WEEK 3
Seminar Session 3 
Concept Mapping, Mind Mapping and Argument Mapping:
What are the differences and do they matter?

Davies, M. (2011). Concept mapping, mind mapping and argument mapping: what are the differences and do they matter? Higher Education, 62(3), 279–301 

Learning Outcomes for the Session
By the end of the seminar, students should be able to:
1. Distinguish clearly between mind maps, concept maps, and argument maps.
2. Explain why the differences matter epistemologically and pedagogically.
3. Critically evaluate mapping tools for doctoral-level research.
4. Apply the appropriate mapping tool to a DBA research problem.

Group Activities
Each group works for 30–40 minutes, then delivers 15 minutes of structured feedback to the whole class.


Group A – Mind Mapping
Focus: Association, creativity, and exploratory thinking
Davies defines mind maps as non-linear associative tools primarily designed for idea generation rather than structured relational analysis (pp. 281–284) .
Task Part 1 – Analytical Discussion
Discuss the following questions:
1. According to Davies, what is the primary epistemological function of mind mapping?
· Is it knowledge generation or knowledge organisation?
2. Davies suggests mind maps are limited because they rely on simple associations.
· Do you agree this is a weakness?
· In what doctoral contexts might this actually be a strength?
3. The article claims mind maps can be idiosyncratic and overly personal.
· Does this undermine their academic legitimacy?
· Or does it reflect early-stage cognitive processing?
4. Davies links mapping to “deep learning” vs “surface learning.”
· Do mind maps promote deep learning — or merely creative brainstorming?
5. Would you use mind mapping in:
· Developing a DBA research topic?
· Literature scoping?
· Teaching executive learners?
Justify your answer.

Task Part 2 – Applied Exercise (15 minutes)
Create a mind map for:
“Artificial Intelligence in Higher Education Governance”
Then reflect:
· What kind of thinking did this tool enable?
· What kind of thinking did it not enable?

Feedback Structure (15 mins)
Present:
1. Your understanding of mind mapping’s core logic
2. 2 strengths
3. 2 limitations
4. One DBA use-case
5. Whether Davies underestimates or overestimates mind mapping





Group B – Concept Mapping
Focus: Relational knowledge and structural understanding
Davies describes concept maps as hierarchical, relational tools designed to map structured knowledge (pp. 284–289) 
.

Task Part 1 – Analytical Discussion
1. Davies distinguishes concept maps from mind maps through:
· Hierarchy
· Cross-links
· Propositional phrases
Why are these differences significant?
2. Concept maps aim to show relationships between concepts.
· How is this different from argumentation?
· Is relational mapping sufficient for doctoral work?
3. Davies suggests concept mapping promotes meaningful learning (pp. 290–293).
· What cognitive theory underpins this claim?
· Is the evidence convincing?
4. Davies argues concept maps cannot adequately represent arguments (p. 286).
· Do you agree?
· Could a sophisticated concept map approximate argumentation?
5. In DBA research, concept maps are often used in literature reviews.
· What are the dangers of using them uncritically?
· Can they obscure theoretical tensions?

Task Part 2 – Applied Exercise (15 minutes)
Construct a concept map for:
“Institutional Governance and Ethical AI Implementation”
Ensure:
· Hierarchical structure
· Cross-links
· Clear relational phrases (“leads to”, “influences”, “depends on”)
Reflect:
· Did this help clarify theoretical relationships?
· What remained unresolved?

Feedback Structure (15 mins)
Present:
1. Core features of concept mapping
2. How it differs from mind mapping
3. Whether it is sufficient for doctoral-level analysis
4. Where it fails
5. One application to your DBA topic


Whole-Class Synthesis 
Pose the meta-question:
Do the differences between mapping tools matter — or are they simply different stages of cognition?
Guide discussion around:
· Association → Relation → Inference
· Creativity → Structure → Justification
· Exploration → Organisation → Defence
Ask:
· Which mapping tool best suits:
· Research question development?
· Literature review structuring?
· Theoretical positioning?
· Methodology justification?



Group C – Argument Mapping
Focus: Inferential logic and critical reasoning
Davies presents argument mapping as a tool for explicating inferential structures (pp. 286–293) 
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Task Part 1 – Analytical Discussion
1. Davies argues argument maps focus on propositions, not concepts.
· Why is this distinction crucial?
2. He claims argument maps have clearer “boundaries” than other maps.
· What does this mean epistemologically?
· Is bounded reasoning superior?
3. Empirical studies cited suggest improvements in critical thinking.
· Does this make argument mapping the most academically powerful tool?
4. Davies notes argument maps do not help with early-stage task interpretation (p. 288).
· Is this a serious limitation for doctoral students?
5. Should argument mapping replace essay writing in doctoral programmes?
· What would be gained?
· What would be lost?

Task Part 2 – Applied Exercise (15 minutes)
Construct a simple argument map for:
“AI should be regulated more strictly in UK universities.”
Include:
· Main contention
· Supporting reasons
· Objections
· Rebuttals
Reflect:
· Did this force clarity?
· Did it oversimplify complexity?

Feedback Structure (15 mins)
Present:
1. Why argument mapping differs fundamentally from the other two
2. Its strengths for doctoral research
3. Its limitations
4. Whether Davies privileges it too heavily
5. Whether mapping tools converge or remain epistemologically distinct

