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interesse in studentbetrokkenheid in onderzoek worden daarom aangemoedigd 
verder te kijken dan de grenzen van een discipline. Appendices
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Appendix 1. The adapted version of the Student Perception of 
Research Integration Questionnaire for medical education (in 
Dutch) 

Deel 1 Studentpercepties van onderzoek

Item Tijdens dit studiejaar… Schaal
1. leerde ik het onderzoek van mijn docenten kennen. Actueel onderzoek
2. was het wetenschappelijke onderzoeksproces een essentieel 

onderdeel van de leerstof.
Kritische reflectie

3. voelde ik me aangespoord om me verder te verdiepen in 
wetenschappelijk onderzoek.

Motivatie voor onderzoek

4. werd aandacht besteed aan onderzoeksmethodologie. Kritische reflectie
5. leerde ik te letten op de manier waarop een onderzoek 

uitgevoerd wordt.
Kritische reflectie

6. nam ik kennis over onderzoeksuitkomsten tot mij. Kritische reflectie
7. werd mijn bijdrage aan wetenschappelijk onderzoek op 

prijs gesteld.
Participatie in onderzoek

8. kwam ik in aanraking met het onderzoek van mijn 
docenten.

Actueel onderzoek

9. was mijn aandeel in het onderzoek van belang. Participatie in onderzoek
10. werd mijn besef van de vraagstellingen waar wetenschap-

pelijke onderzoekers op dit moment aan werken vergroot.
Actueel onderzoek

11. leerde ik wat voor onderzoek er gedaan wordt in de 
geneeskunde.

Actueel onderzoek

12. werd mijn interesse in onderzoek in de geneeskunde 
vergroot.

Motivatie voor onderzoek

13. leverde ik een bijdrage aan de wetenschappelijke 
ontwikkeling in de geneeskunde.

Participatie in onderzoek

14. voelde ik me als student betrokken bij wetenschappelijk 
onderzoek.

Participatie in onderzoek

15. werden de verbanden met de actuele onderzoekspraktijk 
gelegd.

Actueel onderzoek

16. raakte ik betrokken bij het onderzoek van mijn docenten. Participatie in onderzoek
17. stimuleerden de docenten mijn interesse en enthousiasme 

voor onderzoek.
Motivatie voor onderzoek

18. raakte ik enthousiast over onderzoek in de geneeskunde. Motivatie voor onderzoek
19. verzorgden de docenten hun onderwijs op een voor mij 

adequate manier.
Kwaliteit 

20. konden de docenten de leerstof goed aan mij uitleggen. Kwaliteit 
21. heb ik een juist beeld ontwikkeld van wat er van mij ver-

wacht werd.
Kwaliteit 

Deel 2 Opvattingen over onderzoek

Item Schaal
22. Wetenschappelijke vaardigheden zijn belangrijk voor 

het artsenberoep.
Praktische relevantie

23. Mijn leren wordt gestimuleerd als het onderwijs 
doordrongen is van onderzoek.

Relevantie voor leren

24. De onderzoekscultuur in het LUMC stimuleert mijn 
leerproces.

Relevantie voor leren

25. Een wetenschappelijke opleiding is belangrijk voor mij. Praktische relevantie
26. Ik vind aandacht voor wetenschap in de opleiding leuk. Praktische relevantie
27. Onderwijs waarin veel aandacht is voor wetenschappelijk 

onderzoek stimuleert mijn leren.
Relevantie voor leren

28. Ik heb interesse in onderzoek doen. Praktische relevantie
29. De opleiding geneeskunde hoort wetenschappelijk te zijn. Praktische relevantie
30. Een arts zou zelfstandig onderzoek moeten kunnen doen. Praktische relevantie

Note. Each item is rated on an agreement scale, a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = ‘--’ to 5 = 
‘++’. The questionnaire was administered in Dutch and is based on the item wording as reflected 
in a study by van der Rijst, Visser-Wijnveen, Verstelle and van Driel (2009).
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Appendix 2. The adapted version of the Student Perception of 
Research Integration Questionnaire for medical education (in 
English)

Section 1 Student perceptions of research

Item During this year of study… Scale
1. I came in contact with my teachers’ research. Current research
2. the scientific research process was an essential part of the 

curriculum.
Critical reflection

3. I was inspired to learn more about research in medicine. Motivation for research
4. attention was paid to research methodology. Critical reflection
5. I learned to pay attention to the way research is carried out Critical reflection
6. I assimilated knowledge about research findings. Critical reflection
7. my contribution to the research was valued. Participation in research
8. I became familiar with the research carried out by my 

teachers.
Current research

9. my participation in the research was important. Participation in research
10. my awareness of the research issues that scientific 

researchers are currently contributing to was increased.
Current research

11. I learned what kind of studies have been carried out in med-
icine.

Current research

12. I became enthusiastic about research in medicine. Motivation for research
13. I made a contribution to development in medicine. Participation in research
14. as a student I felt involved with the research. Participation in research
15. links to current research practices were made. Current research
16. I became involved in my teachers’ research. Participation in research
17. my teachers encouraged personal interest and enthusiasm 

for research in this field.
Motivation for research

18. I became enthusiastic about research in medicine. Motivation for research
19. the teachers carried out their instruction adequately. Quality
20. my teachers were able to explain the subject matter 

effectively.
Quality

21. I developed an accurate picture of what was expected of me. Quality

Section 2 Beliefs regarding research

Item Scale
22. Research skills are important for the medical profession. Practical relevance
23. My learning is stimulated when education is grounded in 

research.
Relevance for learning

24. The research culture at the LUMC stimulates my learning. Relevance for learning
25. I find research intensive education important. Practical relevance
26. I like a focus on research in the study programme. Practical relevance
27. Education in which scientific research is central stimulates 

my learning.
Relevance for learning

28. I’m interested in conducting research. Practical relevance
29. Medical education should be research intensive. Practical relevance
30. A medical doctor should be able to conduct research 

independently.
Practical relevance

Note. Each item is rated on an agreement scale, a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = ‘--’ to 
5 = ‘++’. The questionnaire was administered in Dutch and the translation is based on the item 
wording as reflected in a recent study by Visser-Wijnveen, van der Rijst and van Driel (2016).
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Appendix 3. Grading rubric first-year student research reports 
(translated from Dutch). 

Score per 
criterion

0 1 2

Consistency 
Introduction Research question (RQ) is 

missing; no indication of 
relevance, no rationale.

Lack of argument(s) 
underpinning the RQ.

Introduction provides clear 
arguments underpinning 
RQ, aim or hypothesis.

Method Unbalanced in terms of 
size; either overlong or 
lacks key information about 
participants and analysis.

Analysis suits the RQ; 
mainly replicable, lacks 
detail.

Clear to the reader; enables 
replicability appropriate to 
a short report.

Results Contains redundant infor-
mation, students’ interpre-
tations or opinions.

Factual display of results; 
either too limited or too 
detailed. 

Comprehensive and factual 
display of results.

Discussion No indication of a limita-
tion; conclusion does not fit 
RQ and results.

Appropriate conclusion 
and a limitation; 
either overgeneralised 
implications or lacks 
explanation of results 
(previous studies).

Results are related 
to previous or future 
research; contains 
limitations, implications, 
main conclusion & answer 
to the RQ. 

Structural 
characteristics
Title Does not reflect the 

message, raises different 
expectations.

Partly reflects the main 
message.

Covers the main message.

Structure of 
the text

No order (introduction 
– method – results – 
discussion).

In logical order, at times 
repetition or overlap.

Coherent, to the point, 
reads easily. 

Language 
(terminology)

Style and spelling errors, 
inconsistent use of scientific 
language.

Nearly flawless and 
consistent use of 
scientific language.

No errors, consistent use of 
scientific language.

Comprehen-
siveness

Text is not confined to 
key issues. (Abbreviations 
like MET and QRS are 
common language).

Key issues are clear; 
missing are details 
needed to answer the RQ.

Key issues are clear; 
contains relevant 
information in order to 
answer the RQ.

References No references. Some information 
is missing or not in 
Vancouver-style.

Full reference list in 
Vancouver-style.

Tables and 
figures

Messy, too large or too 
small on the page; overlaps 
text.

Make an orderly 
impression; lay-out does 
not fully support the text.

Numbered tables, support 
the message in the text.

Attractiveness 
abstract

Does not encourage further 
reading.

Raises the reader’s 
interest.

Report fosters further 
reading; cannot wait to 
read more. 

Total score 
report



178 179C
od

e 
(N

fra
gm

en
ts)

R
eg

ul
at

io
n 

qu
es

tio
n 

(N
 =

 3
4)

St
ud

en
t n

ee
ds

 q
ue

st
io

n 
(N

 =
 2

1)
R

el
at

io
na

l q
ue

st
io

n
(N

 =
 1

6)
Id

en
tit

y 
qu

es
tio

n
(N

 =
 1

7)
Pr

ac
tic

e/
Pr

om
ot

in
g 

kn
ow

le
dg

e 
co

ns
tr

uc
tio

n

‘Th
at

’s 
an

 ex
am

pl
e t

ha
t s

he
 fi

gu
re

s o
ut

 
he

rs
el

f. 
Th

at
’s 

w
hy

 w
e m

ee
t o

fte
n 

in
 

or
de

r f
or

 h
er

 to
 ch

ec
k 

w
he

th
er

 sh
e’s

 
do

in
g 

it 
rig

ht
. B

ec
au

se
 w

he
n 

sh
e h

as
 to

 
do

 th
at

 m
an

y 
sa

m
pl

es
 an

d 
sh

e m
ak

es
 a 

m
ist

ak
e w

ith
 th

e fi
rs

t o
ne

, s
he

 ca
n 

go
 

on
, b

ut
 sh

e’s
 to

 d
o 

it 
ag

ai
n.’

 (L
in

da
). 

+ 
1 

fra
gm

en
t; 

Ve
ra

.

‘I’
ve

 as
ke

d 
he

r “
D

id
 yo

u 
fo

rg
et

?”
 

Be
ca

us
e I

 ex
pe

ct
ed

 h
er

 to
 fo

rg
et

 
th

is.
 A

fte
r t

ha
t, 

I e
xp

la
in

ed
 to

 h
er

 
th

at
 it

’s 
ve

ry
 d

iffi
cu

lt 
fo

r m
e t

o 
fig

ur
e 

ou
t w

he
th

er
 sh

e f
or

ge
ts

, s
he

 d
oe

sn
’t 

ag
re

e o
r s

he
 ca

n’
t d

o 
it 

an
d 

ne
ed

s 
he

lp
.’ (

Ve
ra

).

+ 
6 

fra
gm

en
ts

; B
re

nd
a,

 Ja
ck

y, 
Ry

an
.

‘E
ve

ry
 n

ow
 an

d 
th

en
 yo

u 
[t

he
 

st
ud

en
t]

 h
av

e a
 q

ue
st

io
n 

an
d 

yo
u 

w
an

t t
o 

he
ar

 th
e r

ig
ht

 an
sw

er
. I

 d
on

’t 
w

an
t t

o 
as

k 
qu

es
tio

ns
 al

l t
he

 ti
m

e, 
bu

t c
on

fir
m

 h
is 

th
ou

gh
ts

 as
 w

el
l. 

H
e’s

 o
n 

th
e r

ig
ht

 li
ne

 o
f r

ea
so

ni
ng

 
he

re
. H

e u
nd

er
st

an
ds

.’ (
Br

en
da

).

+ 
1 

fra
gm

en
t; 

Br
en

da
.

‘I 
do

ub
t w

he
th

er
 it

 ca
m

e o
ut

 
pr

ett
y 

qu
ic

kl
y 

th
at

 I’
ve

 as
ke

d 
ho

w
 

he
’s 

do
in

g.
 U

su
al

ly
 h

e a
ns

w
er

s m
e 

w
ith

 sp
ec

ifi
c q

ue
st

io
ns

. [
vi

de
o 

fra
gm

en
t]

. N
ow

, I
 sh

ou
ld

 h
av

e 
le

t h
im

 ex
pl

ai
n 

m
or

e h
im

se
lf.’

 
(M

ar
y)

.

+1
 fr

ag
m

en
t; 

Li
nd

a.
Pr

ac
tic

e/
Th

in
ki

ng
 

al
on

g

‘H
er

e w
e a

re
 d

isc
us

sin
g 

vi
ta

m
in

 D
 an

d 
[c

on
ce

pt
], 

w
hi

ch
 w

e d
id

n’
t fi

nd
 in

 th
e 

da
ta

. D
o 

w
e’v

e t
o 

in
cl

ud
e t

hi
s?

 N
o,

 w
e 

m
us

tn
’t 

do
 th

at
. S

o,
 w

e h
av

e d
isc

us
sio

ns
 

ab
ou

t t
hi

s.’
 (P

et
er

). 
Pr

ac
tic

e/
C

re
at

in
g 

aw
ar

en
es

s

‘A
ct

ua
lly

, I
 w

an
t t

o 
te

ll 
hi

m
, b

ec
au

se
 

he
’s 

to
 b

e a
w

ar
e o

f t
ha

t. 
H

e h
as

 to
 

tr
y 

to
 th

in
k 

ab
ou

t t
he

 D
ut

ch
 w

or
ds

 
to

 ch
oo

se
 w

he
n 

he
 re

ad
s a

 p
ie

ce
 o

f 
En

gl
ish

 te
xt

 th
at

 h
e w

an
ts

 to
 u

se
 in

 
hi

s r
ep

or
t. 

Th
at

’s 
w

ha
t I

 tr
y 

to
 te

ll 
hi

m
.’ (

A
nn

a)
.

‘I 
ha

ve
 to

 te
ll 

hi
m

 th
at

 I’
ve

 n
ot

ic
ed

 
he

’s 
us

in
g 

[a
 tr

an
sla

tio
n 

en
gi

ne
] 

to
 tr

an
sla

te
 an

d 
co

py
 te

xt
. Y

es
, 

I h
av

e t
o 

te
ll 

hi
m

, o
th

er
w

ise
 

he
’ll

 k
ee

p 
do

in
g 

th
is.

 A
nd

 h
is 

ot
he

r s
up

er
vi

so
r a

t t
he

 sc
ho

ol
 

[u
ni

ve
rs

ity
] i

s a
lso

 g
oi

ng
 to

 re
ad

 
th

is.
’ (

A
nn

a)
.

C
od

e 
(N

fra
gm

en
ts)

R
eg

ul
at

io
n 

qu
es

tio
n 

(N
 =

 3
4)

St
ud

en
t n

ee
ds

 q
ue

st
io

n 
(N

 =
 2

1)
R

el
at

io
na

l q
ue

st
io

n
(N

 =
 1

6)
Id

en
tit

y 
qu

es
tio

n
(N

 =
 1

7)
Ac

to
r/

su
-

pe
rv

iso
r

‘F
ro

m
 m

y 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e w

ith
 h

im
 [n

ot
 

fin
ish

in
g 

hi
s p

ro
je

ct
 b

ef
or

e t
he

 n
ex

t 
co

ur
se

]…
 I 

di
dn

’t 
po

se
 a 

de
ad

lin
e 

ba
ck

 th
en

. L
ik

e w
he

n 
yo

u 
do

n’
t s

ub
m

it 
yo

ur
 re

se
ar

ch
 p

ro
po

sa
l b

y 
th

e e
nd

 
of

 D
ec

em
be

r, 
yo

u 
ar

en
’t 

al
lo

w
ed

 to
 

st
ar

t y
ou

r r
es

ea
rc

h 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
H

e d
id

n’
t 

su
bm

it 
it 

in
 ti

m
e, 

bu
t t

he
re

 w
er

e n
o 

co
ns

eq
ue

nc
es

 fo
r h

im
. I

’v
e l

ea
rn

ed
 

fro
m

 th
at

.’(
Ve

ra
). 

+ 
7 

fra
gm

en
ts

; B
re

nd
a,

 M
ar

y, 
R

ob
er

t.

‘Th
e o

th
er

 st
ud

en
t I

 su
pe

rv
ise

…
 I 

ju
st

 d
on

’t 
kn

ow
 w

ha
t t

o 
do

 to
 m

ak
e 

it 
be

tte
r. 

It’
s r

ea
lly

 an
no

yi
ng

 w
he

n 
[t

he
 st

ud
en

t]
 d

oe
sn

’t 
re

sp
on

d.
 

If 
I w

er
e t

he
 st

ud
en

t, 
I’d

 g
o 

an
d 

as
k,

 w
hi

le
 I 

le
av

e t
he

 sa
m

pl
es

 in
 

th
e n

itr
og

en
. N

ow
 ev

er
yt

hi
ng

 is
 

de
fro

st
ed

 an
d 

ru
in

ed
. I

 q
ui

et
ly

 
w

on
de

r w
he

th
er

 th
at

’s 
m

y 
fa

ul
t, 

or
 h

is,
 o

r o
ur

 in
te

ra
ct

io
n?

 I 
do

n’
t 

un
de

rs
ta

nd
. I

 ju
st

 d
on

’t 
kn

ow
…

 
Th

er
e a

re
 so

 m
an

y 
ex

am
pl

es
 o

f t
hi

s.’
 

(V
er

a)
. 

+ 
3 

fra
gm

en
ts

; V
er

a,
 B

re
nd

a,
 M

ar
y.

‘I 
tr

y 
to

 k
ee

p 
it 

fri
en

dl
y 

an
d 

a l
itt

le
 

di
re

ct
iv

e, 
bu

t I
 n

ot
ic

e t
ha

t’s
 d

iffi
cu

lt 
fo

r m
e. 

I d
on

’t 
as

k 
m

ys
el

f h
ow

 th
at

 
co

m
es

 ac
ro

ss
 to

 th
e s

tu
de

nt
, s

o 
I fi

n 
d 

th
at

 h
ar

d.’
 (R

ob
er

t)

+ 
4 

fra
gm

en
ts

; R
ob

er
t, 

A
nn

a,
 L

in
da

, 
M

ar
y.

‘W
ha

t’s
 d

iffi
cu

lt 
is 

th
at

 I’
m

 n
ot

 an
 

ex
pe

rt
 in

 th
is 

lit
er

at
ur

e. 
So

, e
hh

…
 

Ba
sic

al
ly,

 h
e’s

 h
el

pi
ng

 a 
co

lle
ag

ue
 

w
ith

 h
is 

re
se

ar
ch

 (R
ob

er
t)

.

+ 
5 

fra
gm

en
ts

; B
re

nd
a,

 V
er

a,
 

Li
nd

a.

Ac
to

r/
st

u-
de

nt
‘[…

] O
n 

th
e o

ne
 h

an
d,

 h
e [

th
e 

st
ud

en
t]

 w
an

ts
 a 

st
ru

ct
ur

ed
 p

ro
je

ct
. O

n 
th

e o
th

er
 h

an
d,

 h
e h

as
 in

di
ca

te
d 

th
at

 
he

 w
an

ts
 to

 d
o 

re
se

ar
ch

 in
de

pe
nd

en
tly

. 
Th

at
 w

as
 o

ne
 o

f h
is 

le
ar

ni
ng

 g
oa

ls 
fo

r 
hi

s fi
na

l s
tu

de
nt

 re
se

ar
ch

 p
ro

je
ct

. H
e 

w
an

ts
 an

 id
ea

 o
f w

he
re

 to
 st

ar
t w

he
n 

he
 h

as
 a 

re
se

ar
ch

 p
ro

je
ct

 o
r r

es
ea

rc
h 

qu
es

tio
n 

ag
ai

n.
 F

or
 m

e, 
th

at
’s 

se
ek

in
g 

a 
ba

la
nc

e b
et

w
ee

n 
th

os
e t

w
o.’

 (M
ar

y)

+ 
1 

fra
gm

en
t; 

A
nn

a.

‘A
nd

 th
at

’s 
w

ha
t I

’m
 m

os
t c

on
ce

rn
ed

 
ab

ou
t. 

A
re

 th
e t

as
ks

 th
at

 I 
pr

op
os

e 
to

 h
er

 im
po

ss
ib

le
 to

 d
o?

 Y
es

, 
be

ca
us

e s
he

 sa
ys

 sh
e c

an
’t 

do
 it

. 
W

el
l…

 Is
 it

 to
o 

di
ffi

cu
lt 

fo
r h

er
? 

O
r i

s s
he

 ju
st

 cu
tti

ng
 to

o 
m

an
y 

co
rn

er
s?

’ (
Pe

te
r)

+ 
5 

fra
gm

en
ts

; A
nn

a,
 P

et
er

, V
er

a,
 

M
ar

y, 
R

ic
ky

.

‘Th
e p

re
vi

ou
s m

ee
tin

g 
w

as
 w

ith
 

hi
s o

th
er

 su
pe

rv
iso

r. 
Sh

e s
im

pl
y 

ne
gl

ec
te

d 
ha

lf 
of

 h
is 

ta
bl

es
 an

d 
to

ld
 

hi
m

 to
 fo

cu
s o

n 
th

is.
 I 

kn
ow

 th
at

 h
e’s

 
in

te
re

st
ed

 in
 th

at
 st

uff
 an

d 
st

ar
te

d 
fro

m
 th

er
e. 

I w
an

te
d 

to
 k

no
w

 if
 h

e’s
 

O
K

 n
ow

.’ (
Br

en
da

).

+ 
1 

fra
gm

en
t; 

(L
in

da
)

‘E
ve

nt
ua

lly
 h

e h
ad

 ju
st

 fe
w

 
sp

ec
ifi

c q
ue

st
io

ns
 ab

ou
t t

hi
s. 

I r
ea

lly
 ex

pe
ct

ed
 h

im
 to

 h
av

e 
qu

es
tio

ns
, s

uc
h 

as
 “H

ow
 is

 th
is 

an
d 

th
at

 d
on

e?
”. Th

en
 I 

fo
un

d 
ou

t 
he

’d
 al

re
ad

y 
e-

m
ai

le
d 

hi
s o

th
er

 
su

pe
rv

iso
r w

ith
ou

t n
ot

ify
in

g 
m

e.’
 

(M
ar

y)
.



180 181

A
pp

en
di

x 
5.

 C
od

in
g 

sc
he

m
e 

an
d 

ex
am

pl
es

 o
f p

ra
ct

ic
es

, a
ct

or
s a

nd
 co

nt
ex

t f
ac

to
rs

 u
si

ng
 n

ot
ic

in
g 

as
 se

ns
iti

zi
ng

 co
nc

ep
t

C
od

e (
N

fra
gm

et
ns

)
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n
Ex

am
pl

e

Pr
ac

tic
e/

Fo
st

er
in

g 
m

ot
iv

at
io

n

(N
 =

 2
6)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r a
ct

s a
t t

he
 le

ve
l o

f t
he

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

w
ith

 
th

e s
tu

de
nt

 w
ith

ou
t r

ef
er

en
ce

 to
 th

e r
es

ea
rc

h 
pr

oj
ec

t. 
Th

es
e f

ra
gm

en
ts

 ar
e a

bo
ut

 m
ot

iv
at

in
g 

th
e s

tu
de

nt
 an

d 
m

ak
in

g 
su

pe
rv

isi
on

 p
le

as
an

t. 

[A
bo

ut
 th

e s
en

io
r r

es
ea

rc
he

r r
ej

ec
tin

g 
pa

rt
s o

f t
he

 st
ud

en
t’s

 
w

or
k]

. I
’d

 p
la

nn
ed

 in
 ad

va
nc

e t
o 

re
fle

ct
 w

ith
 h

im
 o

n 
hi

s 
ex

pe
rie

nc
e. 

Th
at

 so
un

ds
 li

ke
 a 

bi
g 

iss
ue

, a
lth

ou
gh

 h
e’d

 to
ld

 
m

e i
t d

id
n’

t k
ee

p 
hi

m
 aw

ak
e a

t n
ig

ht
. [

…
] I

 co
m

pl
et

el
y 

un
-

de
rs

ta
nd

. Th
e fi

rs
t t

im
e t

ha
t h

ap
pe

ns
 it

’s 
re

al
ly

 d
isa

pp
oi

nt
in

g.
 

Th
at

’s 
w

hy
 I 

go
t b

ac
k 

to
 h

im
 ab

ou
t i

t. 
(B

re
nd

a)
. 

Pr
ac

tic
e/

G
iv

in
g 

di
re

ct
io

ns

(N
 =

 1
33

)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r g
iv

es
 th

e s
tu

de
nt

 d
ire

ct
io

ns
 o

n 
ho

w
 to

 
m

ak
e p

ro
gr

es
s w

ith
 th

e r
es

ea
rc

h 
pr

oc
es

s o
r p

ro
du

ct
. 

Ex
am

pl
es

 ar
e p

ro
vi

di
ng

 th
e s

tu
de

nt
 w

ith
 fe

ed
ba

ck
, u

sin
g 

hi
nt

s a
nd

 ex
pl

ai
ni

ng
 h

ow
 a 

ta
sk

 sh
ou

ld
 b

e d
on

e.

Le
t’s

 ju
st

 sa
y, 

he
re

, I
 im

po
se

 m
y 

vi
sio

n 
up

on
 h

im
. L

ik
e I

 
w

ou
ld

 h
av

e d
on

e i
t t

hi
s w

ay
. L

ik
e g

iv
in

g 
ex

am
pl

es
, a

nd
 ex

-
pl

ai
ni

ng
 th

at
 I 

w
ou

ld
 d

o 
it 

in
 a 

ce
rt

ai
n 

w
ay

. (
R

ob
er

t)
.

Pr
ac

tic
e/

Pr
om

ot
in

g 
kn

ow
le

dg
e 

co
ns

tr
uc

tio
n

(N
 =

 1
19

)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

rs
 ch

ec
ks

 th
e s

tu
de

nt
’s 

kn
ow

le
dg

e c
on

st
ru

c-
tio

n 
or

 in
te

rp
re

ta
tio

ns
 in

 o
rd

er
 to

 as
se

ss
 th

e k
no

w
le

dg
e 

le
ve

l, 
ch

ec
k 

kn
ow

le
dg

e r
ep

ro
du

ct
io

n,
 m

ak
e s

tu
de

nt
’s 

re
as

on
in

g 
ex

pl
ic

it,
 an

d 
st

ru
ct

ur
e o

r c
on

fir
m

 st
ud

en
t’s

 
fin

di
ng

s.

I t
ry

 ag
ai

n 
to

 ch
ec

k 
he

r k
no

w
le

dg
e a

bo
ut

 th
e i

nt
ro

du
ct

io
n,

 
w

he
th

er
 sh

e k
no

w
s t

he
 ru

le
s. 

W
el

l, 
ru

le
s…

 I 
to

ld
 h

er
 b

ef
or

e 
an

d 
no

w
 I’

m
 ch

ec
ki

ng
 w

he
th

er
 sh

e r
em

em
be

rs
. (

Ry
an

). 

Pr
ac

tic
e/

Th
in

ki
ng

 
al

on
g

(N
 =

 6
)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r t
hi

nk
s a

lo
ng

 w
ith

 th
e s

tu
de

nt
. Th

er
e i

s o
n-

go
in

g 
di

sc
us

sio
n 

be
tw

ee
n 

th
e s

tu
de

nt
 an

d 
th

e s
up

er
vi

so
r. 

Th
is 

is 
a c

ol
la

bo
ra

tio
n 

be
tw

ee
n 

tw
o 

re
se

ar
ch

er
s.

At
 th

is 
po

in
t I

’m
 in

 d
ou

bt
 ab

ou
t w

he
th

er
 I 

ca
n 

be
lie

ve
 h

er
 ex

-
pl

an
at

io
n 

[a
bo

ut
 h

er
 fi

nd
in

gs
]. 

It’
s a

 n
ic

e e
xp

la
na

tio
n,

 w
hi

ch
 

co
ul

d 
be

 tr
ue

, w
e c

an
 ex

pe
ct

 th
is 

[v
al

id
 ex

pl
an

at
io

n]
. (

Pa
ul

). 

Pr
ac

tic
e/

C
re

at
in

g 
aw

ar
en

es
s

(N
 =

 1
3)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r m
ak

es
 th

e s
tu

de
nt

 aw
ar

e t
ha

t t
he

 ch
oi

ce
s 

m
ad

e d
ur

in
g 

th
e r

es
ea

rc
h 

pr
oc

es
s n

ee
d 

to
 b

e u
nd

er
pi

nn
ed

 
by

 th
e r

es
ea

rc
he

r. 
W

hi
le

 d
oi

ng
 th

is 
th

e s
up

er
vi

so
r c

an
 

re
fe

r t
o 

ea
rli

er
 d

isc
us

sio
ns

 an
d 

ch
oi

ce
s m

ad
e i

n 
th

e r
e-

se
ar

ch
 p

ro
je

ct
.

Sh
e d

oe
sn

’t 
ha

ve
 a 

ve
ry

 cl
ea

r i
de

a y
et

. I
 m

ea
n,

 sh
e w

ro
te

 an
 

in
tro

du
ct

io
n,

 sh
e t

ho
ug

ht
 it

 w
as

 a 
ni

ce
 st

or
y. 

Bu
t I

’v
e h

ad
 

to
 m

ak
e h

er
 aw

ar
e t

ha
t w

rit
in

g 
an

 in
tro

du
ct

io
n 

is 
ve

ry
 h

ar
d,

 
th

at
 th

er
e a

re
 ce

rt
ai

n 
ru

le
s f

or
 th

at
, a

nd
 so

 o
n.

 (R
ya

n)
.

Ac
to

r/
su

pe
rv

iso
r

(N
 =

 5
0)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r m
en

tio
ns

 h
im

- o
r h

er
se

lf,
 w

ith
ou

t r
ef

er
-

en
ce

 to
 p

ed
ag

og
y. 

Th
e f

ra
gm

en
ts

 ar
e a

bo
ut

 su
pe

rv
iso

r 
ch

ar
ac

te
ris

tic
s, 

kn
ow

le
dg

e a
nd

 ex
pe

rie
nc

es
.

Be
ca

us
e I

’m
 a 

ve
ry

 p
os

iti
ve

 p
er

so
n.

 I 
do

n’
t q

ui
ck

ly
 fe

el
 th

at
 

th
in

gs
 ar

en
’t 

go
od

 en
ou

gh
, w

e’v
e t

o 
le

av
e t

hi
s p

ar
t o

ut
 [o

f t
he

 
re

se
ar

ch
 re

po
rt]

. I
 al

w
ay

s s
ee

 th
e b

ig
 p

ic
tu

re
. (

Li
nd

a)
. 

C
od

e 
(N

fra
gm

en
ts)

R
eg

ul
at

io
n 

qu
es

tio
n 

(N
 =

 3
4)

St
ud

en
t n

ee
ds

 q
ue

st
io

n 
(N

 =
 2

1)
R

el
at

io
na

l q
ue

st
io

n
(N

 =
 1

6)
Id

en
tit

y 
qu

es
tio

n
(N

 =
 1

7)
Ac

to
r/

ot
he

r
‘M

y 
su

pe
rv

iso
r t

ol
d 

m
e t

ha
t I

 h
av

e 
to

 b
e s

tr
ic

te
r f

or
 st

ud
en

ts
. I

 d
on

’t 
kn

ow
. I

 fi
nd

 th
at

 d
iffi

cu
lt 

in
 th

is 
ca

se
.’ (

M
ar

y)
.

R
es

t/
pl

an
-

ni
ng

‘A
t t

he
 en

d 
of

 th
e c

on
ve

rs
at

io
n,

 w
e 

di
sc

us
s w

he
th

er
 th

is 
pl

an
ni

ng
 is

 
re

al
ist

ic
. S

he
 ra

ise
s t

he
 b

ar
 fo

r h
er

se
lf.

 
To

o 
hi

gh
, I

 th
in

k.
 B

ut
, h

ey
, i

t’s
 h

er
 

in
te

rn
sh

ip
. I

 k
ee

p 
th

e o
pt

io
n 

op
en

 th
at

 
th

is 
w

or
k 

isn
’t 

fin
ish

ed
 b

y 
Fr

id
ay

. A
nd

 
I w

ou
ld

n’
t m

in
d.

 H
er

 as
se

ss
m

en
t i

s 
on

 M
on

da
y. 

So
 if

 it
’s 

fin
ish

ed
 b

ef
or

e 
th

en
 it

’s 
ok

. B
ut

 sh
e r

ai
se

s t
he

 b
ar

 
he

rs
el

f, 
w

an
tin

g 
to

 fi
ni

sh
 th

is 
on

 F
rid

ay
.’ 

(P
et

er
).

+ 
5 

fra
gm

en
ts

; V
er

a,
 P

au
l, 

Li
nd

a.

‘I 
se

e h
er

 ev
er

yd
ay

 an
yw

ay
. I

 th
in

k 
it’

s i
m

po
rt

an
t, 

I t
hi

nk
, t

ha
t y

ou
 se

e 
pe

op
le

 an
d 

ta
lk

 to
 o

th
er

 co
lle

ag
ue

s. 
Yo

u 
kn

ow
 w

ha
t e

ve
ry

on
e i

s d
oi

ng
 

an
d 

yo
u 

kn
ow

 w
ha

t t
he

ir 
da

y 
is 

re
al

-
ly

 li
ke

. I
’m

 n
ot

 g
oi

ng
 ar

ou
nd

 ta
lk

in
g 

no
ns

to
p 

fo
r a

n 
ho

ur
 w

ith
 m

y 
cu

p 
of

 co
ffe

e, 
bu

t I
’ll

 w
al

k 
ar

ou
nd

 ev
er

y 
m

or
ni

ng
 at

 n
in

e o
’cl

oc
k.

 “H
ow

’s 
it 

go
in

g?
 T

od
ay

 yo
u 

di
d 

th
is 

an
d 

th
is 

an
d 

do
 th

is.
” Th

at
’s 

O
K

, I
 th

in
k.’

 
(L

in
da

).

‘I’
ve

 sa
id

 to
 h

er
, l

et
s c

an
ce

l t
ha

t, 
be

ca
us

e t
he

re
 is

 en
ou

gh
 to

 d
o 

fo
r 

th
os

e o
th

er
 tw

o 
th

in
gs

. Th
in

gs
 

ha
ve

 to
 b

e c
om

pl
et

ed
, b

ec
au

se
 w

e 
ha

ve
 to

 sh
ow

 so
m

et
hi

ng
 to

 th
e 

bo
ar

d 
of

 ex
am

in
er

s a
nd

 w
e n

ee
d 

so
m

et
hi

ng
 to

 p
ub

lis
h.’

 (P
et

er
). 

R
es

t/
su

pe
r-

vi
sio

n 
ai

m
‘I 

fin
d 

it 
di

ffi
cu

lt 
to

 p
ro

vi
de

 
fe

ed
ba

ck
 o

n 
th

is 
ki

nd
 o

f r
ul

es
 o

f 
en

ga
ge

m
en

t [
th

e s
tu

de
nt

 b
ei

ng
 

la
te

, t
he

 st
ud

en
t s

en
di

ng
 an

 e-
m

ai
l 

to
 th

e s
en

io
r r

es
ea

rc
h 

w
ith

ou
t 

m
en

tio
ni

ng
 th

e s
up

er
vi

so
r]

. I
 fi

nd
 

it 
di

ffi
cu

lt,
 b

ec
au

se
 it

’s 
on

ly
 ab

ou
t 

ho
w

 I 
lik

e i
t.’ 

(M
ar

y)
.

+ 
2 

fra
gm

en
ts

; A
nn

a.



182

C
od

e (
N

fra
gm

et
ns

)
D

es
cr

ip
tio

n
Ex

am
pl

e

Ac
to

r/
st

ud
en

t

(N
 =

 4
0)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r m
en

tio
ns

 a 
st

ud
en

t, 
w

ith
ou

t r
ef

er
en

ce
 

to
 p

ed
ag

og
y. 

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r d
es

cr
ib

es
 p

er
so

na
l s

tu
de

nt
 

ch
ar

ac
te

ris
tic

s o
r ‘

ty
pe

’.

Ye
s, 

sh
e’s

 ve
ry

 sh
y. 

Th
at

 m
ig

ht
 b

e i
nh

er
en

t i
n 

he
r c

ul
tu

ra
l 

ba
ck

gr
ou

nd
 […

]. 
(V

er
a)

.

Ac
to

r/
ot

he
r

(N
 =

 6
)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r m
en

tio
ns

 so
m

eo
ne

 o
th

er
 th

an
 h

er
/h

im
-

se
lf 

or
 a 

st
ud

en
t. 

Fo
r e

xa
m

pl
e t

he
 su

pe
rv

iso
rs

’ s
up

er
vi

so
r. 

N
o 

pr
ac

tic
es

 ar
e m

en
tio

ne
d 

in
 th

es
e f

ra
gm

en
ts

.

I d
on

’t 
w

an
t h

er
 to

 p
re

se
nt

 th
is 

te
xt

 o
n 

th
e p

os
te

r a
t t

he
 co

n-
fe

re
nc

e. 
[…

] I
’m

 su
re

, o
ur

 b
os

s i
s g

oi
ng

 to
 as

se
ss

 th
e p

os
te

r. 
I a

lre
ad

y 
kn

ow
 h

e w
ou

ld
n’

t a
gr

ee
 w

ith
 th

is.
 I’

ll 
tr

y 
to

 ch
an

ge
 

th
is 

be
fo

re
 it

’s 
se

nt
 to

 h
im

. (
Ve

ra
). 

R
es

t/
pl

an
ni

ng

(N
 =

 4
2)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r i
s w

or
rie

d 
th

at
 th

e r
es

ea
rc

h 
pr

oj
ec

t m
ay

 
ta

ke
 to

o 
lo

ng
. B

ec
au

se
 o

f t
hi

s, 
(s

)h
e m

ak
es

 d
ec

isi
on

s f
or

 
th

e s
tu

de
nt

 o
r a

sk
s t

he
 st

ud
en

t t
o 

pl
an

 th
e n

ex
t a

ct
iv

iti
es

 
ca

re
fu

lly
.

Es
pe

ci
al

ly
 si

nc
e I

’m
 n

ot
 h

er
e n

ex
t w

ee
k,

 so
 th

ey
 re

al
ly

 n
ee

d 
to

 w
or

k 
in

de
pe

nd
en

tly
. Th

at
’s 

w
ha

t I
 w

an
te

d 
to

 d
isc

us
s. 

W
ha

t a
re

 yo
u 

go
in

g 
to

 d
o 

ne
xt

 w
ee

k?
 (

Ja
ck

y)
.

R
es

t/
su

pe
rv

isi
on

 
ai

m

(N
 =

 1
0)

Th
e s

up
er

vi
so

r e
xp

la
in

s h
is/

he
r i

de
as

 ab
ou

t g
oo

d 
re

-
se

ar
ch

 su
pe

rv
isi

on
 an

d 
un

de
rg

ra
du

at
e e

du
ca

tio
n.

 Th
es

e 
fra

gm
en

ts
 m

ay
 al

so
 in

cl
ud

e c
ur

ric
ul

um
 g

oa
ls,

 co
nt

en
t 

of
 th

e e
du

ca
tio

na
l p

ro
gr

am
m

e a
nd

 p
er

ce
iv

ed
 b

en
efi

ts
 o

f 
un

de
rg

ra
du

at
e r

es
ea

rc
h.

I h
ad

 an
 id

ea
 ab

ou
t w

ha
t h

e c
ou

ld
 d

o 
in

 h
is 

re
se

ar
ch

 p
ro

je
ct

. 
H

ow
ev

er
, m

y 
su

pe
rv

iso
r d

id
n’

t f
ee

l t
ha

t h
ad

 to
 b

e d
on

e. 
Sh

e 
sa

ys
 th

e e
vi

de
nc

e i
s c

on
vi

nc
in

g,
 th

er
e’s

 n
o 

ne
ed

 fo
r a

no
th

er
 

va
lid

at
io

n.
 H

ow
ev

er
, I

 w
as

 th
in

ki
ng

 it
 w

ou
ld

 b
e g

oo
d 

fo
r 

hi
m

, b
ec

au
se

 h
e’s

 le
ar

ne
d 

ab
ou

t t
hi

s i
n 

hi
s u

nd
er

gr
ad

ua
te

 
pr

og
ra

m
m

e. 
(A

nn
a)

. 

Publications and 
presentations



184 185

Scientific publications 

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (submitted). 
Engaging students in authentic research practices throughout the curriculum in 
medical education: Student beliefs and perceptions. 

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2017). 
Student learning outcomes, perceptions and beliefs in the context of strengthening 
research integration into the first year of medical education. Advances in Health 
Science Education. Advance online publication. doi: 10.1007/s10459-017-9803-0

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2017). 
Novice supervisors’ practices and dilemmatic space in supervision of students’ 
research projects. Teaching in Higher Education. Advance online publication. doi: 
10.1080/13562517.2017.1414791

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., de Beaufort, A.J., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, 
F.W. (2016). Fostering first-year student learning through research integration 
into teaching: Student perceptions, beliefs regarding the value of research 
and student achievement. Innovations in Education and Teaching International. 
Advance online publication. doi: 10.1080/14703297.2016.1260490.

Vereijken, M.W.C., Kruidering-Hall, M., de Jong, P.G.M., de Beaufort, A.J., 
& Dekker, F. W. (2013). Scientific education early in the curriculum using a 
constructivist approach on learning. Perspectives on Medical Education, 2, 209-
215. doi: 10.1007/s40037-013-0072-1
 
Janmaat, V.T., Kortekaas, K.E., Vereijken, M., Schoones, J.W., Hylckama Vlieg, A., 
& Dekker, F.W. (2013). Research-tutored learning; an effective way for students 
to benefit research. Medical Science Educator, 23(2), 269-277. doi: 10.1007/
BF03341630

Kooloos, J.G., Klaassen, T., Vereijken, M., van Kuppeveld, S., Bolhuis, 
S., & Vorstenbosch, M. (2011). Collaborative group work: Effects of 
group size and assignment structure on learning gain, student satisfaction 
and perceived participation. Medical Teacher, 33(12), 983-988. doi: 
10.3109/0142159X.2011.588733

Other publications

Day, I., Huisman, B., & Vereijken, M. (2016). Exploring freedom and control in 
global higher education: Een conferentieverslag van de jaarlijkse bijeenkomst van 
de Society for Research into Higher Education [In Dutch: A report of the annual 
conference of the Society for Research into Higher Education]. Onderzoek van 
Onderwijs, 46(1), 19-21. 

Paper presentations and symposia

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2017, 
June). Student engagement in research in health science education. Paper presented 
at the annual conference of the Higher Education Research and Development 
Society for Australasia, Sydney, NSW, Australia.

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2016, 
December). Novice supervisors’ research supervision pedagogies and dilemmatic 
space in students’ research projects. Paper presented at the annual conference of the 
Society for Research into Higher Education, Newport, Wales, United Kingdom. 

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2016, 
December). Novice supervisors’ research supervision pedagogies and dilemmatic 
space in students’ research projects. Paper presented at the Newer Researcher 
Conference of the Society for Research into Higher Education, Newport, Wales, 
United Kingdom. 



186 187

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H. & Dekker, F.W. (2016, 
November). Vroeg op weg naar succes? Het effect van een sterkere onderzoek 
integratie in de bachelor op studieprestaties in het eerste jaar geneeskunde [In Dutch: 
The influence of strengthening research integrated into undergraduate teaching 
on learning outcomes in the first year of medical education]. Paper presented at 
the annual conference of the Netherlands Association for Medical Education, 
Egmond aan Zee, the Netherlands.

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2016, 
July). Improving first-year student learning outcomes by strengthening research 
integration into teaching. Paper presented at the Higher Education Conference, 
Amsterdam, the Netherlands.

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H. & Dekker, F.W. (2016, 
June). Leerproces bevorderen door verwevenheid van onderzoek en onderwijs. Een 
vergelijkende cohortstudie [In Dutch: Stimulating student learning through 
research integrated into teaching. A comparative cohort study]. Paper presented 
at the Onderwijs Research Dagen, Rotterdam, the Netherlands.

Vereijken, M.W.C., Buis, D.T.P., Dijkerman, M., Adelmeijer, E.G.M., le Cessie, 
S., Swenne, C.A., de Beaufort, A.J., & Dekker, F.W. (2015, November). 
Onderzoekscompetenties vroeg in de bachelor: ontwikkeling en relatieve 
betrouwbaarheid van een rubric voor beoordeling van onderzoeksverslagen [In 
Dutch: Research competencies in undergraduate education: Development and 
reliability of an assessment rubric for student research reports]. Paper presented 
at the annual research conference of the Netherlands Association for Medical 
Education, Rotterdam, the Netherlands. 

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., van Driel, J.H. & Dekker, F.W. (2014, 
November). Wetenschappelijke vorming in de bachelor [In Dutch: Scientific 
training in undergraduate education]. Paper presented at the annual research 
conference of the Netherlands Association for Medical Education, Egmond aan 
Zee, the Netherlands. 

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., de Beaufort, A.J., van Driel, J.H. & 
Dekker, F.W. (2014, September). Research-based learning in undergraduate 
medical education. Paper presented in D. Griffioen (chair), Critically examining 
the relationships between research, teaching and students’ learning in higher education. 
Symposium conducted at the annual conference of the European Educational 
Research Association, Porto, Portugal.

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst, R.M., de Beaufort, A.J., van Driel, J.H. & Dekker, 
F.W. (2014, April). First-year student perceptions of research in an educational 
reform. Paper presented in M. Mulder (chair), Barriers and facilitators of integrating 
research in higher education. Symposium conducted at the annual conference of 
the American Educational Research Association, Philadelphia, PA, USA. 

Posters/round tables

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst., R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2015, 
August). Towards a research pedagogy: Supervisors’ knowledge of interventions 
in student research supervision. Round table presented at the Junior Research 
Pre‐Conference of the European Association for Research on Learning and 
Instruction, Limassol, Cyprus.

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst., R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2015, 
June). Strategieën en overwegingen van begeleiders van onderzoeksstages [In Dutch: 
Supervisors’ strategies and considerations in students’ research projects]. Poster 
presented at Onderwijs Research Dagen, Leiden, the Netherlands.

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst., R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2014, 
November). Scaffolding undergraduate research. Round table presented at the 
International Fall School of the Dutch Interuniversity Centre for Educational 
Research, Blankenberge, Belgium. 



188

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst., R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2014, 
June). Studiesucces: Research-based learning in de bachelor [In Dutch: Study 
success: Research-based learning in undergraduate education]. Poster presented 
at Onderwijs Research Dagen, Groningen, the Netherlands.

Vereijken, M.W.C., van der Rijst., R.M., van Driel, J.H., & Dekker, F.W. (2015, 
August). Strategies in undergraduate research supervision. Poster presented at the 
annual conference of the European Association for Research on Learning and 
Instruction, Limassol, Cyprus.

Vereijken, M.W.C. & Dekker, F.W. (2013, November). Onderzoek doen: een eigen 
relevante leerervaring voor alle eerstejaars [In Dutch: Doing research: An individual 
and meaningful learning experience for first year students]. Poster presented at 
the annual conference of the Netherlands Association for Medical Education, 
Egmond aan Zee, the Netherlands.

Curriculum Vitae



191

Curriculum Vitae

Mayke Vereijken was born in Bergeijk, the Netherlands on 1st September, 1986. 
She completed her secondary education at the Were Di College in Valkenswaard, 
graduating in 2004. Afterwards she began her studies at the Radboud University 
in Nijmegen. She first obtained a bachelor’s degree in pedagogical sciences in 
2010, before going on to complete a master’s degree in educational sciences. 
During her master’s study she specialised in medical education. Her master’s 
thesis covered the affect and coping behaviour of undergraduate medical students 
during early clinical experiences. After graduating in 2011, she worked as an 
educational consultant at the Leiden University Medical Center. She also became 
a member of the special interest group on research integrated into teaching of the 
Netherlands Association for Medical Education (NVMO). 

In 2013, Mayke enrolled as a PhD candidate at ICLON, Leiden University 
Graduate School of Teaching. Her research project focused on promoting student 
engagement in research in medical education. Her research was part of a project 
funded by the Leiden University board that aimed to foster study success. Mayke 
attended courses and master-classes related to her research topic provided by ICO, 
the Dutch Interuniversity Center for Educational Research. Since 2014, she has 
been a co-coordinator of the ICO ‘Higher Education’ themegroup. In 2017, she 
participated in organising the annual NVMO PhD student day. Furthermore, she 
received a visiting student scholarship to Melbourne University, the Australian 
National University and Macquarie University from the Leiden University 
Fund. She has presented her research at national (NVMO and ORD) as well as 
international conferences (AERA, EARLI, HERDSA and SRHE). Additionally, 
in 2017 she was given the award for the best student paper presentation at the 
Annual Conference of the Higher Education Research and Development Society 
of Australasia. 

Currently, Mayke is employed as a postdoctoral researcher at the ICLON. 
She is working on a research project investigating professional development in 
inquiry-based teaching at international schools with a particular focus on relations 
between teacher beliefs and inquiry-based teaching practices. Furthermore, she 

is employed at the ICLON as a consultant in higher education, focusing on 
instructional development initiatives for university teachers. 



192

Dankwoord



194 195

Dankwoord

Ik kijk terug op een zeer waardevolle promotietijd, waar ik velen dankbaar voor 
ben. Hier noem ik een paar mensen in het bijzonder.

Allereerst bedank ik het College van Bestuur van de Universiteit Leiden voor 
het mogelijk maken van dit promotietraject. Ik bedank mijn (co)promotoren die 
ieder op eigen wijze bij hebben gedragen aan mijn ontwikkeling tot onderzoeker. 
Jan, jouw scherpe blik heeft mijn werk tot een hoger plan getild. Jij zorgde 
ervoor dat ik me bleef richten op de grote lijn. Ik heb bewondering voor jouw 
begeleidingsstijl. Friedo, jij hebt mijn enthousiasme voor onderzoek in het 
medisch onderwijs aangewakkerd. Ik heb je tijdens mijn promotie opnieuw leren 
kennen als bevlogen docent en onderzoeker met een heldere visie op het medisch 
onderwijs. Jouw kritische vragen zijn voor mij van blijvende waarde. Roeland, 
het was prettig met je samen te werken. Ik vond onze wekelijkse gesprekken 
zeer inspirerend. Jij moedigde me aan om onderwijskundig onderzoek breed te 
verkennen. 

Dit proefschrift was er niet gekomen zonder de inzet van vele studenten, 
docenten en onderwijsondersteunend personeel van het LUMC. Ik vond 
het erg bijzonder mee te mogen kijken met de begeleiders en studenten in de 
onderzoeksprojecten. Dank voor jullie deelname en openheid. 

Van collega’s bij het LUMC en het ICLON heb ik veel geleerd. Saskia en 
Tim, bedankt voor de statistische ondersteuning. Ben en Gerda, veel dank 
voor jullie hulp bij het analyseren van de interviews. Dank aan iedereen in 
de onderzoeksgroep voor jullie constructieve commentaren en interesse in 
(enigszins) PhD-gerelateerde zaken. Bart en Indira, ik vond het fijn samen met 
jullie op te trekken.

Furthermore, I very much appreciated the meetings with colleagues during 
ICO courses and (inter)national conferences. A special thanks to professor Angela 
Brew for bringing me in touch with Australian colleagues, which made my visit 
such a wonderful experience. During my stay I was given lots of opportunities to 
discuss my research, thanks to professor Simon Barrie, professor Susan Howitt, 
professor Keith Trigwell, Heather Verkade, Hannah Schurholz, Denise Higgins, 
Lilia Mantai and Tai Peseta. 

Tot slot bedank ik mijn vrienden, familie en schoonfamilie voor de nodige 
afleiding en ontspanning. Lieve pap en mam, door jullie steun ben ik gekomen 
waar ik nu ben. Mam, in gedachten vier je dit feest mee. Lieve Wouter, wij verstaan 
elkaar in weinig woorden. Dank voor alles wat ik nodig had tijdens dit avontuur. 
Ik kijk uit naar onze toekomst samen!

Mayke Vereijken



196 197

ICLON PhD dissertation series

Hoeflaak, A. (1994). Decoderen en interpreteren: een onderzoek naar het gebruik van strategieën bĳ 
het beluisteren van Franse nieuwsteksten.

Verhoeven, P. (1997). Tekstbegrip in het onderwijs klassieke talen.
Meijer, P. C. (1999). Teachers’ practical knowledge: Teaching reading comprehension in secondary 

education.
Zanting, A. (2001). Mining the mentor’s mind: The elicitation of mentor teachers’ practical knowledge 

by prospective teachers.
Uhlenbeck, A. M. (2002). The development of an assessment procedure for beginning teachers of 

English as a foreign language.
Oolbekkink-Marchand, H.W. (2006). Teachers’ perspectives on self-regulated learning: An 

exploratory study in secondary and university education.
Henze-Rietveld, F. A. (2006). Science teachers’ knowledge development in the context of educational 

innovation.
Mansvelder-Longayroux, D. D. (2006). The learning portfolio as a tool for stimulating reflection by 

student teachers.
Meirink, J.A. (2007). Individual teacher learning in a context of collaboration in teams.
Nijveldt, M.J. (2008). Validity in teacher assessment: An exploration of the judgement processes of 

assessors.
Bakker, M.E.J. (2008). Design and evaluation of video portfolios: Reliability, generalizability, and 

validity of an authentic performance assessment for teachers.
Oonk, W. (2009). Theory-enriched practical knowledge in mathematics teacher education.
Visser-Wijnveen, G.J. (2009). The research-teaching nexus in the humanities: Variations among 

academics.
Van der Rijst, R.M. (2009). The research-teaching nexus in the sciences: Scientific research dispositions 

and teaching practice.
Platteel, T.L. (2010). Knowledge development of secondary school L1 teachers on concept-context rich 

education in an action-research setting.
Kessels, C.C. (2010). The influence of induction programmes on beginning teachers’ well-being and 

professional development. 
Min-Leliveld, M.J. (2011). Supporting medical teachers’ learning: Redesigning a programme using 

characteristics of effective instructional development.
Dobber, M. (2011). Collaboration in groups during teacher education.
Wongsopawiro, D. (2012). Examining science teachers pedagogical content knowledge in the context 

of a professional development programme.
Belo, N.A.H. (2013). Engaging students in the study of physics: An investigation of physics teachers’ 

belief systems about teaching and learning physics.
De Jong, R.J. (2013). Student teachers’ practical knowledge, discipline strategies, and the teacher-class 

relationship.
Verberg, C.P.M. (2013). The characteristics of a negotiated assessment procedure to promote teacher 

learning.
Van Kan, C.A. (2013). Teachers’ interpretations of their classroom interactions in terms of their pupils’ 

best interest: A perspective from continental European pedagogy.



198 199

Dam, M. (2014). Making educational reforms practical for teachers: Using a modular, success-oriented 
approach to make a context-based educational reform practical for implementation in Dutch 
biology education.

Hu, Y. (2014). The role of research in university teaching: A comparison of Chinese and Dutch teachers.
Vink, C.C. (2014). Mapping for meaning: Using concept maps to integrate clinical and basic sciences 

in medical education.
De Hei, M.S.A. (2016). Collaborative learning in higher education: design, implementation and 

evaluation of group learning activities.
Louws, M.L. (2016). Professional learning: what teachers want to learn.
Moses, I. (2017). Student-teachers’ commitment to teaching.
Veldman, I.M.J. (2017). Stay or leave? Veteran teachers’ relationships with students and job satisfaction.
Chen, D. (2017). Intercultural identities of English language teachers: An exploration in China and 

the Netherlands.
Vereijken, M.W.C. (2018). Student engagement in research in medical education.
Stollman, S.H.M. (2018). Differentiated instruction in practice: A teacher perspective.


