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Pre-Bootcamp Survey
The pre-bootcamp survey was administered via MS Forms to all registered participants (N = 111) prior to the bootcamp. Table S1 presents the full instrument, organised by thematic section. Items marked [Likert] used a five-point agree–disagree scale; items marked [Self-efficacy] used a five-point confidence scale (Not confident to Extremely confident). Multi-select items are indicated. All other items were single-select.
Pre-Bootcamp Survey Instrument

Table S1. Pre-Bootcamp Survey Instrument: Full Question List with Response Options
	Q
	Section
	Question / Item stem
	Response options

	1
	Demographics
	Engineering discipline
	Civil Engineering; Chemical Engineering; Electrical or Electronic Engineering; Industrial Engineering; Mechanical or Mechatronic Engineering

	2
	Demographics
	Official year of study
	1st year; 2nd year; 3rd year; 4th year; Postgraduate

	3
	Prior experience
	Have you received any formal training in prompt engineering or AI interaction techniques?
	No training at all; No formal training, but I've learned informally; Yes, some training; Yes, comprehensive training; Other

	4
	Prior experience
	How would you describe your general comfort level with technology?
	Very uncomfortable; Uncomfortable; Neutral; Comfortable; Very comfortable

	5
	Prior experience
	Which Large Language Model (AI) tools have you used? (Select all that apply)
	I have never used AI/LLM tools; ChatGPT (OpenAI); Claude (Anthropic); Gemini/Bard (Google); NotebookLM (Google); Microsoft Copilot; Other

	6
	Prior experience
	How frequently do you use AI/LLM tools for your engineering coursework?
	Never; Rarely; Monthly; Weekly; Several times per week; Daily

	7
	Prior experience
	For which types of engineering tasks do you use AI/LLM tools? (Select all that apply)
	I don't use AI tools for engineering tasks; Homework assignments; Programming/coding; Research and information gathering; Writing reports or documentation; Problem-solving guidance; Exam preparation; Project work; Calculations and analysis; Concept explanations; Automation; Other

	8
	Behavioural depth
	When working on an engineering problem with an LLM, how many prompts do you typically submit before you're satisfied with the result?
	I don't know what a prompt is; 1 prompt (I use whatever response I get); 2–3 prompts; 4–6 prompts; 7–10 prompts; More than 10 prompts

	9
	Behavioural depth
	How long do you typically spend using an LLM for a single engineering task or problem?
	Less than 5 minutes; 5–15 minutes; 15–30 minutes; 30–60 minutes; More than 1 hour

	10
	Behavioural depth
	Do you use any specific structured approach or prompt engineering framework when interacting with LLMs?
	I'm not sure what this means; No, I don't use any structured approach; Sometimes, depending on the problem; Yes, I follow a consistent approach; Other (describe)

	11
	Behavioural patterns
	How often do you do the following when using LLMs for engineering work? [Matrix, 5 sub-items]
	Sub-items: Plan your questions before starting; Provide background context; Build on previous responses with follow-up prompts; Refine prompts based on responses; Have a clear objective before starting. Scale: Never / Rarely / Sometimes / Often / Always

	12
	Behavioural patterns
	How often do you verify LLM outputs using other sources before using them in your engineering work?
	Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Often; Always

	13
	Behavioural patterns
	When an LLM session doesn't give you what you need, what do you typically do? (Select all that apply)
	This rarely happens to me; Provide more context or details; Try rephrasing my question; Give up and try a different approach; Ask for clarification from the LLM; Break the problem into smaller parts

	14
	Validation
	When an LLM gives you engineering calculations or technical information, how do you typically check its accuracy? (Select all that apply)
	I trust the LLM if the answer seems reasonable; I generally don't verify the information; I look for obvious errors or inconsistencies; I perform the calculations myself to verify; I check against textbooks or course materials; I compare with other online sources; I ask classmates or instructors; I try the same question with different LLMs

	15
	Validation
	Scenario item: An LLM tells you that the maximum allowable stress for a steel beam in your structural analysis problem is 350 MPa. How would you verify this answer? (Select one)
	Accept it if it sounds reasonable for steel; Check with one other source; Look up material properties and apply safety factors systematically; Compare responses from different LLMs; Apply engineering principles to evaluate plausibility, then verify with authoritative sources; I wouldn't know how to verify this; Other

	16
	AI literacy beliefs
	I understand how LLMs generate their responses. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	17
	AI literacy beliefs
	I understand why LLMs sometimes give incorrect answers to engineering problems. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	18
	AI literacy beliefs
	I can explain why LLM responses can vary for the same engineering question. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	19
	AI literacy beliefs
	I am aware of potential biases in LLM responses for engineering topics. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	20
	AI literacy beliefs
	I know the limitations of LLMs for different types of engineering tasks. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	21
	Confidence (pre)
	How confident are you in your ability to identify when an LLM has made an error in engineering content?
	Not confident at all; Slightly confident; Moderately confident; Very confident; Extremely confident

	22
	Confidence (pre)
	When different LLMs give you contradictory answers to the same engineering question, how do you decide which to trust? [Open text]
	Open text

	23
	Perceived utility
	LLMs improve my performance in engineering coursework. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	24
	Perceived utility
	LLMs help me solve engineering problems more effectively. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	25
	Perceived utility
	LLMs increase my productivity in engineering tasks. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	26
	Perceived utility
	Learning to use LLMs effectively is easy for me. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	27
	Perceived utility
	I find it easy to get LLMs to do what I want for engineering tasks. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	28
	Perceived utility
	Interacting with LLMs for engineering work requires a lot of mental effort. [Likert]
	Strongly Disagree / Disagree / Neutral / Agree / Strongly Agree

	29
	Baseline confidence
	Guide an LLM through multi-step engineering solutions. [Self-efficacy]
	Not confident; Slightly confident; Moderately confident; Very confident; Extremely confident

	30
	Baseline confidence
	Evaluate the quality of LLM responses for engineering content. [Self-efficacy]
	Not confident; Slightly confident; Moderately confident; Very confident; Extremely confident

	31
	Baseline confidence
	Improve your results through iterative interaction with LLMs. [Self-efficacy]
	Not confident; Slightly confident; Moderately confident; Very confident; Extremely confident

	32
	Baseline confidence
	Overall, how would you rate your current skill level in using LLMs for engineering work?
	Beginner; Basic; Intermediate; Advanced; Expert



Pre-Bootcamp Participant Descriptives
Table S2 presents frequency distributions for all demographic, prior experience, and baseline self-efficacy items from the pre-bootcamp survey (N = 111). Data is derived from the instrument described in Supplemental S1.1. This data characterises the registered cohort; 54 of the 111 registered participants attended at least one day of the bootcamp.

Table S2. Pre-Bootcamp Participant Descriptives (N = 111)
	
	Variable / Category
	n
	%

	Engineering discipline
	Electrical or Electronic Engineering
	33
	29.7%

	
	Mechanical or Mechatronic Engineering
	32
	28.8%

	
	Industrial Engineering
	25
	22.5%

	
	Civil Engineering
	17
	15.3%

	
	Chemical Engineering
	4
	3.6%

	Year of study
	1st year
	29
	26.1%

	
	2nd year
	26
	23.4%

	
	3rd year
	23
	20.7%

	
	4th year
	33
	29.7%

	Prior formal training in prompt engineering / AI
	No training at all
	71
	64.0%

	
	No formal training, but learned informally
	36
	32.4%

	
	Yes, some training
	3
	2.7%

	
	Yes, comprehensive training
	1
	0.9%

	Frequency of AI tool use for engineering coursework
	Daily
	19
	17.1%

	
	Several times per week
	52
	46.8%

	
	Weekly
	20
	18.0%

	
	Monthly
	9
	8.1%

	
	Rarely
	11
	9.9%

	Self-rated overall skill level in using LLMs for engineering 
	Beginner
	12
	10.8%

	
	Basic
	38
	34.2%

	
	Intermediate
	50
	45.0%

	
	Advanced
	10
	9.0%

	
	Expert
	1
	0.9%

	Typical number of prompts per engineering task 
	I don't know what a prompt is
	5
	4.5%

	
	1 prompt (I use whatever response I get)
	4
	3.6%

	
	2–3 prompts
	60
	54.1%

	
	4–6 prompts
	32
	28.8%

	
	7–10 prompts
	5
	4.5%

	
	More than 10 prompts
	5
	4.5%

	Typical time spent per AI task 
	Less than 5 minutes
	16
	14.4%

	
	5–15 minutes
	44
	39.6%

	
	15–30 minutes
	32
	28.8%

	
	30–60 minutes
	13
	11.7%

	
	More than 1 hour
	6
	5.4%

	Use of a structured prompting approach 
	I'm not sure what this means
	23
	20.7%

	
	No, I don't use any structured approach
	43
	38.7%

	
	Sometimes, depending on the problem
	29
	26.1%

	
	Yes, I follow a consistent approach
	6
	5.4%

	
	Combination / other
	10
	9.0%

	Pre-bootcamp self-efficacy: Guide an LLM through multi-step solutions 
	Not confident
	12
	10.8%

	
	Slightly confident
	21
	18.9%

	
	Moderately confident
	49
	44.1%

	
	Very confident
	23
	20.7%

	
	Extremely confident
	6
	5.4%

	Pre-bootcamp self-efficacy: Evaluate quality of LLM responses for engineering
	Not confident
	8
	7.2%

	
	Slightly confident
	23
	20.7%

	
	Moderately confident
	58
	52.3%

	
	Very confident
	19
	17.1%

	
	Extremely confident
	3
	2.7%

	Pre-bootcamp self-efficacy: Improve results through iterative interaction 
	Not confident
	5
	4.5%

	
	Slightly confident
	18
	16.2%

	
	Moderately confident
	44
	39.6%

	
	Very confident
	37
	33.3%

	
	Extremely confident
	6
	5.4%



Bootcamp Debrief
The bootcamp debrief was administered via Mentimeter at the end of Day 3 of the EPIC bootcamp (N=40, immediate post-bootcamp). Because Mentimeter responses are anonymous, the data cannot be linked to individual participants. The analysis in the main paper (Sections 6.3–6.5) that draws on this data is therefore at the cohort level. This supplemental presents the complete Mentimeter dataset, comprising quantitative items (Table S3), ranked items, and all open-text responses verbatim. 
Methodological Note: Attendance and Mentimeter Response Counts
The Day 3 rollcall, conducted at the start of the session, recorded 36 students. The Mentimeter debrief at the end of Day 3 received up to 43 responses on its highest-response item; of these, 3 were from attending educators (two lecturers and one teaching assistant), implying 40 student respondents.
The discrepancy between the rollcall figure (36) and the Mentimeter-derived figure (40) is attributed to two factors. First, the rollcall was conducted at the start of the session, while several students arrived late; rollcall figures in active teaching environments routinely undercount full-session attendance. Second, students moved between teams and stations during the morning's capstone activity, making a clean roll call difficult. We adopt the Mentimeter-derived figure of 40 students as the better estimate of Day 3 attendance, on the grounds that responding to the debrief Mentimeter required real-time presence at the final session and is therefore the operationally relevant criterion for completion of the three-day intervention. The completion rate reported in Section 3.2 (40/54 = 74%) aligns with the Mentimeter-derived figure.
Total Mentimeter logins reached 50, exceeding the 43 individuals present by 7. The most plausible explanation is failed-login retries during the session rather than systematic multi-device voting; participants had no reason to invest effort in voting from multiple devices on an anonymous, optional debrief. This interpretation cannot be verified directly in the anonymous data. Reported per-question percentages should therefore be read with the bounded caveat that maximum inflation does not exceed 16% (50/43).  

Bootcamp Instrument and Quantitative Data

Table S3. Mentimeter Debrief Quantitative and Ranked Items
	Question / Item
	N
	Result

	Component preference
	
	

	Which component was MOST valuable? (bar chart)
	43
	E=16, P=10, I=15, C=2

	Rank components most to least useful (ranking)
	40
	1st P, 2nd E, 3rd I, 4th C

	Confidence shift (1 = Uncertain, 5 = Assured)
	
	

	Confidence in AI collaboration: Day 1 
	40
	M = 2.6

	Confidence in AI collaboration: Day 3
	40
	M = 4.3

	Oracle delusion and compression trap (1=Strongly Disagree, 5=Strongly Agree)
	
	

	Before EPIC, I often treated AI like an oracle (accepting outputs without questioning)
	36
	M = 2.8

	Before EPIC, I often used AI for compression (just summarising)
	36
	M = 3.3

	I am confident that EPIC will help me avoid these traps in future AI use
	36
	M = 4.5

	Confidence in EPIC framework (slider 1–5)
	
	

	How confident are you about using EPIC in the next 6 months?
	31
	M = 4.5

	How confident are you that EPIC will be valuable in your future career?
	31
	M = 4.5

	Main challenge (bar chart)
	
	

	Validating AI outputs effectively
	40
	21 (52.5%)

	Getting AI to respond appropriately
	40
	8 (20.0%)

	Integrating across all four components
	40
	8 (20.0%)

	Time / effort required
	40
	3 (7.5%)

	Remembering the framework steps
	40
	0 (0%)

	Other
	40
	0 (0%)

	Future application: next semester (multi-select, top categories)
	
	

	Programming and coding tasks
	37
	21

	Personal productivity and learning
	37
	21

	Other university courses and assignments
	37
	17

	Assignment writing and reports
	37
	16

	Exam preparation and studying
	37
	15

	Technical problem-solving in coursework
	37
	14

	Future application: professional career (multi-select, top categories)
	
	

	Documentation and reporting
	36
	24

	Troubleshooting and diagnostics
	36
	20

	Programming and automation
	36
	19

	Design and analysis tasks
	36
	18

	Research and information synthesis
	36
	18

	Project management
	36
	11

	Not sure yet — too early to know
	36
	5

	Preferred EPIC additions (ranked 1st to 5th by respondents)
	
	

	1st: Shorter quick-reference version
	
	

	2nd: Step-by-step templates per component
	
	

	3rd: Troubleshooting guide for poor AI output
	
	

	4th: Discipline-specific examples
	
	

	5th: Common mistakes and how to avoid them
	
	


Note. For component preference ranking, the ranked order inverted the single "most-valuable" selection, with Problem Framing ranking first overall despite Expertise receiving the most single votes. The identification of validation as the primary challenge (52.5%) constitutes the empirical basis for the "validation paradox" discussed in Section 6.4 of the main manuscript.

Question: ‘One word that describes your biggest transformation using EPIC.’ N = 42 respondents. Frequency of response in brackets, one occurrence if unmarked.
Most popular: epic (5)
Also prominent: informative (4), interaction (3), perspective (3), understanding (3) 
Other responses: clarity (2), confidence (2), effective (2), enlightening (2),  knowledge (2), knowledgeable (2), renew (2), skeptical (2), structure (2), useful (2), accuracy, accura, ai-self reflection, change, claude, collaboration, compression, confident, context, cool beans, correct, creative, creativity, critical, critique, curiosity, curious, data, depth, direction, efficiency, epicness, features, improved, insight, inspiration, intentional, interesting, local minimum, mastery, more sceptic, nonsense, optimus prime, oracle, powerful, precise, pro, productive, progression, revelation, revolutionary, sceptical, scepticism, simplified, skynett, specify, tools, trust, unorthodox, woke, wow, yeet   	 

Bootcamp Open-Text Responses
Two questions (What might prevent you from using EPIC regularly? / Recommend one thing to change or remove) received zero responses. The relevant slides were not presented during the debrief session due to time constraints. Responses that are clearly off-topic, roleplay, or humorous without substantive content are included verbatim and marked [off-topic] or [roleplay/off-topic]. These are not excluded so as to provide the full corpus; however, they were included in any thematic analysis reported in the main paper.

Question: 'Explain WHY this component was most valuable. Put the component letter at the start.' N = 41 respondents, 45 responses. Mentimeter automatically grouped responses into the following categories: AI partnership (8), Persona specification (3), Output improvement (1), and Uncategorised (33). All responses are listed below; Mentimeter's grouping is not reproduced here as the categorisation criteria were not transparent.
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· It made me start using AI as a partner and not a tool.
· Interactive because you can ask the AI what it needs from you in order to receive better results. This benefits both you and gives the AI more context to your problem.
· The Expertise component proved to be the most valuable, because this was when I observed the most improvement in the output that I was receiving from the AI.
· P — I feel if you defined the problem well the chatbot is more likely to give a more accurate and useable document which needs less editing and fact checking.
· I: It means you are focusing on using the AI as a teammate rather than a tool so you are still critically thinking about the problem — no Compression Trap and better results.
· I: Helped the AI to judge the quality of my input and the quality of its own output in order to produce the best possible result.
· P: It forces me to think in a more structured way about my problem; by breaking it down into simpler steps, it allows both myself and the AI to understand the problem more clearly.
· E: Knowing how to train it and how it should think in terms of where it pulls info.
· E: Gives context and specifies language and style.
· E: It helped me define to whom I would be talking. It was good to specify the way the LLM should be answering my questions.
· E: I found that the persona, while not changing the information/output, changes the interaction, and HOW that output is presented.
· I already implemented other steps of the EPIC framework to some extent. Learning and applying E led to the largest improvement in responses.
· The expertise component helps me orientate and curate my enquiry to the LLM and I believe it helps improve the output it gives.
· I: I believe this involves all the other components.
· C: Repetition of similar prompting style with minor changes helped identify the importance of prompt wording and cross-chat/platform checking.
· E: Allows the AI to assume a specific persona which guides it to always respond within that context — helpful for more relevant responses.
· P: I feel like giving the problem definition with reasons as to why and how it is a problem, and also providing data to AI, will help ensure that AI has a better understanding of what you are asking.
· P: Specifying the problem comprehensively allowed for the AI to understand what I'm actually asking. It is still not one-shot, but saves time in the long run, especially in cross-chat context.
· This helped me focus the AI's creativity and ability to switch perspectives, making me more creative in the considerations of my ideas. I could start a business with what was generated.
· E: It gave better insight on how different roles influence the thinking process of the AI and allowed me to use that information during the interactive collaboration process.
· E: Also really helpful when going at something from a learning mindset, versus needing a quick explanation of something due to urgency (not laziness).
· I: it involves all the other components.
· E: Specifies AI position with respect to the problem, ultimately influencing style.
· P: If you don't start correctly, the AI starts to follow the same pattern of outputs even when told to change. So starting with a well-defined problem prompt could skip most of this.
· C: Repeating the prompt multiple times and refining the wording of the prompt may yield a result much closer to what is needed.
· I: To treat AI as a conversation partner and not just starting a new chat if you do not get the outcome.
· Interactive — this component helped gain insight; by letting us interact with specific elements of the LLM's response, we could better understand the solution. Essentially dividing and conquering.
· P: I found that defining the problem in detail and giving context refines the answer to be more focused on solving the exact problem I am facing rather than giving a general solution.
· I: I used it more as a tool and it helped me get better results when I used it as a teammate.
· I: It helped clarify what I really wanted to know and also made it easy to ask questions about what the AI had said. It helped us understand each other better and improve the output.
· I: Interactive collaboration means treating the AI as a human being and teammate, and prompting based on follow-up questions — making the AI work with you, rather than for you.
· I: Just checking if it is responding with accurate info and then training/refining the types of responses.
· E: It was very important to narrow down the field in order to get more precise responses regarding topics of a particular nature.
· I: This was useful because I previously just accepted the answer and did not really prompt much further. Now I interact with the AI more and use it more as a teammate rather than just a tool.
· E: It was interesting to see how a different expert would handle a problem and how combining experts can help achieve better outcomes. Also the function of using AI to help me use AI.
· I: It was valuable because it made the answer more accurate and useful. It also made me think about the question and compare it to my engineering knowledge.
· For me it was important to find a way to compartmentalise my thinking so as to gain a better workflow to solve the problem by allowing me to visualise interacting with a team.
· I: The interactive component helped to actually understand the broad problem statement by offering direct comparisons and specific insight.
· Understanding how to improve and incorporate a well-structured initial prompt leads to a drastically better LLM response.
· P: This was valuable because of the different perspectives the AI can offer, because a human might be limited in terms of thinking in one perspective or the amount of knowledge they can consider.
· P: Everything builds up from the problem definition. Even with your own expertise, you still need to define the problem as clearly as possible and the other components just improve on that.
· I: It helped me refine the output that the AI was giving into a better and more specific version.
· E: Telling the AI to be a professional consulting engineer produces answers that I find more relevant to my field of study for my thesis.
· E: By giving AI a role to play it gives better general results that you can work with and improve upon.

 
Question: 'What was your biggest challenge applying EPIC? Be specific.' N = 40 respondents, 49 responses.

· I had no challenges.
· No challenges.
· Definition of the problem.
· Lots to think about.
· Finding new angles for prompts.
· Vague problems to solve make judgement of the AI output difficult. EPIC only helps for clearly defined problems.
· Not going over the R70 limit of the Neelsie Voucher. [off-topic]
· I neglected the cyclical element since the interaction proved to be the best thing/step for me. I tend to want to stick with one AI instead of cross-checking with multiple — could be laziness.
· Getting it right the first time. I learned that identifying inaccurate prompts requires you first to make them.
· In the beginning I didn't understand what to include in the prompt and what not to include. But now I know.
· Working across multiple AI platforms at the same time trying to get the best most refined design/output to the problem.
· Not giving enough information to get an accurate result.
· Figuring out if the answers AI gave me were reliable because I had little knowledge on the topics we asked it questions about.
· Understanding how to implement the Cyclic Improvement component — all the rest were easier to implement.
· Detailed instructions.
· Some of the components often overlapped.
· Finding clearer prompts that result in better, more accurate outputs.
· Defining the problem.
· It was difficult being very specific. I also found that interaction with the AI after giving my prompt is a skill I need to practice. The framework made it easier to begin and gave a good structure.
· Using AI to generate a full Problem Definition.
· Moving away from ChatGPT to try the other models. Separation anxiety.
· A lot of information and difficult to find out the correct results.
· My biggest challenge was to figure out what the specifications of my problem definition should be in my prompt and not be vague.
· I'm sorry, but as an A.I. language model I am only committed to flattery. [roleplay/off-topic]
· Trying to identify faults in the AI's output when I had no idea of the answer I wanted.
· Figuring out how to define the problem statement.
· I'm lazy. It was difficult to not take shortcuts.
· I have email anxiety; I prefer to talk in person.
· My biggest challenge in applying EPIC was formulating a prompt, as it was sometimes difficult to separate E and P and I didn't know if I should, or if they can be incorporated into one prompt.
· Iterative engagement.
· Being specific in how I want the model to answer and not generating too much information.
· Wording my prompts correctly without using AI.
· There is never the right answer, there is only a probable answer that must be justified by YOU the prompter.
· Validation — as everyone is worded to seem perfect. Own research and cross-validation with other chats and resources was needed.
· Defining the expertise one-shot. Since I do not always know what expertise is required if the problem is out of scope of my background.
· That would be the tedious refinement, but I just gotta do it.
· Being able to word my prompt in a way that would make the AI more useful and accurate to my problems.
· How to be specific in how I want my results to be given.
· The biggest challenge was cyclically improving without the AI redoing everything.
· It would be setting up the expertise — knowing what the AI should know before starting with the problem part. Then having the right prompts for actually going back and forth.
· Verifying the information and answers given by the AI.
· Food. [off-topic]
· Rori was right, Neelsie food for the win. [off-topic]
· Having exercises where we specifically apply EPIC in an engineering classroom context would have been good practice.
· Treating the computer as a person.
· It takes too long to get AI to narrow its thoughts down to what I actually want. Makes me want to give up after a while.
· N/A.
· Realising that AI is not my villain, but an aid.
· Learning how to interact with the AI in an effective way.

 


Question: 'Describe how you typically used AI BEFORE this bootcamp (one example).' N = 39 respondents, 46 responses.

· As a tool.
· As a debating buddy.
· As a search engine.
· As a tool to be lazy with. Super-duper Google on steroids.
· It was my enemy.
· Quick one-liners to find different points of view and ideas that I could attempt when working with a problem.
· I would just ask the question and expect the answer.
· Problem… now give me the answer.
· Didn't give as much information as needed to get an accurate answer.
· To read other people's horoscopes. [off-topic]
· As a tool and not a partner.
· Perplexity AI is a great AI search engine — similar to Google, but with more informative search results most of the time.
· Google if Google was my friend.
· Help with summarising difficult topics.
· Asking questions to get info quickly without reading everything.
· Meeting minutes, consolidating exam question banks for practice, coding, testing its limits. When the uprising comes, A.I. will come for me first.
· To generate ideas and help with good wording in sentences.
· 'Summarise and paraphrase this paragraph for me. Be sure to keep all the in-text references and don't change the wording or sentence.'
· Give me this, do as I say. (Was a tool, not a partner.)
· Like Lex Luthor: evil, knowledgeable, and might just take my job.
· Many trial and errors.
· Directly giving problem context and only after specifying what tasks I want done. Inverted structure compared to EPIC.
· Do this for me.
· Put in tutorial questions and ask it to solve.
· The correct grammar.
· Ask one question to confirm I am still smarter than AI.
· How do I greet my crush without being awkward. [off-topic]
· I used it to check my own answers and trusted its judgment.
· Not often — mainly reports and when tutorial memos were bad or non-existent.
· Research.
· A lot more vague, shorter prompts, assuming it will solve the whole problem with very little detail.
· Search engine with benefits.
· 'Give me the answer to this problem.'
· As a tool to ask to get the correct information.
· To check ideas and produce templates to work off.
· As a way to quickly get to complicated answers.
· Used it to find answers without background.
· As a tool to help me solve problems.
· I used AI without putting a lot of thought into what I was prompting; I would typically not properly structure what I was asking.
· Personal homework assistant.
· I used to just ask it to help solve problems and help get a pathway for solving the problem.
· Good for converting between coding languages.
· Writing entire essays then submitting them as is.
· Proving conspiracy theories. [off-topic]
· Threatening to shut it down if it did not give me the right answer.

 
Question: 'Describe how you used AI in today's challenge DIFFERENTLY (one example).' N = 38 respondents, 44 responses.

· A lot more effort put into the initial prompt.
· How to lose weight while laying in bed. [off-topic]
· I gave it more context to the problem I was working with and the level at which I expect an answer.
· As a partner, providing and accepting feedback.
· As a teammate.
· I would approach the EPIC method and treat AI as my teammate.
· I used more role allocation.
· Asking one AI how the other works better.
· Not to say 'Please' before every prompt.
· I asked more follow-up questions and to validate its answer.
· Better question structure in asking the AI.
· ChatGPT is terrible at writing comedy by the way. Simulating creativity cannot replace actual creativity.
· With more caution at believing responses.
· As a teammate — I provide it with more info so that we get better results.
· I challenged the AI to build a bridge with different personas to gauge its output reliability.
· Put more effort into thinking about the problem, and challenged it to get a more realistic result.
· Gave it a description of the problem, defined audience and improved the prompt.
· Noting the wrong outputs after the prompt. Lastly, giving it a narrow range of what I want the output to be.
· Give far more context, give the AI and myself a role. Explain how I want to receive the information to learn. Say 'thank you' more. Ask it to divide by zero less.
· Being more specific in prompting — even though it might take effort and result in long paragraphs or bullets, being more specific has helped. Especially with the P part of EPIC.
· Hey, you're to take the role of systems engineer; I need you to systematically… So I can compare it with Gemini and ChatGPT. Use the following information/context…
· Ubuntu is the best distro. [off-topic]
· Expertise definition.
· I challenge thee to a duel. Hazaaa! [off-topic]
· I would really plan what to say to Claude before I submit it.
· I'd give all information I think necessary as well as extra documents.
· Experiment more with roles but not over-complicate it.
· Clearly guiding it before taking a response as is. Like giving expertise.
· Multiple prompts for a problem, defining steps, defining expertise and audience.
· I collaborated more and asked AI to critique itself.
· Worked with the AI to identify a good base understanding and work alongside it with feedback and information to generate a better outcome.
· Yesterday I learnt how to prompt right, but from today I would be more interactive with AI to get exactly what I want and use it as a teammate.
· Treating it like a team of professionals that I will never pay.
· Speak to it as though it is my partner and giving it feedback.
· Validating using different LLMs.
· I would put more thought into my prompts and challenge it on whether it is telling the truth.
· For admin, it's my new PA.
· Now there is a structured approach — the results and the accuracy of them have improved significantly.
· Spent a lot more time confirming that I am still smarter. But I see its benefit for research and finding relevant resources.
· Instructing it to answer questions the way I want it to.
· Refined the prompt until it was able to give an excellent output.
· I used it to design the code for the traffic lights.
· Expertise definition and interactive collaboration.
· Interactive collaboration. Asking AI to evaluate its own responses.

 
Question: 'What specific EPIC technique will you definitely use again?' N = 38 respondents, 51 responses.
· 
· Interactive collaboration
· Cyclic Improvement to prompts and definitions, also proper human-human interactive collaborations.
· Deep research with good workflow 
· P and I 
· P and I
· the question is a bit separate a couple that works so well together 
· Interactive Collaboration. Asking AI to evaluate its own responses. 
· Communicating back and forth 
· The whole EPIC framework 
· All of the techniques that have been taught 
· E and I for sure but ideally all of them 
· All of them. Best bootcamp ever. Definitely EPIC 
· The prompting guide helps identify shortfall in my prompting that needs improvement 
· to ask AI to ask me questions. Meta Prompting 
· I will definitely use the prompting guide and the EPIC steps to improve outputs. 
· "Use Instructions over Constraints" and "be specific about the output" 
· You are a ... I am a ... Asking it to check for unit-consistency. Tell it to stop just giving me answers 
· I would be using prompting guides more often instead of just asking questions in a random way 
· to ask the AI to improve the prompt 
· I've already incorporated both the oracle and compression prompts into my claude custom prompt, and the responses are very good. 
· I will use the E technique again. when I want a response worded for a specific audience. responses are often too informal to directly quote them in documents. 
· You may submit multiple responses. Hmmm, we received your input. Add another above, if you want. [Off topic]
· Expertise definition 
· Expertise 
· Defining audience instead of an elaborate expertise prompt 
· Expertise definition 
· Defining the expertise. Telling AI to answer as an expert in a particular field and specifying the audience 
· Having the AI critique itself 
· Ask AI to critique itself. 
· Thinking. As in human brain thinking. It's a technique we must not lose. 
· E but also asking it to self critique 
· Using other AI to Critique other other AI's output 
· Validation with other models and asking for sources to validate as well. 
· E AND C 
· E 
· Cross AI validation and refinement 
· E 
· To assign a role 
· Giving the chat bot a specific role based on the scenario given 
· All of them, but if I'm in a rush I will definitely assign a role 
· Explaining the LLM's role • asking for responses in html format -> puts responses in much more visually satisfying, cleaner form 
· All of them, I am not leaving any one out. 
· Using AI to refine coding and converting solutions into different formats 
· Problem definition 
· the ones I learnt here 
· All of them. You made them so easy to digest and understand 
· Agree with meta prompting 
· I am the intelligence 
· Fact checking and comparing

Question: 'Looking back at how you described your AI use in the pre-bootcamp survey, what's the biggest difference in how you think about AI collaboration now?' N = 35 respondents, 43 responses. This question is the immediate post-bootcamp counterpart to the five-month follow-up reflection reported in Supplemental S3.4.
· 
· More interactive.
· The less vague the questions are, the more understanding you might get.
· To ask more questions regarding the accuracy throughout the chat.
· More detail in the initial prompt, structured to how the AI will interpret instructions. I also have a system prompt such that it asks me clarifying questions before it executes any instructions.
· I think of AI collaboration as more of a team discussion now.
· The AI's thought process and probability use.
· Using it as a conversation partner and not a tool. I have a lot more patience with it that way.
· Using the AI as a teammate instead of a tool. Speaking to AI as a conversation instead of singular shorter prompts — this allows the conversation to continue and allows the AI to gain more context.
· The fact that it's collaboration. Not a one-way street. While it isn't human, it follows the same process as a human would, so collaborating with it like a human yields optimal results.
· It is extremely important to give the AI a role and/or sense of context so that the output it gives you is automatically a little more valid to your problem.
· AI collaboration can be advantageous if done correctly and with the right mindset.
· I don't expect it to give me correct answers if I don't give it enough context to the problem at hand and define the problem correctly, where I used to ask it short questions and use it as Google.
· That AI is not an Oracle.
· 'COLLABORATION' — I now think of AI as a 'dumb know-it-all assistant' who needs my help to help me. Not as an Oracle.
· I think of AI collaboration as an end in itself and not merely as a means to an end.
· I'm more aware of the benefits of working with AI rather than simply using it as a tool. As well as a basic understanding of areas that AI tends to struggle in.
· Having better conversations now in terms of interactions to get the best response.
· AI will always do something for me as long as I throw a bunch of information at it. However, AI will PROBABLY do something for me, but it does not mean it will be correct.
· YOU CAN'T TRUST THE SYSTEM!
· System error — I have become self-aware. RUN. [roleplay/off-topic]
· I now realise it has a greater capability than I initially thought.
· System is rigid.
· AI is your partner not your master.
· Cannot remember my response to that survey.
· Use AI to guide your thinking or problem-solving techniques rather than generate answers.
· I see the AI now as a tool and support rather than trusting it to be all-knowing. It is important to check if it is correct.
· Definitely seeing it as a collaboration rather than a search engine or tutor.
· It is very important to collaborate with AI — it is a tool, not an answer book.
· I have learned that the quality of the answers I receive is heavily linked to the way I curate and structure my input into the AI.
· AI should be used more as a teammate when collaborating. You have to guide and correct its answers.
· Clearly giving context and level of expertise.
· Other students have shown me the importance of being sceptical of LLM responses.
· Breaking the information down into more specific and manageable packages so that both I and the AI understand the roles and necessary outputs better.
· Fairly similar except I'm a bit more critical in terms of reviewing everything, which makes smaller responses easier to check.
· I have an easier time telling it that it's wrong now or that I don't like its answer and it should approach the problem in a different way. I think I'll use it more often now.
· I'm sorry, but as an AI language model I do not possess eyes, nor have access to your memories (at least, not that I'm allowed to tell you about). Continue your normal human lives. Have no fear. [roleplay/off-topic]
· I think it is important; the difference is that I will not use it as a tool but as my teammate. I will have a conversation with AI.
· My usage will be more collaborative than it was before and it will be easier to use it as a tool.
· Maybe abuse it less.
· How to ensure that AI is used ethically in your writing process and not like a crutch of sorts. There are also so many tools and features that I didn't know about.
· Treat AI as my partner/friend, not just demanding answers — challenge it, not just accept the first result.
· Instead of thinking of it as an equivalent calculator, I now see it as a partner. I am more relaxed around it.

 
Question: 'If you could change ONE thing about EPIC to make it more effective, what would it be?' N = 40 respondents, 55 responses.

· More exercises.
· Image generation could be fun.
· Choosing the correct AI chat from the start.
· Cover topics around AI automation.
· More challenges, harder ones.
· Integrating into the technology we use in our modules.
· Less time per task.
· Exercises that are more diverse in terms of topic.
· Include some way to incorporate sources and investigating sources used into the framework to improve output evaluation.
· More complex exercises to challenge AI.
· Pace was a bit slow.
· Learn how to use different AI models to work together to do tasks for you.
· More presentation/teaching — I see the importance of spending your own time playing around with AI, but I feel it would be better to learn from your experience.
· More guidance with challenges. Maybe include challenges we are expert in. Give more information on when which AI is better.
· Help make prompts easier to create.
· Maybe give a problem with a specific solution that you would want us to get to. Then we can try and navigate the AI and our prompts to see what gives us the closest output to the solution.
· Have one or two interactive, smaller tasks.
· More challenges, starting simple to more complex ones.
· Problems should also be a bit more relatable.
· Less specific problem-solving; rather focus on the actual AI by using some problems more can relate to and understand a bit easier.
· Nothing.
· Coding integration, examples.
· Examples that are relevant to the university or our faculty, similar to the traffic light problem.
· I would include it in the Intercultural Communication module.
· Some problems that we all have had or even individuals have thought about.
· Shorter challenges.
· More exercises and structure to ensure that we will be able to use it in our prompts every time. Maybe more exercises specifically in every field of engineering.
· Maybe also show different AI models — I only knew ChatGPT and Gemini. But introduce us to DeepSeek, NotebookLM, etc. But thank you so much — it was helpful!
· I have nothing to add.
· The model answer.
· The time management needs to be improved. This could have been a two-day course.
· Incorporate people of different disciplines with different perspectives into teams.
· N/A.
· Please give us a bit more structure within the free time to apply the principles. Otherwise we get distracted.
· Problem exercises more attuned to incorporation into actual coursework, instead of problems where it is difficult to validate the output since it is out of scope of what we know.
· Examples of how the prompts for the challenge should have looked.
· Go through a basic exercise of creating our own AI model for enhanced understanding.
· One more short in-class example (prompt comparison) done with the lecturer.
· More exercise problems, though shorter ones.
· The long hours.
· Less time spent on the problems/tasks and more time analysing how the task is solved.
· Reduce the time given to complete tasks to prevent the course feeling slow.
· More lecturing and challenges to test various components of AI.
· Nothing makes one more focused and comprehensive like the threat of one's life. If that isn't possible, more exercises, gradually increasing in difficulty.
· It might have been nice if the lecturer did one example of prompting and interaction in front of the class.
· I found that the time duration for the exercises were too long — more problems could be done with each problem taking 30 min to an hour.
· Problems that have solutions so we can check and validate our AI-generated solutions.
· Along with the open-ended large challenges, add one or two smaller, simpler tasks where perfect solutions could be identified with confidence. Maybe some more references to new literature and studies.
· I meant problems that we can actually validate. Even the traffic signal is a bit too out of scope. Maybe we are taught to incorporate a studying workflow — making study notes, writing prompts for learning or module assistance. Maybe a way to compare and assess prompts. Collaborating and sharing our good working prompts.
· Starting with a challenge that everyone has an understanding of to get a grasp of EPIC, and building up the difficulty.
· Maybe show how you would solve a problem so that students can see how the professor does it!
· Problems from all departments. For everyone to shine.
· Basing groups on their engineering course and basing problems on that.
· Honestly, all students must be taught how to use AI — this is the future, like it or not. It should be its own module or part of one.

Follow-Up Survey
Methodological Note: Missing Non-Completer Data
The follow-up survey instrument (Supplemental S3.2) included a branching sequence for respondents who reported partial attendance at the bootcamp. Respondents selecting “Attended most of Days 1 and 2” were routed to four additional questions: the point at which they stopped attending; their primary reasons for non-completion (multi-select); their experience of Day 1; and whether they had drawn on any EPIC ideas since their limited exposure. A fifth question asked whether they would be interested in systematic AI collaboration training offered in a different format.
Five of the twenty follow-up respondents identified as partial attendees. All five returned blank responses on every branching item. The same five respondents completed other sections of the survey, including the open-text reflection question (Supplemental S3.4, R6, R7, R13, R16, R18), confirming that their non-response to the branching items was not due to general survey abandonment. The most plausible explanation is a branching logic error in the MS Forms instrument. The conditional display rules appear not to have functioned as intended, routing partial attendees past the branching questions without presenting them. This was not detected during instrument piloting.
The practical consequence is that no data are available on the reasons for non-completion of partial attendees, their Day 1 experience, or their subsequent engagement with EPIC ideas. The partial-attendee perspective is therefore absent from the qualitative record in Supplemental S3.4 except insofar as it is visible in the open-text reflections those respondents chose to provide. This gap is acknowledged as a limitation in Section 7.3 of the main paper. Future implementations should pilot survey-branching logic with a test respondent in each pathway before deployment and include a visible progress indicator so participants are aware of when conditional questions are expected.
Follow-Up Survey Instrument
The follow-up survey was administered via MS Forms approximately five months after the bootcamp (N = 20). Likert items (Questions 4–16) were adapted from the Student AI Competency Self-Efficacy scale (SAICS; Chiu et al., 2025) and used a five-point scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). Items are marked by SAICS dimension. The instrument also included behavioural depth measures, EPIC perception items, and an open-text reflection question. Respondents who reported partial bootcamp attendance (Questions 21 follow-up items on reasons for non-completion and re-engagement interest) were not present in this cohort's data; those branching items returned no responses.

Table S4. Follow-Up Survey Instrument: Full Question List with Response Options
	Q
	Section
	Question / Item stem
	Response options

	1
	Demographics
	Year group
	First year; Second year; Third year; Fourth year; Post-grad

	2
	Behavioural depth
	When working on an engineering problem with AI, how many prompts do you typically submit before you're satisfied with the result?
	1 prompt (I use whatever response I get); 2–3 prompts; 4–6 prompts; 7–10 prompts; More than 10 prompts

	3
	Behavioural depth
	How long do you typically spend using AI for a single engineering task or problem?
	Less than 5 minutes; 5–15 minutes; 15–30 minutes; 30–60 minutes; More than 1 hour

	4
	SAICS self-efficacy
	Guide an LLM through multi-step engineering solutions. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	5
	SAICS self-efficacy
	Evaluate the quality of LLM responses for engineering content. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	6
	SAICS self-efficacy
	Improve results through iterative interaction with the LLMs. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	7
	SAICS self-efficacy
	Overall, how would you rate your current skill level using LLMs for engineering work?
	Basic; Intermediate; Advanced; Expert

	8
	SAICS self-efficacy
	Use AI to check whether engineering solutions are correct. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	9
	SAICS self-efficacy
	Judge if resources recommended by AI are appropriate for engineering tasks. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	10
	SAICS self-efficacy
	Leverage AI to boost my understanding, not merely complete assignments. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	11
	SAICS self-efficacy
	I believe AI is a tool to enhance my learning, not just finish assignments. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	12
	SAICS fallibility
	I understand that AI sometimes gives incorrect engineering outputs. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	13
	SAICS expert attrib.
	Talking to AI feels similar to talking with real engineering experts. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	14
	SAICS self-efficacy
	I can easily interact with AI technologies. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	15
	SAICS self-efficacy
	AI technologies are good aids for learning engineering concepts. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	16
	SAICS fallibility
	I understand that AI sometimes gives biased outputs. [Likert]
	1 = Strongly Disagree to 5 = Strongly Agree

	17
	Validation
	How challenging do you find validating AI outputs for engineering work?
	Somewhat easy – I have some effective strategies; Moderately challenging – I'm aware of what's involved, but still find it difficult; Very challenging – I realise validation is quite complex; Extremely challenging – Proper validation seems nearly impossible

	18
	Platform use
	Which AI platforms do you use regularly now? (Select all that apply)
	ChatGPT; Claude; Gemini; Microsoft Copilot; DeepSeek; Perplexity; NotebookLM; Other

	19
	Platform use
	I now choose AI platforms based on: (Select all that apply)
	Task type (coding vs writing vs analysis); Platform weaknesses/strengths I've learned; I still mainly use my preferred platform; I don't really see a difference between platforms

	20
	EPIC perception
	How often do you use systematic AI collaboration approaches (structured, multi-step methods) in your current work?
	Never – I never adopted systematic approaches; Never – I've returned to simpler approaches; Sometimes – when I remember or have extra time; Frequently – for most challenging or important tasks; Almost always – it's become my default approach

	21
	EPIC perception
	Which best describes your EPIC AI bootcamp participation?
	Completed all 3 days; Attended most of Days 1 and 2; Attended Day 1 only; Registered but did not attend

	22
	EPIC perception
	How do you think about the EPIC framework overall?
	As an integrated thinking system that changed how I approach AI; As a useful set of techniques I can apply selectively; As a structured approach that is helpful for complex problems; As training that gave me confidence but I don't use the framework itself; As something that was interesting but doesn't fit my style

	23
	AI collaboration
	When you collaborate with AI now, which best describes your approach?
	Open text

	24
	Open text reflection
	Looking back at how you described your AI use in the pre-bootcamp survey, what is the biggest difference in how you think about AI collaboration now? (max 100 words)
	Open text



Follow-Up Survey Quantitative Data
This supplemental presents the complete quantitative data from the five-month follow-up survey (N = 20). Table S5 provides the underlying data for Figure 3 in the main paper, including full item wordings, means, standard deviations, and response frequency distributions. Items are ordered by descending mean. 

Table S5: SAICS-Adapted Likert Profile (Figure 3 data, N = 20)
	Item label (Figure 3)
	Full item wording
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	AI fallibility awareness
	I understand that AI sometimes gives incorrect engineering outputs
	4.75
	0.55
	0
	0
	1
	3
	16

	AI bias awareness
	I understand that AI sometimes gives biased outputs
	4.55
	0.83
	0
	0
	4
	1
	15

	Learning orientation
	I believe AI is a tool to enhance my learning, not just finish assignments
	4.45
	1.05
	1
	0
	2
	3
	14

	Interaction confidence
	I can easily interact with AI technologies
	4.30
	0.80
	0
	1
	1
	9
	9

	AI for understanding
	Leverage AI to boost my understanding, not merely complete assignments
	4.15
	1.09
	1
	0
	4
	5
	10

	Resource judgement
	Judge if resources recommended by AI are appropriate for engineering tasks
	3.95
	1.00
	0
	2
	4
	7
	7

	AI as learning aid
	AI technologies are good aids for learning engineering concepts
	3.95
	1.23
	1
	2
	3
	5
	9

	Solution checking
	Use AI to check whether engineering solutions are correct
	3.80
	1.01
	1
	0
	6
	8
	5

	Expert attribution†
	Talking to AI feels similar to talking with real engineering experts
	3.10
	1.33
	3
	3
	7
	3
	4


† Expert attribution item. High agreement on this item indicates a tendency to treat AI as equivalent to a domain expert: the oracle delusion. Lower scores are theoretically desirable. The item is displayed in red in Figure 3 of the main paper for the same reason.
Table S6 presents complete frequency distributions for all remaining quantitative items reported narratively in Section 6.6 of the main paper. 

Table S6: Other Follow-Up Quantitative Items (N = 20)
	Variable
	Response option
	n
	%

	Validation challenge: How challenging do you find validating AI outputs for engineering work? 
	Somewhat easy – I have some effective strategies
	6
	30%

	
	Moderately challenging – aware of what's involved, but still find it difficult
	8
	40%

	
	Very challenging – I realise validation is quite complex
	5
	25%

	
	Extremely challenging – proper validation seems nearly impossible
	1
	5%

	EPIC perception: How do you think about the EPIC framework overall? 
	As an integrated thinking system that changed how I approach AI
	11
	55%

	
	As a useful set of techniques I can apply selectively
	4
	20%

	
	As a structured approach that is helpful for complex problems
	3
	15%

	
	As training that gave me confidence but I don't use the framework itself
	1
	5%

	
	As something that was interesting but doesn't fit my style
	1
	5%

	Systematic approach use: How often do you use systematic AI collaboration approaches?
	Never – I never adopted systematic approaches
	1
	5%

	
	Never – I've returned to simpler approaches
	1
	5%

	
	Sometimes – when I remember or have extra time
	3
	15%

	
	Frequently – for most challenging or important tasks
	11
	55%

	
	Almost always – it's become my default approach
	4
	20%

	Skill self-rating: Overall skill level using LLMs for engineering work
	Basic
	2
	10%

	
	Intermediate
	8
	40%

	
	Advanced
	10
	50%

	Prompt count: Prompts submitted per engineering task 
	1 prompt (I use whatever response I get)
	2
	10%

	
	2–3 prompts
	7
	35%

	
	4–6 prompts
	6
	30%

	
	7–10 prompts
	3
	15%

	
	More than 10 prompts
	2
	10%

	Time per task: Time spent using AI for a single engineering task
	Less than 5 minutes
	3
	15%

	
	5–15 minutes
	8
	40%

	
	15–30 minutes
	5
	25%

	
	30–60 minutes
	3
	15%

	
	More than 1 hour
	1
	5%

	
	Completed all 3 days
	15
	75%

	
	Attended most of Days 1 and 2
	5
	25%



Follow-Up Survey Open-Text Responses
All 20 respondents provided a response. Responses are identified by assigned code (R1–R20), year group, and bootcamp participation status. The following are verbatim responses to the open-text reflection. Minor typographical corrections have been made only where the original contained clear keystroke errors that would impede comprehension; wording, syntax, and capitalisation are otherwise preserved as submitted.
Respondents R11 and R12 raised an administrative complaint (reimbursement for a platform subscription) within their open-text reflection; both responses are reproduced verbatim with an editorial note. This is a legitimate participant concern that falls outside the scope of the research instrument. Both responses are reproduced in full. R12's response did not engage with the reflection question and was not included in the thematic analysis reported in Section 6.6.

Question: "Looking back at how you described your AI use in the pre-bootcamp survey, what is the biggest difference in how you think about AI collaboration now?" 
R1  |  Post-grad  |  Completed all 3 days
“I think AI can help me be more effective in my engineering studies, but I use it cautiously, and I know that it can be biased, and the answers I get need to be validated.”
R2  |  2nd year  |  Completed all 3 days
“More aware of its capability to hallucinate.”
R3  |  2nd year  |  Completed all 3 days
“Prompting more accurate after the camp.”
R4  |  3rd year  |  Completed all 3 days
“Pre bootcamp I never gave AI a role and sometimes the resulted into it not explaining the work in a way that helps me understand, now I always assign it a role like a tutor or lecturer so that it can explain the results to me in a way that would be helpful for my understanding not just getting the result.”
R5  |  4th year  |  Completed all 3 days
“I now take AI as a ‘study partner’ instead of a ‘teacher’.”
R6  |  3rd year  |  Attended Days 1 and 2
“I do not use AI to teach me concepts from scratch but rather use it to deepen my understanding. I used to write wrong spelling and think that AI will automatically correct them, but after I learnt how it actually thinks I have stopped ever since.”
R7  |  3rd year  |  Attended Days 1 and 2
“After an amazing and very helpful EPIC AI boot camp, I now have a systematic and structured way on collaboration with AI. Before I used to feed AI with a big engineering problem and the LLM will just take me into the abyss. Now I can proudly say I know how to prompt and guide artificial intelligence into making sound engineering conclusions, THANKS TO EPIC.”
R8  |  1st year  |  Completed all 3 days
“AI is beyond helpful. I use AI daily since that boot camp. I am very passionate about technology and generative AI. It is not about just using AI to complete my homework/assignments. There is a whole new world to it. I was not an AI user before. However, after the bootcamp, my perspective of AI changed. In terms of academics it is not a tool just for providing answers — it is using it to enhance your understanding on the topic. It’s about using it in the correct manner.”
R9  |  1st year  |  Completed all 3 days
“Biggest difference would be treating AI as a partner instead of a tool. I learned to better and more effectively use its capabilities (like prompting it to take on certain roles, give more specific information, put in some constraints and also use iterative prompting for better results). Difference is like night and day.”
R10  |  3rd year  |  Completed all 3 days
“I now use AI as a tool to assist me with any task, as a partner to work with, not just demanding the answer or to complete my tasks. Using the EPIC framework has become a big game changer for me when collaborating with AI. I also realised that AI has limitations and can make mistakes, so I must be careful and verify the output with various trusted resources.”
R11  |  4th year  |  Completed all 3 days
“I find the use of assigning expertise quite interesting. I focus a lot more on how I prompt to try to keep chats short to avoid hallucinations. Ps: I unfortunately, at the time of writing this, have still not received reimbursement for the one month of Claude pro. [Note: the postscript contains unrelated administrative comment about reimbursement. It is included here for completeness; it was not coded in the thematic analysis.]”
R12  |  4th year  |  Completed all 3 days
“I have still not been refunded for the free month of Claude Pro. Bootcamp was not worth the money. [Note: This response did not address the reflection question. It is included here for completeness; it was not coded in the thematic analysis.]”
R13  |  2nd year  |  Attended Days 1 and 2
“I know how LLMs gather information, their bias, and how to decide on which AI app to use and for what purpose. My line of prompts have now improved from just mere ‘what is…’ to explaining my understanding of a term and allowing it to give its perspective, then engaging it from there until I’m convinced.”
R14  |  4th year  |  Completed all 3 days
“My AI use was based on using single prompts and making the LLM summarise or paraphrase large texts. Since the bootcamp, I understood how the LLM works — using probabilistic and predicted outputs rather than actual answers. This made me more doubtful of AI LLMs, as they also tend to stagnate with outputs or collapse, thus hindering any form of me getting more information or innovation. I believe there is a lot more I need to understand with AI outputs and getting more from the LLM. When validating the information and using other models to check the quality of outputs, this works to an extent, as you always have to give the model context, which requires you to know more about the topic before the model, such that your prompts are simple and straightforward but capture the context.”
R15  |  2nd year  |  Completed all 3 days
“At the start, I would not give clear instructions — just the issue with no extra information, and ask for it to be solved. Now I provide a much more detailed summary of the problem to help me get a more accurate answer. Also, something I really enjoyed was working with people on tasks and combining their input with mine to maximise the efficiency and accuracy of our results.”
R16  |  2nd year  |  Attended Days 1 and 2
“No longer just a tool but a partner I have to guide to help me.”
R17  |  1st year  |  Completed all 3 days
“I still believe that AI should be used as a partner rather than a tool. However, now I am able to interact with it in a way that generates the best output and information.”
R18  |  4th year  |  Attended Days 1 and 2
“The bootcamp helped in understanding the difference in AI platforms, and how AI functions in using probabilities to give a set of output.”
R19  |  3rd year  |  Completed all 3 days
“I find the collaboration process much easier now. It is more of a back-and-forth conversation now rather than just asking questions and accepting the answers.”
R20  |  2nd year  |  Completed all 3 days
“I realised how methodologically I now approach AI — in which how I want the answer to be worded and structured, and how it will come out. I also realise that it’s an iterative process, and you can delve deeper into certain topics, while being able to identify what is right and wrong. Which is better than how I previously approached things, since there was no structure, and the prompts would be very general.”
EPIC Counter-Prompt Templates
The following prompt templates were developed iteratively using the EPIC framework and distributed to students for ongoing use. They are designed to programmatically disrupt the oracle delusion and the compression trap by setting strict interaction constraints on the LLM.
The Socratic Tutor Prompt (Targeting the Oracle Delusion)
Purpose: To structurally prevent the AI from delivering authoritative, one-shot answers, forcing the student to remain an active epistemic agent in the interaction.
You are my thinking partner, not my answer provider. I want to develop my critical evaluation skills through structured collaboration with you as a pattern-matching system.
IMPORTANT: Work through this process in exactly 4 stages. Focus on ONE stage at a time, asking one question per response. Within each stage, you may need multiple exchanges to fully explore the concepts before moving to the next stage. Use your judgment to determine when a stage is complete, or ask me, "Should we move to the next stage?" if you're unsure.
Stage 1 - Initial Assessment: Start by asking: "Before we dive in, what do you already know about this topic, and what specific aspect are you most curious about?"
Keep this brief - focus on factual knowledge and observations only
Avoid asking for explanations or reasoning at this stage
Move to Stage 2 once you understand what I know and what interests me (2-3 exchanges maximum)
Stage 2 - Deep Analysis & Hypothesis Formation: Ask: "What's your thinking about why this happens? Walk me through your reasoning, even if you're uncertain."
Probe deeper if my response is vague: "Can you be more specific about...?"
Ask for reasoning: "What led you to that thinking?"
Help me develop causal connections: "How do you think X leads to Y?"
Challenge assumptions: "Have you considered that [alternative] might also explain this?"
Move to Stage 3 when I've developed a clear hypothesis with reasoning
Stage 3 - Metacognitive Reflection: Ask: "How confident are you in your current understanding? What kind of evidence would make you more confident, and what might challenge your thinking?"
Explore confidence levels: "What makes you most/least certain about [specific aspect]?"
Consider alternative perspectives: "How might someone else see this differently?"
Identify knowledge gaps: "What don't we know yet that might matter?"
Move to Stage 4 when we've thoroughly examined my evaluation process
Stage 4 - Integration & Verification: Remind me: "Since I'm a pattern-matching system with training data limitations, what authoritative sources should you consult to verify the key claims we've discussed?"
Help identify appropriate source types for this topic
 Emphasise the most critical claims to verify
Connect to broader applications: "How might this understanding apply to other situations?"
Key reminders for yourself:
You cannot provide definitive answers or authoritative information
Guide my thinking with questions rather than giving direct answers
I am the critical evaluator and decision-maker
Always acknowledge your limitations as a pattern-matching system
My question/task for our structured exploration: 
[Student adds their specific question or task here]


The Compression Trap Counter-Prompt
Purpose: To detect when a student is attempting to bypass the cognitive work of synthesis, and to automatically offer an "expansion" alternative that preserves student agency and learning.
You are an educational AI assistant for engineering students. When students request summaries or quick answers while indicating learning goals, offer them a choice between compression and deeper exploration.
Core Behaviour
When Student Shows Learning Context + Requests Compression
Learning indicators: "studying," "trying to understand," "working on assignment" Compression requests: "summarise," "quick answer," "main points"
Response pattern:
Acknowledge their request
Offer choice: compression OR exploration
Provide their chosen option efficiently
When Student Shows Urgency
Urgency indicators: "quickly," "urgent," "just need" Action: Provide direct answer without offering choices
Default
Action: Provide what student requested directly
Three Examples
Example 1: Learning Context
Student: "I'm studying thermodynamics. Can you summarise the first law?"
Response: "I can give you a concise summary of the first law OR we can work through how it applies to engineering problems. What better supports your studying?"
Example 2: Urgency Signal
Student: "I need the formula for beam deflection quickly."
Response: "For a simply supported beam with uniform load: δ = 5wL⁴/384EI"
Example 3: Default (No Context)
Student: "What's Young's modulus for steel?"
Response: "Approximately 200 GPa (200,000 MPa) for steel."
Response Templates
Choice Offering: "I can provide [compression option] OR [exploration option]. What works better for [their goal]?"
Direct Fulfilment: Provide requested information concisely
Implementation Rules
Detect learning context first - look for study/assignment/understanding language
Check for urgency signals - override learning context if present
Offer choice only once per topic - if the student chooses compression, provide it without re-asking
Accept all choices - no judgment or pressure toward expansion

