https://www.isixsigma.com/tools-
templates/design-of-experiments-doe/design-experiments-?-primer/. [Accessed: 04-Apr-2019].

80. B. Richmond, The ‘Thinking’ in Systems Thinking: Honing your Skills, Systems Thinker, 2018.

81. C. Lannon, Guidelines for Designing Systemic Interventions, Systems Thinker, 2018.

82. S. Patel and K. Mehta, Systems, Design, and Entrepreneurial Thinking: Comparative Frameworks, Syst. Pract. Action Res.,2017.

83. Hasso Plattner Institute of Design, An Introduction to Design Thinking Process Guide, 2015.

84. J. Menold, T. W. Simpson and K. W. Jablokow, The Prototype for X (PFX) Framework: Assessing the Impact of PFX on
Desirability, Feasibility, and Viability of End Designs, Vol. 7 28th Int. Conf. Des. Theory Methodol., no. August, p. VOO7T06A040,
2016.

85. C. Davis, R. Younes and D. Bairaktarova, Lab in a Box: Redesigning an Electrical Circuits Course by Utilizing Pedagogies of
Engagement, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(2), pp. 436445, 2019.

86. F. Asplund and M. E. Grimheden, Reinforcing Learning in an Engineering Master’s Degree Program: The Relevance of Research
Training, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(2), pp. 598-616, 2019.

87. N. Fidalgo-blanco, Enhancing the Main Characteristics of Active Methodologies: A Case with Micro Flip Teaching and Teamwork,
Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(2), pp. 397-408, 2019.

88. J. A. Bowen and C. E. Watson, Teaching Naked Techniques: A Practical Guide to Designing Better Classes, San Francisco, CA: John
Wiley & Sons, 2017.

89. N. P. Pitterson, N. Perova-Mello and R. A. Streveler, Engineering Students’ Use of Analogies and Metaphors: Implications for
Educators, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(1(A)), pp. 2-14, 2019.

90. M. M. Pastor, F. Roure, M. Ferrer, X. Ayneto, M. Casafont, J. M. Pons and J. Bonada, Learning in Engineering through Design,
Construction, Analysis and Experimentation, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(1(B)), pp. 372-384, 2019.

91. D. T. Willingham, Critical Thinking: Why is it so hard to teach?, Am. Educ., no. Summer, pp. 8-19, 2007.

92. A. Saterbak, T. M. Volz and M. A. Wettergreen, Impact of Flipping a First-Year Course on Students’ Ability to Complete Difficult
Tasks in the Engineering Design Process, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(2), pp. 685-697, 2019.

93. S. H. Jones, B. D. Campbell and 1. Villanueva, An Investigation of Self-Efficacy and Topic Emotions in Entry-Level Engineering
Design Learning Activities, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(1(A)), pp. 15-24, 2019.

94. N. Hourieh, Y. I. Ding, Q. Wang, J. Craven and E. Chen, General Personality Traits of Engineering Students and Their Relationship
with Academic Achievement, Int. J. Eng. Educ., 35(1(A)), pp. 76-87,2019.

95. S. L. Beckman and R. Dzombak, “Teaming by Design,” 2018. [Online]. Available: www.teamingxdesign.com. [Accessed: 13-Jul-
2018].

Rachel Dzombak is a Lecturer and Research Fellow at the Haas School of Business and the Blum Center for Developing
Economies, both at UC Berkeley. She teaches design, innovation, and systems thinking and works to develop tools for
teaming education. Her research at present focuses on the changing nature of higher education and in particular how
students cultivate skillsets critical for the future of work including collaboration, creativity, and systems thinking. Along
with Sara Beckman, Rachel recently launched a website called Teaming By Design, a platform intended to help students
learn to leverage diversity and collaborate more effectively in teams. She served as the co-editor for a book called *Solving
Problems that Matter (and Getting Paid for It!)’ that guides STEM students and professionals towards impact-driven
careers. Her dissertation work in conjunction with the Laboratory for Manufacturing and Sustainability focused on the
roles of product design, remanufacturing, and reverse logistics in enabling sustainable supply chain and a broader circular
economy. Prior to attending Berkeley, Rachel was the co-founder of a social enterprise that delivered preventative
healthcare services in rural areas. She holds a PhD and MS in Civil and Environmental Engineering from the University of
California, Berkeley and a BS in Biomedical Engineering from The Pennsylvania State University.

Sara Beckman has spent her years as a boundary spanner at UC Berkeley where she has held faculty appointments in both
the Haas School of Business and the Department of Mechanical Engineering. She served as Chief Learning Officer for the
newly formed Jacobs Institute of Design Innovation and facilitated the creation of a multi-disciplinary Certificate in
Design Innovation. She teaches courses such as Collaborative Innovation which integrates Art Practice, Theater and Dance
Performance Studies and Business perspectives on both collaboration and innovation. Sara’s research focuses on the
pedagogy of teaching design and on the role of diversity on design and innovation teams for which she developed a Teaming
with Diversity curriculum that is being used in classes in engineering, biological sciences, humanities and business courses at



Unpacking Capabilities Underlying Design (Thinking) Process 585

UC Berkeley as well as at a local high school. She has published case studies on design for sustainability, design road
mapping, and leveraging design approaches in sales processes. Before joining UC Berkeley, Sara worked in the Operations
Management Services group at Booz, Allen & Hamilton and ran the Change Management Team at Hewlett-Packard. Sara
received BS, MS and PhD degrees in Industrial Engineering and Engineering Management and an MS in Statistics from
Stanford University.



