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1 Introduction 

Student writing is at the center of teaching and learning in higher education. 
(Coffin, Curry, Goodman, & Hewings, 2005, p. 2)

The first chapter provides an introduction to this research project. The research 
problem is first defined (see Section 1.1). In Section 1.2, the aim, research 
questions and research method are presented. Subsequently, the context in 
which the research is conducted is described in Section 1.3. The chapter ends 
with an overview of the structure of the dissertation as well as an overview of 
the content of the subsequent chapters in Section 1.4.

1.1 Problem Definition 
Writing is a challenge for many students entering higher education. First-year 
students have difficulty writing structured and coherent texts that are attuned to 
the reader (Davies, Swinburne, & Williams, 2006; De Wachter & Heeren, 
2011). Another difficulty for first-year students is the more abstract and 
subject-specific writing students are expected to produce in higher education. 
Many students also struggle to produce texts that meet the writing requirements 
of different courses and the expectations of different lecturers (Harwood & 
Hadley, 2004; Lea & Street, 1998).  

Inadequate writing skills pose a major and pressing problem for first-year 
students, as student writing is at the center of learning in higher education 
(Coffin et al., 2005). Writing enables students to develop their knowledge and 
skills (Russell, Lea, Parker, Street, & Donahue, 2009). Through writing, 
students learn both general academic writing conventions and discipline-
specific writing conventions, and thereby enter new communities (Hyland, 
2008). Writing is crucial for demonstrating learning as written assignments are 
the most frequently used means of assessment in tertiary education (Davies et 
al., 2006). In short, good writing can be seen as students’ “passport to 
achievement” (Ahmad & McMahon, 2006, p. 3). 

In the last few decades, students’ writing problems have gained greater 
exposure through increasing participation in both the European higher 
education context (Kruse, 2003; Wingate, 2010) and the broader international 
higher education context (e.g., Beckman & Rayner, 2011; Dowse, 2013).  
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Student cohorts have become larger and more diverse in terms of prior 
learning, academic skills, and cultural background. An increasing number of 
both L1 and L2 students are not prepared to meet the writing requirements of 
higher education and therefore struggle with writing (Van Houtven, Peters, & 
Van den Branden, 2013; Wingate, 2010). 

Institutions of higher education have typically responded to students’ writing 
needs by offering form-focused, generic writing courses either within or 
outside the curriculum (Cleary, Graham, Jeanneau, & O’Sullivan, 2009; 
Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014; Wingate, 2006). Such courses are commonly 
unrelated to other course content and mainly focus on helping low-achieving 
students address their spelling and grammar weaknesses. However, more 
recently, scholars have called upon practitioners and policy makers in higher 
education to move away from this ‘deficit approach’ (Elton, 2010; Lea & 
Street, 1998). Development of student writing is argued to be a content-based 
process addressing all aspects of writing and involving all students and 
lecturers (Ganobcsik-Williams, 2004). Several scholars therefore advocate 
‘embedded approaches’, in which writing instruction is structurally integrated 
into subject-specific courses (Wingate, 2012b; Woodward-Kron, 2005). Such 
approaches treat writing as “an integral, ongoing part of disciplinary learning 
for all students” (Mitchell & Evison, 2006, pp. 71–72).  

One such embedded approach that seems promising for higher education is 
genre-based writing instruction (GBWI). GBWI’s core idea is to focus 
explicitly on how language is used to achieve particular communicative 
purposes in specific contexts (Gibbons, 2002). Scholars who favor GBWI 
consider it beneficial to learners because it “pulls together language, content, 
and contexts, while offering teachers a means of presenting students with 
explicit and systematic explanations of the ways writing works to 
communicate” (Hyland, 2007, p. 150). As Wingate (2012b) argues, it is 
precisely this realistic, effective and feasible approach that makes GBWI a 
promising alternative to current writing instruction. However, scant research 
has been done on the use of GBWI in tertiary education. To properly explore 
its potential, more insight is needed into how GBWI can be shaped and 
implemented in higher education. 

1.2 Aim, Research Questions and Method 
The aim of this research project is to provide scientifically grounded insight 
into the use of subject-specific GBWI, so as to promote first-year students’ 
writing proficiency in the context of higher professional education. The central 
research question of this project is therefore as follows: 
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How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction in higher 
professional education be shaped and implemented with a view to promoting 
first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

To find an answer to this question, the current research project explores GBWI 
in the L1 context of the first year of Dutch higher professional education. As 
subject-specific GBWI is a fairly new teaching strategy in this context, it had to 
be designed first before it could be studied. Both theoretical and empirical 
sources were used to inform this design. Such a research approach involving 
simultaneously designing and studying a new teaching strategy is called 
design-based research (DBR). This is a relatively new method in the learning 
sciences intended to bridge the gap between educational practice and theory 
(e.g., Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015; Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer, & Schauble, 
2003). DBR aims to achieve this by addressing complex educational problems 
in a local context while developing evidence-based knowledge that can inform 
future design and implementation decisions (Herrington, McKenney, & Oliver, 
2007). DBR therefore contributes not only to solving an educational problem in 
a particular local context, but also to the accumulation of knowledge about how 
similar educational problems in other contexts could be addressed (see further 
Chapter 3). Typically, DBR consists of cycles of three phases in which 
interventions are a) prepared and designed, b) enacted and c) evaluated. This 
phasing is reflected in the three subquestions of this research project: 

a) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be prepared 
and designed? 

b) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted? 
c) What effect does subject-specific genre-based writing instruction have 

on first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

As this research project was carried out in Dutch higher professional education, 
a brief description of this context is presented. 

1.3 Context of Research  
In the Netherlands, just as in the international context, first-year students’ 
writing problems have gained increasing attention over the last decade. 
Scholars, practitioners and policy makers have all expressed their concern 
about students’ preparedness for the writing demands of higher education 
(Bonset, 2010a; Koenraad & Hajer, 2008; Raad voor de Nederlandse Taal en 
Letteren, 2015; Van Eerd & Van der Pool, 2010). Educational institutions 
generally offer generic writing courses within and outside their curricula to 
address deficits and so promote student writing (e.g., Herelixka & Verhulst, 
2014). However, many Dutch tertiary institutions have in recent years shifted 
to broader approaches laid down in institution-wide language policies (Daems 
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& Van der Westen, 2008; Van Eerd, 2009). Such policies, which tend to focus 
on the integration of writing and content instruction are referred to as 
Taalgericht Vakonderwijs (Hajer, 2005; Hajer & Meestringa, 2009; Hajer, 
Meestringa, & Miedema, 2000) or Taalontwikkelend Onderwijs (Kerkhofs, 
Peters, & Van Houtven, 2012; Van der Westen, 2006; Van Eerd, Gangaram 
Panday, Boogaard, & De Haan, 2011). Although several institutions of higher 
professional education have carried out pilots to design, test and evaluate 
embedded writing approaches (Beijer & Hajer, 2007; Van Eerd et al., 2011; 
Van Lenteren & Van der Westen, 2010), such integrated approaches are not yet 
commonly practiced. GBWI, the form of embedded writing instruction central 
to this research project, has been introduced in the Netherlands only recently 
(Van der Leeuw, Meestringa, & Pennewaard, 2011) and is still relatively little 
known in the Dutch tertiary context to date (Kuiper, Smit, De Wachter, & Elen, 
2017).  

The present research project is carried out at Saxion University of Applied 
Sciences, an institution with a student body numbering 26.224 students in 
2016-2017. In recent years, Saxion has formulated an institution-wide language 
policy (Klein Velderman & Kuiper, 2017). Both management and practitioners 
working in the various academies that comprise the university are expected to 
develop and implement this policy. The specific academy where this research 
project was conducted was the Hospitality Business School (HBS). The HBS 
language policy plan, drawing on the Taalgericht Vakonderwijs concept, states 
that all lecturers are supposed to structurally contribute to all students’ 
language proficiency (Kuiper, 2013, 2014). Language proficiency here is 
broadly understood. It refers not only to correct language use, but more widely 
to students’ ability to communicate a message effectively within a particular 
social context. In practice though, HBS has found it difficult to establish shared 
responsibility for language proficiency and to implement integrated writing 
instruction, mainly due to limited structural institutional support  
(see also De Graaff, 2014; Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014; Raad voor de 
Nederlandse Taal en Letteren, 2015). Despite some small-scale but promising 
initiatives, HBS is still far from integrating writing and content instruction, as a 
small-scale internal study showed (Kuiper, 2014). To date, language teachers 
are still predominantly held responsible for promoting students’ language 
proficiency.  

1.4 Overview of Research  
Chapter 2 provides background information on writing demands in higher 
education and on writing instruction in general. The chapter discusses the 
concepts of content-based language instruction and GBWI (including the 
theories underpinning it). It also elaborates on the notion of ‘scaffolding’ that 
informs GBWI. Chapter 3 describes design-based research (DBR), the chosen 
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research method. The chapter elaborates on the emergence, characterization 
and phasing within DBR and discusses the methodological issues of causality, 
reliability and validity. Chapter 4 describes the preparation and design of the 
GBWI course for the research project. It offers some insight into the local 
teaching and learning context at HBS by describing several preparatory 
analyses. The chapter goes on to discuss the professional development program 
designed for two subject lecturers and then describes the design of the GBWI 
course. Chapters 5 and 6 describe the enactment and evaluation of the GBWI 
course on student writing in two HBS first-year subjects: Event Organization 
(EO) and Introduction to Research (IR). Chapter 7 discusses the results of the 
interventions in order to formulate an answer to the central research question. It 
also describes the contributions of the research as well as possible criticisms 
and limitations. In addition, recommendations for future research and 
educational practice are presented. Figure 1.1 provides schematic overview of 
the research project.  

 Figure 1.1 Overview research project
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2 Theoretical Background 

There’s a lot more to writing than genre. But there is no writing without genre.  
(Devitt, Bawarshi, Reiff, & Dryer, n.d.) 

This chapter reviews the literature that serves as the theoretical background to 
the research project1. It discusses previous research on writing demands and 
writing instruction in higher education as well as studies of content-based 
language instruction in Section 2.1. It also describes research into genre-based 
writing instruction in Section 2.2, the type of writing instruction central to this 
research project. 

2.1 Research on Writing in Higher Education 
2.1.1 Writing Demands in Higher Education 
Writing in school contexts poses several challenges to students. Students are 
required to use different idioms and phrases than they are accustomed to in 
everyday life. The language used in schools, often referred to as school or 
academic language, is more removed from the self and from familiar 
experience than everyday language, which is focused on “the here and now of 
you and me” (Macken-Horarik, Devereux, Trimingham-Jack, & Wilson, 2006, 
p. 251). In academic language, it is common to use more complex words and 
sentence structures than in everyday life (e.g., nominalizations, conjunctions 
and jargon). Cummins (1984) introduced the distinction between basic 
interpersonal communicative skills (BICS) as used in everyday life and 
cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) as used in schools. In the 
Dutch context, BICS and CALP are commonly referred to as DAT (Dagelijks 
Algemeen Taalgebruik) and CAT (Cognitief Academisch Taalgebruik; Appel, 
1984).  

Students’ academic language proficiency is considered indispensable for 
achieving academic success at all levels of education, including higher 
education (Van Houtven et al., 2013; Winstead, 2004). It should be noted that 
academic language can be subdivided into general academic language and 

1 Parts of this chapter are based on Kuiper, C., Smit, J., De Wachter, L. & Elen, J. (2017). Scaffolding 
tertiary students’ writing in a genre-based writing intervention. Journal of Writing Research, 9(1), 27-59. 
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subject-specific language (Smit, 2013). The former involves words and phrases 
related to learning at school, which are not tied to a specific discipline or 
subject (e.g., ‘integration’, ‘alternatives’, ‘in contrast to’). The latter refers to 
idioms that are associated with a particular subject (e.g., ‘unique selling point’, 
‘increase brand loyalty’, ‘product-market matrix’, all three of which are from 
marketing lexicon). In order to be successful in higher education, first-year 
students must learn not only general academic usage, but also subject-specific 
language (Harwood & Hadley, 2004; Johns, 2008; Lea & Street, 1999). 

Furthermore, students entering higher education are expected to have 
internalized technical skills as grammar and spelling in order to convey 
meaning in different types of texts (Ahmad & McMahon, 2006). These skills 
are the foundation for students’ educational and writing development and for 
assessing this development. Nevertheless, many students entering higher 
education struggle with these basic writing skills, as research in the 
Netherlands (e.g., Bonset, 2010b; Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014; Raad voor de 
Nederlandse Taal en Letteren, 2015), Europe (e.g., Cleary et al., 2009; Davies 
et al., 2006; De Wachter & Heeren, 2011) and wider international contexts 
(e.g., Van Dyk, 2011) has shown. 

First-year students are also expected to learn to write types of texts that differ 
from those they produced in secondary education (Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014; 
Kruse, 2013; Meestringa, 2011). Text types like for example a scientific paper 
or a business report are new to most students entering higher education 
(Meestringa, 2011). These confront students with new content and language 
use, structural conventions and expectations as to their role as writers 
(Schleppegrell, 2001). In a scientific paper for example, students are expected 
to use what is known as a ‘student voice’ characterized by analytical, neutral 
and concise language aimed at providing a general description and 
interpretation of past events. In a business report, students are expected to write 
as practitioners and to use more subjective and dynamic language focusing on 
particular future actions (Nesi & Gardner, 2012). In addition, some texts 
require students to use both a student and a practitioner voice in order to meet 
both academic and professional demands. These are sometimes referred to as 
hybrid texts (Schneider & Andre, 2005; Van Kruiningen, 2013), boundary 
genres (Popham, 2005), or more broadly as boundary objects (Nesi & Gardner, 
2012; see also Chapter 4 and 6). 

In order to meet the aforementioned writing demands in higher education, first-
year students need to be aware of these demands to begin with. Research has 
shown that this awareness is limited to date (Lea & Street, 1998; Lillis & 
Turner, 2001). Many students have little or no insight into what the academic 
and professional writing requirements are in various subjects. In addition, 
students often have difficulty understanding precisely what their lecturers 
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expect from particular writing assignments and which writing conventions 
apply (Barker, 2000; Lillis & Turner, 2001). Strikingly, research has shown 
that lecturers themselves also often lack a clear understanding of what student 
writing should encompass and what they can expect of writing assignments 
(Blake & Pates, 2010; Wingate, Andon, & Cogo, 2011; see also Section 2.3). 
Helping lecturers to improve their writing instruction may also help further the 
dual goal of increasing student awareness of writing demands and promoting 
student writing.  

2.1.2 Writing Instruction in Higher Education 
L1 writing instruction in higher education has long been deemed unnecessary 
(Davies et al., 2006; Raad voor de Nederlandse Taal en Letteren, 2015). The 
assumption was that first-year students arrived well prepared and would 
automatically acquire higher-level language skills simply by attending classes 
(Björk, Bräuer, Rienecker, & Jörgensen, 2003). In some institutions, this 
assumption is still prevalent. As Badenhorst (2011, p. 1) notes, “post-secondary 
teaching is often so focused on content and subject matter that writing needs 
are hidden”. 

As student bodies in European higher education have become more 
heterogeneous (Cleary et al., 2009; Davies et al., 2006; Herelixka & Verhulst, 
2014; Raad voor de Nederlandse Taal en Letteren, 2015; Van Houtven et al., 
2013; Wingate, 2009), the assumption that students’ writing proficiency is 
adequate, or will automatically improve, is no longer accurate. Currently, 
students entering their first year have widely different entry qualifications, 
learning experiences and linguistic abilities. Many of them have greater 
difficulty meeting the writing demands in higher education than previous 
cohorts. In addition, the number of students with low linguistic proficiency 
entering higher professional education institutions is thought to be higher than 
in university, because higher professional education tends to attract a more 
diverse group of students (Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014). In short, institutions of 
higher education can no longer ignore the urgent need for writing support for 
first-year students. 

The common response to students’ writing needs has been to provide extra-
curricular remedial form-focused writing courses (e.g., Daems & Van der 
Westen, 2008; Lea & Street, 1999; Lillis & Turner, 2001; Tribble & Wingate, 
2013). However, many of the students who need these courses do not attend 
them. Students often fail to recognize how writing proficiency is relevant to 
regular curricular subjects (Durkin & Main, 2002; Wingate, 2006). Aside from 
extra-curricular courses, some tertiary institutions also offer writing instruction 
within the curriculum in order to reach more students and emphasize the 
relevance of writing.  
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Generally, this kind of writing instruction is provided by writing experts in 
separate sessions without a clear linkage to content instruction (Mitchell & 
Evison, 2006; Wingate, 2012a). These two approaches share a shortcoming: 
literacy is widely considered to be subject-specific rather than generic (e.g., 
Gibbons, 2009; Love, 2009; Mitchell & Evison, 2006; Nesi & Gardner, 2012). 
Therefore, neither type of separate writing instruction (i.e., extra-curricular or 
curricular) is deemed to sufficiently improve students’ writing proficiency. 

In search of better results, many European institutions of higher education have 
started to develop broader, systematic approaches (Ganobcsik-Williams, 2004; 
Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014; Peters & Van Houtven, 2010; Raad voor de 
Nederlandse Taal en Letteren, 2015). These approaches usually advocate 
integration of writing and content instruction (French, 2011; McWilliams & 
Allan, 2014; Wingate, 2007). In US higher education, integrated or embedded 
writing approaches are well-established and have been proven effective for 
enhancing student writing (e.g., Young, 2006). In Europe, however, they 
remain underdeveloped (Björk, Bräuer, Rienecker, & Stray Jörgensen, 2003).  

2.1.3 Content-Based Language Instruction 
Embedded writing approaches are rooted in a content-based view of language 
learning. When content-based language learning and instruction was first 
introduced in the 1980s, it was intended for L2 learning. It emerged from the 
need to bridge the gap between pupils’ second language learning in ‘reception 
classes’ and their participation in the mainstream classroom (Hajer, 1996). 
Later on, the method was extended to other educational contexts and L1 
learning (Grabe & Stoller, 1997). Content-based language instruction refers to 
instructional approaches that combine content and language learning (Brinton, 
Snow, & Wesche, 2003), albeit not necessarily to an equal degree (Elbers, 
2012; Stoller, 2008). They range from highly language-focused to highly 
content-focused approaches. Language-focused instruction tends to be provided 
by language teachers, while content-focused training is often taught by teachers 
of a particular subject. As a consequence, different terms for this type of 
instructional approaches are in use in the literature, varying from content-based 
language instruction and content-based instruction to language-sensitive 
subject teaching and language-rich content teaching (Elbers, 2012). The 
rationale behind content-based approaches is that they provide “a means for 
students to continue their academic development while also improving their 
language proficiency” (Stoller, 2004, p. 262).  

Scholars have shown that embedded writing instruction can prove beneficial in 
several ways. As they have pointed out, students experience writing in the 
context of a subject as a meaningful activity (Chanock, Horton, Reedman, & 
Stephenson, 2012), and essential to their studies unlike isolated, fictitious 
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writing assignments (Mitchell & Evison, 2006). Embedded writing instruction 
in a subject also provides teachers with an opportunity to introduce students to 
subject-specific language (e.g., Love, 2009; Van Drie, Braaksma, & Van 
Boxtel, 2015). In addition, embedded writing instruction confronts students 
with particular subject-specific writing problems they learn to tackle. These 
problems are often not so much linguistic in nature, but stem more from a lack 
of understanding of how subject-specific knowledge is constructed and 
presented (Lea & Street, 1998; Wingate, 2014). Finally, embedded writing 
instruction has been shown to contribute significantly to student writing 
development (e.g., Short, Echevarría, & Richards-Tutor, 2011). 

Although embedded writing instruction has several advantages over traditional 
instruction methods, it also poses a number of challenges in terms of teaching 
and organization. Research has shown that subject lecturers generally tend to 
be reluctant to focus on writing proficiency, partly because they feel writing 
should be taught elsewhere (Mitchell & Evison, 2006; Van Drie et al., 2015; 
Wingate et al., 2011) and partly because they consider themselves 
insufficiently qualified to teach the writing conventions in their subject (Bailey, 
2010; Blake & Pates, 2010; North, 2005; Smit, 2013; Wingate, 2014). Subject 
lecturers have indeed been found to lack the necessary skills for teaching 
writing, as writing instruction is not their field of expertise (Blake & Pates, 
2010; Echevarria, 2007). Furthermore, many subject lecturers have concerns 
about their workload and the balance between devoting time to content matter 
and writing development (French, 2011; Wingate, 2014). Given these 
circumstances, it appears that proper preparation and training of subject 
lecturers is a key factor for exploring the potential of embedded writing 
instruction (Echevarria, 2007). 

In the Netherlands, content-based approaches to language learning informed 
the development of Language-Sensitive Content Teaching (Taalgericht 
Vakonderwijs; Hajer & Meestringa, 2009). This type of integrated instruction is 
characterized by context-rich instruction with ample language support and 
interaction (Hajer & Meestringa, 2009, p. 31). Researchers have made several 
attempts to implement and study language-sensitive content teaching in 
primary and secondary school contexts (Prenger & De Glopper, 2014; Smit, 
2013; Van Drie, 2012; Van Drie et al., 2015; Van Eerde & Hajer, 2008; Van 
Eerde & Hajer, 2009). In higher education, however, only a few small-scale 
attempts have been made (e.g., Beijer, Hajer, & Koenraad, 2004; Kerkhoff, 
2014; Kerkhofs et al., 2012). Despite its acknowledged potential, language-
sensitive content teaching has not been widely implemented or researched. In 
fact, it has been mainly confined to teacher education  
(see e.g., Daems, 2010; Kerkhoff, 2014; Van Dijk & Hajer, 2012).  
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A broader investigation of language-sensitive content teaching in the tertiary 
context may lead to clearer understanding of how this teaching strategy can be 
designed and implemented in a way that promotes student writing proficiency. 

2.2 Research on Genre-Based Writing Instruction 
2.2.1 Genre-Based Approaches to Writing 
Genre-based approaches to writing were first developed in the 1980s (Johns, 
2011; Martin, 2009). The purpose of these approaches is to gain an 
understanding of how individuals use language in particular social situations in 
order to achieve a communicative goal. Genres are commonly referred to as 
“abstract, socially recognized ways of using language” (Hyland, 2003, p. 21). 
The concept of genre is now commonly used as a framework for analyzing the 
form and function of nonliterary texts, such as academic papers and business 
reports. Furthermore, genre has become an important concept in the type of L1 
and L2 teaching known as GBWI (see e.g., Johns, 2011; Lo, Liu, & Wang, 
2014). Although the concepts of genre and genre-based approaches are 
widespread, they are interpreted in different ways. Generally, three traditions of 
genre-based approaches are distinguished: English for Specific Purposes 
(Bhatia, 2008; Swales, 1990), the New Rhetoric Group (Bazerman & Prior, 
2001; Miller, 1984), and the Sydney School (Halliday, 1975; Martin, 2006).  

English for Specific Purposes is mainly concerned with the teaching of 
international (additional language) students (L2; see Carstens, 2009). The main 
aim of this tradition is to “demystify the use of English in academic contexts 
and to provide students with language resources and skills that help them to 
gain access to English language academic discourse communities” (Paltridge, 
2001, p. 16). Genre in this tradition is seen as a tool for analyzing and teaching 
spoken and written language as used in non-native contexts (Hyon, 1996). The 
best-known analytical framework used in this tradition is Swales’ ‘move 
structure analysis’, which classifies segments of text according to their 
prototypical communicative purpose for a particular genre (Flowerdew, 2005; 
Swales, 1990).  

The second GBWI tradition, the New Rhetoric Group, is influenced primarily 
by first language composition theories (L1). Here, genre is commonly 
perceived as a “social action” (Miller, 1984) and not directly related to specific 
types of text. Scholars in this tradition have expressed reservations about 
teaching genres as they are considered too complex and varied to be taught in 
the classroom (see Berkenkotter & Huckin, 1995). As a consequence, the 
development of instructional frameworks in this tradition remained limited (see 
Hyon, 1996).  
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The third tradition, the Sydney School, was originally developed as a means of 
empowering L2 students in Australian primary and secondary school and in 
adult education by providing them with access to typical types of text used in 
school (see Martin, 1999). These text types are commonly referred to as genres 
(e.g., Hyland, 2007). The main objective of this tradition is to use text analysis 
to enable students to understand and apply the structural and linguistic 
conventions of text types in their discipline. To this end, Sydney School 
scholars developed an instructional framework known as the teaching and 
learning cycle (Rothery, 1996; see also Section 2.2.5). 

The present research project primarily draws on this third genre-based 
approach, by the Sydney School, for the following reasons. First of all, as 
Hyland (2003, p. 22) put it, the Sydney School offers “the most theoretically 
sophisticated and pedagogically developed approach of the three”. Secondly, 
this approach has been widely adopted. It has influenced the entire state 
education system in Australia and has also found its way into higher 
educational institutions in Africa (e.g., Carstens, 2009; Carstens & Fletcher, 
2007), Asia (e.g., Emilia, 2005; Na, 2007; Ng, 2018; Yang, 2012b), America 
(e.g., Ferreira, 2007; Moyano, 2009) and Europe (e.g., Kruse, 2013; Tribble & 
Wingate, 2013). Recently, the Sydney School approach has also been 
introduced in the Netherlands. Here, it is regarded as a promising way of 
shaping content-based language instruction (e.g., Hajer, 2010; Van der Leeuw 
et al., 2011). As such, it can prove valuable for the present research too. 

2.2.2 Systemic Functional Linguistics 
One of the two main theories underpinning the Sydney School approach is 
Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL; Halliday, 1994). SFL centers on the 
relationship between language and its functions in social settings (Hyon, 1996). 
SFL scholars generally advance four theoretical claims about language (e.g., 
Eggins, 1994, 2004). They state that language use is functional, that its function 
is to make meaning, that this meaning making depends on the social and 
cultural context, and that making meaning requires certain language choices. 
Within SFL, the notion of register is used to illustrate the relationship between 
language and context (Schleppegrell, 2004). According to Halliday and Hasan 
(1989), it is the whole of lexical and grammatical features that constitutes a 
particular situational context. This implies that registers vary because what we 
do with language varies from context to context.  

Halliday (1994) uses the terms ‘field’ (what we talk/write about), ‘tenor’ (the 
relationship between speaker/listener or writer/reader) and ‘mode’ (the 
structure and channel used), which together comprise the notion of register. 
These three terms are commonly used in GBWI studies (e.g., Emilia, 2005; 
Yang, 2012b) and are also utilized in the present research project. 
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Field refers to the subject matter of a text. In school contexts for example, 
language use in one subject (e.g., marketing) differs from language use in 
another (e.g., history). Tenor refers to the relationship between reader and 
writer and is partly determined by how well they know each other, how 
frequently they have met and how cordial their interactions are. Finally, mode 
refers to the channel of communication (Derewianka, 2012). In the case of 
written texts, mode is about the organization of a text and the extent to which a 
text is a prototypical written text. That is, the extent to which it displays signs 
of interaction or spontaneity being features typically associated with spoken 
language ( chura, 200 ). Aside from these features of register, SFL scholars 
have focused on global text structure to analyze texts. The overall text structure 
is often referred to as ‘move structure’, in line with Swales’ terminology (1990; 
see also Section 2.2.1). This move structure analyzes the various ‘moves’ or 
‘steps’ a writer uses to achieve a particular communicative purpose by means 
of a text (Henry & Roseberry, 2001).  

2.2.3 Sociocultural Learning Theory 
The second main theory underpinning the Sydney School approach is 
Vygotsky’s sociocultural learning theory (Vygotksy, 1962, 1978a, 1978b). In 
this theory, learning is primarily seen as a collaborative activity that takes place 
in a particular sociocultural setting. In his day, Vygotsky’s social view on 
learning differed radically from the commonly held more individual view that 
was used to explain cognitive development. Vygotsky argued that higher 
mental functions, such as thinking and writing, first develop through interaction 
with others before being internalized. A relevant notion in this respect is the 
notion of the ‘Zone of Proximal Development’ (ZPD; 1978b). This refers to the 
distance or cognitive gap between what learners can do unaided and what they 
can do with help of more knowledgeable other (i.e., a parent or a teacher). In 
order to support learners to move forward in the ZPD, a more knowledgeable 
other can provide a particular kind of help commonly referred to as 
‘scaffolding’ (see Section 2.2.4). Vygotsky also stresses the crucial role of 
language in learning. He describes two main functions of language: as a 
mediating tool, used for the collaborative construction and sharing of 
knowledge, and as a psychological tool, used for individual thought and 
reflection. Vygotsky’s ideas on learning in interaction have had a major impact 
on educational research, in that they have increasingly drawn the attention to 
the importance of classroom talk (e.g., Cazden, 2001). 

2.2.4 Scaffolding  
Scaffolding as a practical concept within sociocultural learning theory was 
originally introduced to describe the adult’s role in dyadic adult-child 
interactions (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976). Nowadays, it is typically used to 
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refer to temporary support provided by a more knowledgeable other who helps 
a learner gradually gain independence in a particular area of learning (see e.g., 
Belland, 2014). Scaffolding is a term borrowed from the construction industry. 
It is a temporary structure erected to help build another permanent structure, 
which is dismantled once the permanent structure can stand on its own. As the 
literature on scaffolding stresses, scaffolding is not the same as help. To 
differentiate scaffolding from help, several characteristics of scaffolding are 
distinguished in literature. With respect to scaffolding in whole-class contexts, 
Smit, Van Eerde and Bakker (2012) identify three characteristics of 
scaffolding: diagnosis, responsiveness and handover to independence. In line 
with Vygotsky’s notion of the ZPD, scaffolding begins with a diagnosis of 
students’ actual learning, followed by the provision of assistance in response to 
this diagnosis. With help of this assistance provided by a more knowledgeable 
other, learners can move forward in their ZPD. The final step and ultimate goal 
of scaffolding in this characterization is the handover to independence, which 
reflects the temporary nature of scaffolding (Smit et al., 2012). This constitutes 
the process of a more knowledgeable other gradually decreasing support and 
transferring responsibility to learners. A relevant notion with regard to this 
process of handing over is Mariani’s (1997) “high challenge, high support”. 
Mariani proposed that students need to be challenged with tasks that are 
beyond their current ability (i.e., “high challenge”), whereas at the same time, 
they need “high support” to complete these tasks successfully (see Wilson & 
Devereux, 2014). Mariani points to the subtle balance between learner 
autonomy and learner dependence in scaffolding: “To answer our students’ 
need for autonomy we challenge them. To answer their need for dependence, 
we support them.” (1997, p. 2).

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
Broadly speaking, there are two different but related ways of scaffolding 
student learning: by choosing, setting and managing certain tasks, and by 
managing interaction in the classroom (see Mariani, 1997). Hammond and 
Gibbons (2005) and Gibbons (2002, 2009) call this macro-level support 
“designed scaffolding” and the micro-level assistance “interactional 
scaffolding”. Some researchers refer to interactional scaffolding as the true 
level of scaffolding. In this research project, the view that interactional 
scaffolding is intertwined with designed scaffolding is adhered to. As Gibbons 
(2009, p. 154) puts it: “Worthwhile and relevant interactional scaffolding is 
most likely to occur in the context of a well-designed program.” 

Designed scaffolding involves planned support such as the selection and 
sequencing of instructional activities and tasks, participant structures within 
units of work (e.g., pair, group or whole-class structures), and the design of 
instructional materials. With regard to designing instructional materials, some 
researchers advocate the inclusion of ‘mediational’ texts or artifacts (Hammond 
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& Gibbons, 2005). These are sample texts or other artifacts that can structure or 
mediate learning, and as such, become an important point of reference in 
different activities (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). Such mediational texts 
convey information in a different way than oral explanation, for instance, 
thereby creating ‘message abundancy’ or “the ways in which a number of 
meaning-making systems are deployed in the teaching and learning of 
concepts” (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005, p. 17). 

Interactional scaffolding refers to the unplanned support a lecturer offers during 
spontaneous discussions in the classroom (Gibbons, 2009). This kind of 
scaffolding is situational and responsive to what students say. The literature on 
scaffolding identifies many different types of scaffolding strategies in 
interaction (see e.g., Smit, 2013; Van de Pol, Volman, & Beishuizen, 2010).  
Based on empirical data, Hammond and Gibbons (2005) identified six common 
features of interactional scaffolding in language education. These features have 
also been incorporated in this research project (see Chapters 5 and 6), and are 
discussed below.  

To begin with, Hammond and Gibbons found that lecturers commonly scaffold 
student learning by linking to students’ prior knowledge and by pointing out 
how this knowledge fits in with the broader concepts of the subject they are 
teaching. Second, they noted that lecturers frequently ‘recap’ at the end of 
interactions summing up the main point they wanted the students to learn. This 
main point may be related to subject knowledge, metalinguistic knowledge or 
metacognitive knowledge. A third feature Hammond and Gibbons found in 
classroom interactions was that lecturers often appropriate student 
contributions (e.g., wordings or ideas) and build that into their discourse. 
Lecturers would either repeat or rephrase student contributions, or take their 
appropriation a step further and recast student input into more appropriate, 
subject-specific discourse. Recasting was therefore identified as a fourth 
feature. Hammond and Gibbons also observed the frequent use of the 
Interaction-Response-Feedback pattern (IRF), as identified in much classroom 
interaction (see Van Lier, 2001). They noticed that lecturers, rather than closing 
their interactions with students after giving feedback, tried to extend these 
interactions by asking questions through either ‘cued elicitation’ or ‘increasing 
prospectiveness’. Cued elicitation, Hammond and Gibbons’ fifth feature, refers 
to interactions in which lecturers offer strong hints about expected responses in 
order to scaffold learning. This type of interactional scaffolding occurs at the 
beginning of class by way of quick revision or is spread throughout class to 
ensure all students participate in classroom interaction. Lecturers use the sixth 
feature, increasing prospectiveness, when asking students to clarify their input 
or to explain a particular issue in more detail.  
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Challenges in scaffolding 
The literature identifies several challenges, which must be overcome in order to 
provide effective scaffolding. Wood (2003) noted several issues related to the 
lecturer’s role, such as knowledge of the task, self-inhibition (i.e., leaving 
enough space for learners to show whether they are able to carry out the task), 
communicative competence, timing and responsiveness. Other scholars (e.g., 
Gibbons, 2009; Wilson & Devereux, 2014) have emphasized the importance of 
asking proper questions. That is to say, lecturers must primarily ask questions 
that afford opportunities for learning rather than test what students already 
know (see Van Lier, 2004). In that respect, Kao and Weng (2012) made a 
distinction between real, genuine teacher questions and ‘pseudo questions’. 
Benko (2013) and Langer and Applebee (1986) identified another challenge in 
scaffolding student learning: the teacher’s stance. Different stances (e.g., 
collaborative or evaluative) in interactions may be conducive to the scaffolding 
process and hence support student learning. In the same vein, teacher control 
throughout the scaffolding process is a potential challenge as well (Van de Pol, 
2012). While lecturers are expected to gradually release control and allow the 
scaffolding to fade, this may prove difficult in practice (see Langer & 
Applebee, 1986). Further challenges put forward in the literature include the 
time-consuming nature of interactional scaffolding (e.g., Smit & Van Eerde, 
2011), the need for a classroom atmosphere in which students feel both 
motivated and supported (e.g., Benko, 2013), and the required social norms for 
meaningful whole-class interactions (e.g., Cobb & Yackel, 1996; Smit, Bakker, 
Van Eerde, & Kuijpers, 2016). 

2.2.5 Sydney School GBWI 
Sydney School GBWI incorporates insights from systemic functional language 
theory and sociocultural learning theory, and uses scaffolding in its design and 
classroom interactions. Its goal is to guide students towards a conscious 
understanding of specific target genres by paying explicit attention to structure 
and linguistic features (Hyland, 2007). Sydney School GBWI was first 
developed in Australia by Halliday (1975) and colleagues at the University of 
Sydney Linguistics Department when it became clear that some groups of 
children in primary and secondary education were less successful in school (see 
Section 2.2.1). In order to help these students, Sydney School scholars wanted 
to provide all students with access to various genres, especially those controlled 
by mainstream groups (Christie, 1991; Martin, 1999). Sydney School theorists 
attempted to provide a linguistic framework by categorizing genres used in 
primary and secondary schools into seven text types: recount, narrative, report, 
procedure, explanation, argument, and discussion (e.g., Derewianka, 2012). In 
practice, however, genres - in both school and real life contexts - often exceed 
their boundaries and display characteristics of more than one key genre. In 
addition, the features of a given genre are often influenced by the context in 
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which the genre operates (e.g., a narrative in a business context may differ from 
one in a journalistic context) and by the fact that genres are not immutable. 
While they are stable and predictable to some extent, they also change over 
time to better suit their purposes (Derewianka, 2012).  

In Sydney School GBWI, the Teaching and Learning Cycle (see Figure 2.1, 
TLC; Gibbons, 2002) is commonly used as an instructional framework that 
serves to scaffold student learning. It functions as a design heuristic and thus 
provides the background for both designed and interactional scaffolding. The 
TLC is based on the idea that students need to gradually develop language 
skills along a mode continuum (Gibbons, 2002) spanning from informal, 
everyday spoken-like language to formal, academic written-like language, 
bridged by literate spoken language. Gibbons (as in Gibbons’ book title 2006) 
calls this “bridging discourses”. The TLC consists of four phases in which a 
particular type of text is 1) introduced, 2) modeled, 3) jointly practiced and 4) 
individually performed by students. 

Figure 2.1 The teaching-learning cycle. Reprinted from English for specific 
purposes: A handbook for teachers of adult literacy (p.17), by J. Hammond, 1992, 
Sydney: NCELTR. Copyright (1992) by NCELTR. Reprinted with permission. 
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In the first phase, called ‘Building knowledge of the field’, students and 
teachers explore the context in which a genre is used. The goal is to develop 
students’ content or field knowledge mainly through speaking and listening 
activities such as discussions and brainstorms (e.g., Gibbons, 2009; Widodo, 
2006). In this phase, interactions are mainly initiated and directed by the 
lecturer, with student input limited to short utterances (Dansie, 2001).  
In the second phase, called ‘Modeling’ or ‘Deconstruction’, students and 
teacher explore a genre’s purpose, structure and linguistic features. Here, the 
goal is to build up students’ language knowledge about the target genre, as well 
as a metalanguage (field, tenor, mode and moves) to talk about the genres. To 
scaffold student learning, teachers mainly make use of activities involving 
deconstruction of sample texts (Gibbons, 2009). There tends to be a move 
toward shared responsibility with both teacher and students initiating 
interactions. Students’ contributions usually get longer and the teacher tries to 
extend interactions whenever possible (Dansie, 2001).  

In the third phase of Joint construction, students write and rewrite texts in the 
target genre, and receive support from their teacher who fosters students’ 
language development from more spoken-like to more written-like language 
through classroom interaction (Gibbons, 2002). Students are expected to 
combine the content and linguistic knowledge they acquired in the previous 
phases and begin writing under their teacher’s guidance (Gibbons, 2009). 
Teachers pay attention to both the process of writing (i.e., drafting, writing, 
editing) and the product of writing (i.e., a text in the target genre). Typical 
activities include joint writing, evaluating and editing (Humphrey & 
Macnaught, 2011). Interactions tend to be about language use in student texts 
and are ideally initiated by students and mediated by the teacher (Dansie, 
2001). The latter tries to hand over responsibility when possible, in order to 
prepare students for independence. 

In the final phase ‘Independent construction’, students are presumed to be 
capable of writing texts in the genre on their own, based on their learning in the 
previous phases.  

2.2.6 Benefits and Challenges of GBWI 
As outlined before, research has shown that GBWI has several benefits for both 
lecturers and students. However, it also poses some challenges that need 
addressing, as the literature emphatically states.  

Benefits  
One of the main benefits is GBWI’s functional approach (e.g., Carstens, 2009; 
Derewianka, 2012; Hyland, 2002, 2007). Unlike decontextualized writing 
instruction, GBWI pulls together language, content, and context, which 
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systemic functional language theory has shown to be beneficial to learning. It 
enables learners to understand how texts work to achieve particular 
communicative goals in different situations (Derewianka, 1990, 2012). Writing, 
then, is not perceived as a set of decontextualized rules and skills, but rather as 
a tool that can be used and manipulated (Kay & Dudley-Evans, 1998).  
Another important benefit of GBWI is that it provides an explicit and visible 
pedagogy to guide both lecturers and students, as it is makes clear what is to be 
learned and assessed (e.g., Carstens, 2009; Emilia, 2005; Gibbons, 2002; 
Hyland, 2003). GBWI advocates text analysis, thereby making explicit the 
particular text features that characterize a genre. This explicitness makes texts 
and discourses accessible to all students, irrespective of their social, 
educational and linguistic backgrounds (Lea & Street, 1998; Martin, 1999; 
Wingate, 2014). Hyland (2007, p. 151) underlines GBWI’s explicit character 
by stating that it gives lecturers and students “something to shoot for making 
writing outcomes clear rather than relying on hit or miss inductive methods 
whereby learners are expected to acquire the genres they need from repeated 
writing experiences or the teacher’s notes in the margins of their essays.” 

GBWI’s explicitness makes learners aware of particular text features in genres 
and provides them with knowledge and strategies they can use to replicate 
genre features when writing on their own (Kay & Dudley-Evans, 1998). This 
empowerment of students is another advantage of GBWI described in the 
literature (e.g., Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010; Hyland, 2003). In light of the growing 
diversity of students enrolling in higher education, empowering students from 
different backgrounds with the knowledge to write in relevant genres is of great 
pedagogical value (Carstens & Fletcher, 2007). Some empirical GBWI studies 
(e.g., Carstens, 2009; Kim, 2006) also point out that the use of sample texts can 
reduce inexperienced students’ insecurity, making GBWI especially suitable 
for this group. As Kay and Dudley-Evans (1998, p. 310) put it: “Genre-based 
approaches can liberate students from their own fears of writing by giving them 
security.” 

Another advantage GBWI offers is that it enables students to take a critical 
stance toward texts (Hasan, 1996). Hyland (2003) emphasizes that by teaching 
students a metalanguage to talk about texts (e.g., field, tenor, mode, moves) and 
an explicit rhetorical understanding of texts, lecturers can help them to see texts 
as artifacts that can be questioned, compared and deconstructed. Hyland also 
stresses the importance of helping students understand the variability within 
genres, so students do not come to view texts as universal, naturalized and non-
contestable. This is why it is important to use several sample texts instead of 
just one when carrying out deconstruction activities, as Humphrey and 
Macnaught (2011) point out.  
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A final benefit of GBWI is that it can assist and support teachers’ professional 
development. Hyland (2007) asserts that genre pedagogy has an important 
consciousness-raising potential for teachers. By categorizing and analyzing 
texts students are asked to write, teachers themselves become more aware of 
how meaning is created in texts and better understand students’ needs when 
writing these texts. As a consequence, teachers are better able to reflect on their 
own writing as well as student-produced texts, and improve their ability to 
understand, deconstruct and challenge texts (Carstens, 2009; Hyland, 2007).   

Challenges 
Apart from the benefits that GBWI has as a teaching strategy, the literature also 
identifies some challenges that need addressing. One major challenge of GBWI 
is that it can be perceived as a way of offering a formulaic, mechanical, rigid, 
conformable, restrictive, and prescriptive how-to-do list (e.g., Derewianka, 
2012; Johns, 2008; Kay & Dudley-Evans, 1998; Yang, 2012a). In this view, 
GBWI is seen as disempowering, rather than empowering (Kay & Dudley-
Evans, 1998). Hyland (2003) contends that GBWI is not inherently 
prescriptive, but that it depends on the lecturer whether or not genre is taught as 
a ‘formula’. “I can see no reason why providing students with an understanding 
of discourse should be any more prescriptive than, say, providing them with a 
description of a clause, or even of stages in a writing process.” (2003, p. 27). 

In line with the idea that GBWI is potentially too prescriptive, some scholars 
point to the fact that genre pedagogy may not stimulate student writers to 
develop a critical attitude towards texts, which is crucial in higher education 
(e.g., Benesch, 2009; Wingate, 2012b). In their view, GBWI accommodates 
learners to existing modes of practice rather than stimulating them to challenge 
these (Hyland, 2007). However, learning about genres does not preclude 
approaching them critically. As Carstens (2009) and Hyland (2007) argue, it is 
more likely that acquiring genre conventions enables students to take a critical 
stance to these conventions. Students can only challenge conventions of a 
particular text type and manipulate them for their own purposes, if they first 
understand these conventions (Gibbons, 2002; Wingate, 2012b). 

Another potential objection to GBWI is that the approach may be too text-
focused and does not pay enough attention to the writing process (see e.g., 
Emilia, 2005; Yang, 2012a). In this view, genre literacy can be seen as a 
revival of transmission pedagogy (as discussed in Cope & Kalantzis, 1993). 
However, Sydney School genre scholars point out that their approach is distinct 
from that of traditional transmission pedagogy in that the Sydney approach 
takes the socially-situated nature of language and literacy learning into account 
(Johns, 1997; Kapp & Bangeni, 2005). It is precisely its functional approach 
that ensures that GBWI pays attention to both product and process. As Tribble 
and Wingate (2013) note taking texts as a starting point in literacy instruction 
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makes sense “as reading and writing texts in unfamiliar genres is the most 
pressing problem students face in a university system where the written text is 
the main assessment tool” (2013, p. 3). 

Finally, using GBWI in the classroom presents certain challenges for lecturers 
for a variety of reasons. Researchers note that lecturers need to have accurate 
knowledge of the characteristics of the genres taught (Echevarria, 2007). 
Although this may sound self-evident, several empirical studies have shown 
that many subject lecturers have a rather vague and implicit understanding of 
the genre conventions in their subject (e.g., Bailey, 2010; French, 2011; Lillis 
& Turner, 2001; Wingate et al., 2011). Another challenge put forward in the 
literature is that lecturers need to be able to provide scaffolding throughout the 
different TLC phases. Lecturers require knowledge and skills to provide 
designed and interactional scaffolding if they are to guide students toward 
autonomy (e.g., Gibbons, 2009). And finally, GBWI may pose a challenge to 
lecturers in the sense that lecturers may have concerns about an increased 
workload, and about having to sacrifice subject content in favor of devoting 
time to writing (e.g., Wingate et al., 2011). However, Gibbons’ (2009, p. 127) 
comeback to this argument sums it up: ”Good literacy teaching isn’t something 
added to an already crowded curriculum; it isn’t the icing on the cake, but the 
ingredients of it.” 
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3 Method 

Design-based research focuses on understanding the messiness 
 of real-world practice, with context being a core part of 

 the story and not an extraneous variable to be trivialized. 
(Barab & Squire, 2004, p. 3)

This chapter describes Design-Based Research (further: DBR) as an overall 
approach to the present research project. The emergence of DBR in the field of 
educational research is first discussed in Section 3.1, after which the research 
method is defined and characterized in Section 3.2. Subsequently, the chapter 
discusses several aspects of conducting DBR in general and in relation to the 
present research in particular (see Section 3.3).  

3.1 Emergence of DBR 
In recent years, many researchers have criticized educational research for being 
removed from daily educational practices and issues (Reimann, 2011; Sari & 
Lim, 2012; The Design-Based Research Collective, 2003). As argued by 
Lagemann (2002) and Sari and Lim (2012), rigorous experimental research in 
lab settings, aimed at avoiding any bias in educational studies, has created a 
gap between the development of usable knowledge on the one hand, and efforts 
to solve real-world problems on the other. DBR was developed to address this 
problem (Brown, 1992). Its express aim is to increase the impact of educational 
research on the practice of education (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). More 
particularly, DBR has a dual purpose of theoretical and practical knowledge 
generation (Stokes, 1997). In addition, rather than primarily focusing on 
whether an intervention works, as traditional experimental research does, DBR 
focuses on how, why and when an intervention works or doesn’t work (Bakker 
& Van Eerde, 2015).  

This focus in DBR is based on pragmatism as a research paradigm (Alghamdi 
& Li, 2013; Juuti & Lavonen, 2006). That is, DBR recognizes that there is no 
single perspective or overarching rationale that can resolve all dilemmas in 
educational research. Instead, designing and enacting interventions is done with 
the practical context and its users in mind (Plomp, 2013). In other words, 
pragmatics look at knowledge as something that is gained collaboratively by 
researchers and practitioners alike. Similarly, pragmatists see research as a 
collaborative process aimed at improving both theory and practice (Abdallah, 
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2013; Biesta & Burbules, 2003; Reeves, 2006). From a pragmatic view, the 
value of a theory is in its applicability. Its value is “appraised by the extent to 
which principles and concepts of the theory inform and improve practice” 
(Wang & Hannafin, 2005, p. 8).  

As a method, DBR has been called many different names in the literature. 
Originally, Brown (1992) and Collins (1992) used the term ‘design 
experiment’. Other authors used labels such as ‘design research’ (Reeves, 
Herrington, & Oliver, 2004), ‘development research’ (Van den Akker, 1999), 
and ‘formative research’ (Newman, 1990). The current research project 
consistently refers to DBR, as this is the term most frequently used in the 
research literature (Alghamdi & Li, 2013; Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). 

3.2 Defining and Characterizing DBR 
Not only is DBR known by many different names, it is also defined in many 
different ways. Wang and Hannafin (2005, pp. 6–7) defined DBR as “a 
systematic but flexible methodology aiming to improve educational practices 
through iterative analysis, design, development and implementation, based on 
collaboration among researchers and practitioners in real-world settings, and 
leading to contextually sensitive design principles and theories”. Barab and 
Squire (2004, p. 2) defined DBR slightly differently as “a series of approaches, 
with the intent of producing new theories, artefacts, and practices that account 
for and potentially impact learning and teaching in naturalistic settings”. Other 
researchers have tried to define DBR by highlighting its characteristics. Cobb, 
Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer and Schauble (2003) and Bakker and Van Eerde 
(2015) list five characteristics that are also operative in the present research 
project. These are discussed below. 

The first characteristic is the purpose of DBR to develop theories about 
learning and the means to support that learning (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). 
In Bakker and Van Eerde’s definition, ‘means’ can be anything from material 
artifacts, teaching and learning practices, to other forms of mediation. This 
might, for instance, include negotiation of specific context-related norms and 
expectations such as what counts as a ‘good’ example of a particular genre 
(Cobb et al., 2003; Wertsch, 1998). With regard to the development of theory, 
DBR studies are not merely intended to investigate the learning process in a 
particular educational setting, but also to have a wider impact. For practical 
reasons, interventions may be made in a limited number of settings, but the 
results they yield may function as “paradigm cases of a broader class of 
phenomena” (Cobb et al., 2003, p. 10). This research, too, uses a subject-
specific genre-based writing intervention (with the help of ‘means’ such as the 
TLC, scaffolding and textual analysis) not only to improve local teaching and 



Method 

37 

learning practices, but also to contribute to broader insights on how to promote 
student proficiency in writing subject-specific genres. 

A second characteristic of DBR is its interventionist nature. Interventionist 
studies intervene in what usually happens in naturalistic settings. For example, 
such studies may disrupt the practice of teaching according to particular 
theoretical ideas (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). Usually, the reason for such 
interventions is dissatisfaction with existing teaching and learning practices. 
Testing new forms of teaching and learning opens up possibilities for 
educational reform (Cobb et al., 2003). In DBR, interventions are not restricted 
to the design phase, as they are in experimental research (Bakker & Van Eerde, 
2015). As interventions are rarely designed and implemented perfectly, it is 
good practice in DBR to make intermediate adjustments as these aid the 
development of the new teaching strategy. In the present research, this 
interventionist character of DBR can be seen in the interim adjustments made 
to the design and enactment of the GBWI interventions in consecutive cycles 
(see Chapters 5 and 6).  

A third characteristic of DBR is its prospective and retrospective focus (Bakker 
& Van Eerde, 2015), the latter being also called reflective focus (Cobb et al., 
2003). Interventions are generally based on presumptions that articulate the 
expected teaching and learning as informed by theoretical and practical insights 
(i.e., prospective focus). These expectations can be phrased as conjectures, as 
Section 3.3 explains in more detail. In implementing the interventions and 
reflecting on their implementation, researchers can compare their expectations 
to the actual teaching and learning observed (i.e., retrospective focus). In this 
research project, DBR’s prospective and reflective focus are reflected in the use 
of conjecture mapping (Sandoval, 2014; see Section 3.3) and in the way the 
GBWI interventions were enacted, reflected on, and refined within and 
between cycles (see Chapters 5 and 6). 

A fourth characteristic of DBR, and a logical extension of the third, is its 
cyclical nature (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015), also known as iterative design 
(Cobb et al., 2003). DBR is an iterative invention and revision process that 
works with cycles of interventions. New forms of teaching and learning are 
designed and expectations about their efficacy are tested in practice, evaluated 
and adjusted within and between cycles. These cycles typically take place in 
three phases: preparation and design, enactment, and evaluation (Bakker & Van 
Eerde, 2015). This phasing is also used in the present research (see Section 
3.3). 

A fifth DBR characteristic is the search for a local theory, for example design 
principles or conjecture maps, which can be transferred to other settings. These 
theories tend to be seen as ‘humble’, because they are tied to a context-specific 
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learning process and because they are perceived as being accountable to the 
activity of the design (Cobb et al., 2003). DBR, then, formulates principles that 
reflect the conditions in which they operate (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012), 
rather than decontextualized principles or ‘grand’ theories as experimental 
research tends to do (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). This feature of DBR will be 
reflected upon in Chapter 7, where both a revised conjecture map and design 
principle are formulated on how GBWI in higher professional education can be 
shaped and implemented with a view to promoting first-year students’ 
proficiency in writing subject-specific genres.  

The present research project features not only these five DBR characteristics 
outlined by Cobb, Confrey, diSessa, Lehrer and Schauble (2003) and Bakker 
and Van Eerde (2015), but also an additional property which is emphasized in 
other studies (see also Wang and Hannafin’s definition of DBR). This sixth 
characteristic is the collaboration between researchers and practitioners so 
typical of DBR and recommended for designing and implementing educational 
innovations by Anderson and Shattuck (2012) and Shah, Ensminger and Thier 
(2009). Educational research is traditionally organized as a top-down 
experience in which researchers design an intervention that practitioners 
implement (cf. Akkerman, Bronkhorst, & Zitter, 2013). In DBR, however, 
practitioners remain closely involved throughout the entire research process. 
Typically, they help to define the problem, the contextual opportunities and 
threats, and they are also involved in the design, implementation and evaluation 
of the new teaching strategy. Such involvement makes sense as practitioners 
generally have valuable knowledge of the context that researchers lack, and 
also because practitioners are better suited to assess the reception and usability 
of solutions in the local educational context (Akkerman et al., 2013). 
Furthermore, practitioners can be an important key to success as they are the 
ones who implement the envisioned new teaching strategy (Dede, 2004; 
Fishman, Marx, Blumenfeld, Krajcik, & Soloway, 2004). 

3.3 Conducting DBR 
This paragraph focuses on various aspects of conducting DBR in general and in 
this research in particular: a) Parties Involved, b) Phasing, c) Data Collection, 
Analysis and Reporting, and d) Methodological Issues. 

Parties Involved  
DBR usually involves three parties: a designer, a practitioner, and an artifact. 
The role these parties play depends on the specific study (Juuti & Lavonen, 
2006). In the present research project, the lecturers at the HBS were involved in 
designing the study. Such co-design is common in DBR (Cviko, Mckenney, & 
Voogt, 2014; see also Chapter 4). The artifact of this project was a new 
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teaching strategy: subject-specific GBWI. The researcher (designer) and 
lecturers (practitioners) intended to design, implement and evaluate this artifact 
in several iterations in first-year HBS courses. 

Phasing  
The literature shows no consensus on the phasing of DBR (Easterday, Lewis, & 
Gerber, 2014). Reeves (2006) distinguishes four phases in which 1) the 
practical problem at stake is analyzed, 2) solutions are developed, 3) solutions 
are tested in practice, and 4) documentation and reflection are used to produce 
design principles. Other authors divide the process into three phases and use 
different labels for these phases. For example, Plomp (2010) calls them 
preliminary, prototyping, and assessment phase, while Bakker (2018) and 
Bakker & Van Eerde (2015) call them preparation and design, teaching 
experiment and retrospective analysis. The present research also uses a three-
phase design, labeled preparation and design, enactment, and evaluation. 

Phase 1: Preparation and design 
The preparation and design phase often begins with a perceived problem and a 
hunch about how to solve it (Edelson, 2002). Researchers collaborate with 
practitioners to determine the exact problem and the challenges, constraints and 
opportunities presented by the context (Edelson, 2002). Drawing on theoretical 
insights, they then formulate a solution for the problem in the local context. In 
the process, they also elaborate the teaching and learning trajectory they 
envision, for example by conjecture mapping (Sandoval, 2014). Conjecture 
mapping is defined as “a means of specifying theoretically salient features of a 
learning environment design and mapping out how they are predicted to work 
together to produce desired outcomes” (Sandoval, 2014, p. 19). It can be 
represented schematically as shown in Figure 3.1. 
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Figure 3.1 Generalized conjecture map. Adapted from “Conjecture mapping: An 
approach to systematic educational design research” by W. Sandoval, 2014, Journal of 
the Learning Sciences, 23 (1), p.22. Copyright 2014 by Taylor & Francis. Adapted with 
permission. 

In the method of conjecture mapping, a high-level conjecture is formulated first 
(see Figure 3.1) In Sandoval’s definition (2014, p. 22), a high-level conjecture 
is a “theoretically principled idea of how to support some desired form of 
learning in a particular context”. This idea is generally too abstract to directly 
inform the design. Therefore, it has to be reified in an embodiment of a specific 
design (Sandoval, 2014). Subsequently, researchers can phrase their ideas on 
how the embodied elements in the design contribute to mediating processes 
(e.g., awareness raising, language production) as design conjectures. These 
conjectures are generally phrased as follows: “if learners engage in this activity 
structure with these tools, through this discursive practice, then this mediating 
process will emerge” (Sandoval, 2014, p. 24). Then, ideas on how these 
mediating processes contribute to the desired outcomes can be phrased as 
theoretical conjectures, along the lines of: “if this mediating process occurs it 
will lead to this outcome” (Sandoval, 2014, p. 24). Bakker (personal 
communication, 7 February 2018) suggested to replace the word ‘will’ in both 
types of conjectures by ‘is likely to’ to reflect the hypothetical character. 

In this research project, the preparation and design phase consists of various 
analyses to determine exactly what difficulties first-year students at the HBS 
had with writing, what inadequacies are apparent in their writing proficiency in 
general and what problems they face when writing event proposals and case 
analyses (the two target genres) in particular. For a clear understanding of the 
context, the current research also analyzes the writing instruction lecturers 
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provide during their subject classes. Additional analyses of the two target 
genres are taken into account when designing the GBWI interventions. Further, 
the lecturers’ professional development is addressed to prepare them for the 
intervention. Following Sandoval’s ideas on conjecture mapping (2014), a 
high-level conjecture is formulated and translated into a design for the GBWI 
interventions. Design and theoretical conjectures are phrased for each of the 
TLC phases. Chapter 4 describes the preparation and design phase in more 
detail. 

Phase 2: Enactment 
In the enactment phase, interventions are carried out in practice, usually in 
several iterative cycles. The focus in this phase is on supporting learning, and 
on improving the envisioned design by testing and revising conjectures about 
the prospective learning and the means to support this (Cobb & Gravemeijer, 
2008; Reimann, 2011). During enactment, researchers and lecturers use 
activities and types of instruction that are considered appropriate to enable the 
envisioned teaching and learning in the various lessons. In case the activities 
and instructions appear to lead to deviations from that envisioned trajectory, 
small adjustments may be made in the next lesson, supported by theoretical 
arguments. In that respect, DBR differs from experimental research, in which a 
limited number of variables are manipulated to measure effects on other 
variables (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). 

In the present research, the GBWI interventions are carried out in two subject-
specific contexts (Event Organization and Introduction to Research), in 
respectively three and two cycles. In these interventions, the design and 
theoretical conjectures on how GBWI can contribute to students’ writing 
proficiency are tested and refined. Lesson observations and other data collected 
in one lesson (see Data Collection, Analysis and Reporting) are taken into 
account when designing the next lessons. Chapters 5 and 6 describe the 
enactment of the GBWI interventions in detail.  

Phase 3: Evaluation 
The evaluation phase serves to assess the extent to which the observed teaching 
and learning matched the envisioned teaching and learning (Bakker & Van 
Eerde, 2015). In other words, data are evaluated to draw conclusions about the 
high-level conjecture as well as the design and theoretical conjectures 
formulated and refined throughout the first and second DBR phases. This phase 
also tends to be used to evaluate the practicality, relevance and sustainability of 
the interventions (Plomp, 2013). 

In this research, evaluation is conducted in two ways. First, the data are 
analyzed to draw conclusions about how the design and mediating processes 
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enacted in the GBWI lessons seem to enhance students’ genre proficiency 
throughout the three TLC phases. Second, students’ pre- and post-tests are used 
to evaluate the effect of the GBWI interventions on their writing proficiency, as 
described in more detail in Chapter 4. Chapters 5 and 6 describe the evaluation 
of the GBWI interventions in detail. 

Data Collection, Analysis and Reporting 
DBR usually takes a mixed method approach to data collection and analysis in 
order to increase validity, objectivity and reliability (The Design-Based 
Research Collective, 2003; Wang & Hannafin, 2005). Drawing on the 
pragmatic paradigm, MacDonald (2008, p. 430) states that design-based 
research “pragmatically employs qualitative [and/]or quantitative research 
methods that are congruent with the research questions”. Similarly, Reimann 
(2011, p. 41) argues that the data collected should “speak to the conjectures”, 
thereby enabling retrospective analyses. Other researchers have pointed out that 
the types of data collected are likely to vary according to the various phases of 
DBR (Herrington et al., 2007). In a more general sense though, DBR primarily 
makes use of qualitative data (Svihla, 2014). Because learning is a process and 
DBR is meant to reveal how learning works, DBR mainly prioritizes qualitative 
process data, such as video recordings, field notes, students’ work, and 
reflective interviews with teachers (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015; Svihla, 2014). 
As a consequence, DBR data sets are typically rather extensive (Brown, 1992; 
Cobb et al., 2003). In analyzing these data sets, qualitative techniques such as 
constant comparison methods and content analysis are commonly used to 
search for patterns or quantify the occurrence of codes (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 
2007). In addition, researchers generally compare insights gained from one data 
source with insights from other sources, with the aim of increasing their 
understanding (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). Such data triangulation is common 
in DBR and all other qualitative research (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007; Miles 
& Huberman, 1994).  

This research also uses a mixed method approach. Various instruments are used 
to collect various types of primarily qualitative data in the three phases of the 
research. For example, during preparation and design, questionnaires, focus 
groups and student texts are used to collect data on students’ writing problems 
and subject lecturers’ writing instruction (see Chapter 4). During the enactment 
phase, process data are collected such as videotaped lessons and audiotaped 
interviews with the lecturers to reflect on the teaching and learning (see 
Chapters 5 and 6). Table 3.1 gives an overview of data collection procedures 
during the various phases. Because of the variety of data, various different data 
analysis methods are used. For example, descriptive statistical analysis is used 
to analyze the questionnaires, constant comparison analysis to analyze data 
from the focus groups, and text analysis based on a subject-specific genre-
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based framework to analyze the students’ texts. More detailed information on 
data analysis can be found in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. 

Table 3.1
Data collection procedures in research project 

Data collection Instruments Research participants
DBR Phase 1 Preparation and design

- Investigation of students’ 
writing problems and subject 
lecturers’ writing instruction

Questionnaires  
Focus group interview 
guide 

Researcher 
First-year students 
Subject lecturers 

- Exploration of subject-specific 
target genres 

Analysis form textual 
features 
Expert interview guide

Researcher 
Subject lecturers 
Field experts

- Diagnosis of students’ writing 
problems in the target genres 
and subject lecturers’ writing 
instruction in these target 
genres

Genre-based analytic 
framework 
Interview guide 

Researcher 
Subject lecturers 

DBR Phase 2 Enactment 
- Expected teaching and 

learning
Conjectures Researcher 

- Actual teaching and learning Video recordings Researcher 
Subject lecturers 
Students

Field notes Researcher
Teaching materials Researcher 

Subject lecturer
DBR Phase 3 Evaluation

- Evaluation of teaching and 
learning 

Reflective interview guide  
Logbooks 
Field notes 
Genre-based analytic 
scoring scheme

Subject lecturers  
Subject lecturers 
Researcher 
Researcher 

Data reporting in DBR is rather challenging, not only because of the large 
amount of data to be dealt with and the data’s qualitative nature, but also 
because the data can best be understood when interpreted in a holistic way. 
Therefore, researchers generally present thick descriptions of the processes-in-
context to enable other researchers to determine in what respects and to what 
extent the data from the source context applies to their own context (Barab & 
Squire, 2004; Van den Akker, 1999). Some scholars advocate the use of 
‘design narratives’ to shape these thick descriptions (Hoadley, 2002; Sari & 
Lim, 2012). According to Hoadley, design narratives describe “the history and 
evolution of a design over time”, and while these narratives may not be as 
complete as video recordings for example, they do “communicate compactly 
and effectively how a design came into being” (Hoadley, 2002, p. 454).  
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Ultimately, the point of the design narrative is to show that design-based 
research is cogent (Juuti & Lavonen, 2006). In a similar vein, other scholars 
(e.g., Smit & Van Eerde, 2013) have proposed the use of a story thread, or a 
“chain of events” (Nathan & Kim, 2009, p. 113) that illustrates how a multitude 
of factors relate to each other in the process of teaching and learning.  

This research project chronologically describes the enactment of (the various 
cycles of) the designed GBWI interventions (Chapters 5 and 6) in their 
respective subject-specific contexts (Event Organization and Introduction to 
Research) and in their broader institutional context (the HBS). These 
descriptions should be seen as a form of ‘design narratives’ or ‘story threads’ 
that communicate how the design was implemented in terms of teaching and 
learning processes. At the end of the descriptions, a conclusion is drawn on the 
enactment of GBWI in relation to the literature in this area. 

Methodological Issues 
The following is a discussion of causality, reliability and validity in the context 
of DBR. Each methodological issue is first discussed in general and then in 
relation to this research. 

Causality 
Similar to all qualitative research methods, it is difficult when using DBR to 
establish causality between an intervention and an observed effect on student 
learning (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012; Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015; Reimann, 
2011). Causality cannot be claimed with the same rigor as in experimental 
research, where randomized controlled trials, sometimes referred to as true 
experiments, can establish the causal relationship between an intervention and 
improved learning. This difference stems from the underlying views of logic of 
the two approaches (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). While experimental research 
draws on a variance-oriented understanding of causality (i.e., causality can only 
be proven based on regularities in larger data sets), design-based research 
invokes the logic of process-oriented explanation, that is, causality can be made 
plausible based on circumstantial evidence (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015; 
Maxwell, 2004; Reimann, 2011). This evidence is commonly found in the 
process of learning, which consists of learning activities and of indications of 
student learning (Reimann, 2011). In other words, design-based research seeks 
effectiveness in a specific situation or in a small number of such situations, 
often referred to as ‘particular causation’ (Maxwell, 2004) or ‘local causality’ 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

In the present research, the chronological and context-specific descriptions of 
the interventions’ enactment (as design narratives) were considered 
circumstantial evidence for identifying student learning. To enrich these 
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findings, other data, such as students’ pre- and post-tests, field notes and 
reflective interviews with the lecturers were also drawn on (see Table 3.1).  

Reliability 
Reliability in DBR can be discussed in terms of internal and external reliability 
(Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). Internal reliability refers to the extent to which 
data collection and analysis are independent of the researcher. External 
reliability generally refers to replicability, meaning that the conclusions drawn 
are dependent on the subjects and the context-specific conditions, and not on 
the researcher (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015).  

There are several measures a researcher can take to ensure internal reliability, 
including the use of objective data collection methods (e.g., video recording) 
and the involvement of fellow researchers in the data analysis (peer 
examination). In the present research project, internal reliability was enhanced 
in several ways, such as using video and audio recordings to collect data, 
assessing interrater agreement measures, and member checking (Leech & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2007). Chapters 4, 5 and 6 discuss these measures in more 
detail.  

With respect to external reliability, or replicability, it should be noted that in 
qualitative research such as DBR, replicability is usually interpreted as virtual 
replicability. That is, readers should be able to understand how the research 
was conducted and how conclusions were drawn based on the data (Bakker & 
Van Eerde, 2015). Such replicability can be established by using design 
narratives (Sari & Lim, 2012), and by documenting all decisions made 
throughout the research process. In this research, external reliability was 
safeguarded by systematically documenting every idea, note and decision (e.g., 
regarding lesson activities and materials). Furthermore, replicability was 
enhanced by the chronological and subject-specific descriptions of how the 
GBWI interventions were enacted. 

Validity 
Two types of validity can be distinguished: internal and external validity. 
Internal validity refers to “the quality of the data and the soundness of the 
reasoning that has led to the conclusions” (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015, p. 444). 
Internal validity, sometimes referred to as credibility, tends to be problematic 
in DBR as this flexible research method uses both qualitative and quantitative 
methods for processing data without controlled experiments (Abdallah, 2013). 
To address this issue of internal validity, DBR often uses data triangulation.  
For example, conjectures on teaching and learning can be tested in different 
cycles, and can also be compared with other data such as field notes, tests and 
student work (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). In addition, theoretical claims can 
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be substantiated by using transcripts of interactions, for example as a means of 
providing a rich and meaningful context (see e.g., Abdallah, 2013). In this 
research project, different means of triangulating are used to ensure internal 
validity. For example, in the preparation and design phase, various sources 
(students and lecturers) were consulted and different instruments 
(questionnaires and focus groups) were used to investigate the problem of 
students’ inadequate writing proficiency (see Chapter 4). While collecting data 
in the enactment phase, video recordings, field notes and logbooks were used. 
In the description of the data, transcripts of lecturer-student interactions were 
used to substantiate the insights she gained during the evaluation phase (see 
Chapters 5 and 6).   

External validity generally refers to the generalizability of research results 
(Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). Unlike experimental research, DBR does not 
strive for generalization of local findings, because “context is perceived as a 
core part of the story and not an extraneous variable to be trivialized” (Barab & 
Squire, 2004, p. 3). Rather, DBR scholars strive to present their results in such 
a way that others can use them for their own benefit in their particular 
educational contexts. In this way, insights gained in one educational context 
may turn out to be transposable to other contexts, and hence contribute to 
external validity. In this respect, Yin (2009) uses the notion of ‘analytic 
generalization’ referring to generalization to a theory, model or concept by 
presenting cases of a more general model or concept. The context-specific 
results of this research project are described extensively in Chapters 5 and 6, 
while the more general principles of designing and implementing GBWI are 
discussed in Chapter 7.  
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4 Preparation and Design 

“I often say things using the same words and then I need new words,  
but I don’t know which words. Besides, in higher education you want 

 to use more professional words, more fancy words,  
to make a good impression.”

(First-year student in focus group interview) 

4.1  Introduction 
As discussed in Chapter 3, design-based research often stems from a perceived 
educational problem and a hunch as to how it can be solved. Researchers begin 
by contextualizing and exploring the problem with an eye to designing a 
response in the shape of an intervention. In this research project, first-year 
students’ inadequate writing skills were the educational problem and subject-
specific GBWI was the teaching strategy deemed appropriate to address this 
problem. In order to investigate how this new teaching strategy could be 
shaped, the following subquestion was formulated: 

a) How can subject-specific genre-based writing be prepared and 
designed? 

Finding an answer to this question involved several steps. First, the existing 
situation was studied. The perceived problem of first-year students’ inadequate 
writing skills was investigated across the various subjects taught in the first-
year HBS curriculum. Further, current subject-specific writing instruction 
aimed at supporting student writing was explored. To maximize understanding 
of current teaching and learning, both students and subject lecturers were 
involved in this first exploration (see Section 4.2). Based on this exploration, 
two subject-specific genres in two different subjects (Event Organization and 
Introduction to Research) were selected for a GBWI intervention. The genres - 
‘event proposals’ and ‘case analyses’ - were then analyzed based on literature 
and empirical data (see Section 4.3). To fully understand the problems students 
face when writing in these genres, student-produced examples of these texts 
were subjected to a problem analysis. Additional study was devoted to current 
writing instruction focused on these two subject-specific genres; this enabled a 
full characterization of the context in which the GBWI interventions were 
going to be implemented (see Section 4.4). Subsequently, a professional 
development program was designed to prepare the subject lecturers in Event 
Organization and Introduction to Research for the enactment of GBWI courses 
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(see Section 4.5). The design of the actual GBWI courses was based on the 
context-specific analyses and the GBWI literature (see Section 4.6). 
Throughout the present chapter, all excerpts of data collection and analysis 
instruments as well as respondents’ contributions and instructional materials 
have been translated from Dutch. 

4.2  Problem Analysis in Research Context 
A crucial first step in DBR is analyzing the educational problem at stake in its 
context (Herrington & Reeves, 2011; McKenney, 2001; Prediger, Gravemeijer, 
& Confrey, 2015; Van den Akker, Bannan, Kelly, Nieveen, & Plomp, 2010). 
This helps to pinpoint the exact problem for which the planned teaching 
intervention is thought to offer a solution and to specify the challenges, 
constraints and opportunities presented by the context in which the problem 
occurs (Edelson, 2002). As Herrington and Reeves (2011) and Oh and Reeves 
(2010) point out, it makes sense to involve practitioners in these primary 
analyses, as they have local and practical knowledge of the problem, can 
foresee how a potential problem solution would fit into their subject, and know 
what obstacles need overcoming. Furthermore, involving practitioners in this 
phase promotes ownership of both problem and solution (Voogt et al., 2015).  

In line with Avermaet and Gysen’s recommendations (2006), both subjective 
needs (i.e., based on learners’ own views) and objective needs (i.e., based on 
views of third parties) were analyzed to grasp the specific language teaching 
and learning context. As Van Houtven and colleagues (2013) advocated, 
different data collection methods were used so as to be able to triangulate data 
and acquire a reliable understanding of students’ language needs.  

4.2.1 Method 
Participants  
The explorative analysis involved both students and subject lecturers (i.e., 
practitioners). The student group concerned 86 HBS first-year students in the 
Dutch-taught Facility Management, Tourism Management or Hotel 
Management program during the 2013-2014 academic year. All writing 
referred to in this study is therefore L1 writing in Dutch. The students (73.3% 
female, 26.7% male) were aged 18 to 21. Of these students, 62.8% had earned 
a diploma from a general secondary school, while 30.2% held a secondary 
vocational diploma. The lecturers concerned 35 practitioners teaching various 
subjects to this group of students. The lecturers (51.4% male, 48.6% female) 
were aged 26 to 63 and their teaching experience ranged from less than one 
year to 35 years. All participation in this study was voluntary. 
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Instruments 
Two instruments were used to gain insight into first-year students’ writing 
skills and subject lecturers’ writing instruction: a questionnaire and a focus 
group interview guide.  

Questionnaire  
A context-specific, exploratory questionnaire was developed to get a general 
idea of existing teaching and learning at HBS. Two versions of the 
questionnaire were developed: one for students and one for lecturers (see 
Appendix A for lecturer version). The two versions were identical in terms of 
content, the only difference being the way in which the statements were 
phrased (‘I’ in the student version and ‘First-year students’ in the lecturer 
version).  

Respondents were asked for their opinion on seven statements about students’ 
writing problems (see also Cai, 2013; De Wachter & Heeren, 2011; Van 
Houtven et al., 2013), as shown in Table 4.1. A five-point Likert scale ranging 
from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’ was used to score the responses. 
Respondents were also asked to assign an overall grade to first-year students’ 
writing proficiency on a scale from 1 (very poor) to 10 (outstanding).  

Table 4.1  
Statements on first-year students’ writing problems  

Statements
- I/ First-year students have difficulty structuring texts
- I/ First-year students have difficulty writing texts coherently
- I/ First-year students have difficulty writing in the appropriate style
- I/ First-year students have difficulty using the right vocabulary when writing
- I/ First-year students have difficulty writing grammatically correct language
- I/ First-year students have difficulty spelling correctly 
- I/ First-year students have difficulty using punctuation correctly

Although the statements about students’ writing problems were about general 
writing problems rather than genre-specific difficulties, exploring these general 
problems proved a useful way of gaining a first, general impression. All 
respondents could be expected to have an opinion on these aspects of writing, 
as these are fairly common in a higher education context (see also Chapter 1). 
At a later stage, a genre-specific analysis of students’ writing problems was 
also carried out (see Section 4.4).  

The second part of the questionnaire focused on the existing state of affairs in 
writing instruction. Respondents were asked to score their overall impression 
of current subject-specific writing instruction, based on seven statements.  
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A five-point scale (always-often-sometimes-never-no opinion) was used for 
this. The statements were based on teaching activities used in the Teaching and 
Learning cycle in GBWI (Gibbons, 2002; see Table 4.2). This part of the 
questionnaire was intended to determine the extent to which these activities 
were already part of existing subject-specific writing instruction.  

Table 4.2 
Statements about subject lecturers’ writing instruction  

Statements TLC phase
- Subject lecturers/ I show sample texts to my students Deconstruction
- Subject lecturers/ I discuss typical features of sample texts with students Deconstruction 
- Subject lecturers/ I have students analyze sample texts Deconstruction 
- Subject lecturers/ I explain to students how to write subject-specific texts Joint construction
- Subject lecturers/ I show students how to write subject-specific texts Joint construction 
- Subject lecturers/ I jointly write (part of) a text with students Joint construction
- Subject lecturers/ I give students time to write during class Joint construction 

There were two reasons for operationalizing subject lecturers’ writing 
instruction in terms of TLC-related activities. As embedded writing instruction 
was entirely novel to the HBS, it was deemed necessary to explain what this 
strategy could entail and to prompt respondents to reflect on the fact that 
writing instruction could include more than just spelling and grammar issues 
(see Lunsford & Lunsford, 2008). The operationalization in TLC-related 
activities was also intended to sensitize the respondents to the potential of 
TLC-based teaching and learning activities. It should be noted that the terms 
‘TLC’, ‘Deconstruction’ and ‘Joint construction’ were left out of the 
questionnaire because the respondents were presumably unfamiliar with them. 
All seven statements in Table 4.2 were derived from the TLC phases of 
Deconstruction and Joint construction because these activities form the 
backbone of GBWI (Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011). One other statement-
about lecturers’ contribution to student writing in general- was added and 
scored on a five-point scale (from ‘strongly disagree’ to ‘strongly agree’). This 
item was included because students’ writing proficiency is usually considered 
the responsibility of language teachers (Davies et al., 2006; Wingate, 2014). 

Lecturers might, of course, be tempted to give socially desirable answers on 
their writing instruction methods in the questionnaire. However, this was 
discouraged by the fact that the questionnaire was self-administered rather than 
interviewer-administered (see De Leeuw, 1992; Fricker & Schonlau, 2002). In 
addition, the fact that the lecturers’ answers were compared to students’ 
answers, and were also discussed in focus group interviews, was deemed to 
contribute to providing a realistic picture of current writing instruction. 
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Focus group interview guide 
The second instrument used to gauge insight into first-year students’ writing 
skills and lecturers’ writing instruction was a semi-structured focus group 
interview guide. The interview guide was developed in two versions: one for 
students and one for subject lecturers (see Appendix B for subject lecturer 
version). The guides were based on the outcomes of the questionnaires, and 
divided into two sections: one devoted to students’ writing problems, and 
another to lecturers’ writing instruction. Figure 4.1 shows a sample question 
from the student version of this guide. The focus group interviews were 
deemed particularly useful for deeper exploration of students’ and lecturers’ 
perceptions gained in the questionnaires (see also Van Houtven et al., 2013), 
and for acquiring more insight into current writing instruction practices and 
learning experiences from the respondents’ perspective (Liamputtong, 2011; 
Shrimpton, 2011).  

Figure 4.1 Sample question from student interview guide 

Data collection  
The questionnaire and focus groups were used to collect data from January to 
June 2014. Informed consent was obtained from all participants.  

The questionnaires were administered by means of a web survey tool 
(Parantion) in late January 2014. Following Nulty (2008), several measures 
were taken to increase the response in both respondent groups. Students were 
informed about the benefit of the research project by the researcher in several 
well-attended lectures and offered an incentive (five chances to win admission 
to a movie). After one week, the students received a reminder to complete the 
questionnaire. To increase response among lecturers, the researcher published a 
call for participation in the HBS internal newsletter, encouraged teachers to 
participate in face-to-face meetings, and sent a personal reminder after one 
week. In total, 19% (n=86) of all first-year students completed the 
questionnaire before the two-week deadline.  

First-year students’ writing proficiency (scale: 1-10) 
Questionnaire outcomes 

• Average grade awarded by students:  6,7  
• Average grade awarded by subject lecturers:  5,3 

Questions 
• What do you think of these average grades awarded by students and 

subject lecturers? Would you give yourself this grade? Why or why not? 
What is your impression of first-year students’ writing proficiency? What 
writing problems do you have? What writing problems do your peers 
have? 
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This response rate was deemed low (cf. Nulty, 2008) but sufficient, as the goal 
was to gain a first general impression of students’ perceptions. The 61% 
response rate among lecturers (n=35) was satisfactory (Nulty, 2008). 

The focus group interviews were conducted between March and June 2014. 
Students and subject lecturers who filled out the questionnaire were asked to 
participate in the focus group interviews. This resulted in eight student 
participants (5 female/ 3 male) and twelve lecturer participants (7 male/ 5 
female). The focus groups were deliberately kept small (Shrimpton, 2011), and 
distribution of participants among the groups was based on their availability. 
This resulted in three student focus group interviews (with two, two and four 
participants respectively) and two lecturer focus group interviews (with six 
participants each). The interviews were moderated by the researcher, who 
explained the focus group’s aim as well as the ground rules, format and 
duration (Shrimpton, 2011). The researcher went on to ask predominantly open 
questions and encouraged the participants to respond to each other’s input in 
order to gather different opinions (Krueger & Casey, 2010). The student focus 
group interviews lasted 30 to 45 minutes, while the lecturer focus group 
interviews took approximately 60 minutes. All interviews were audiotaped and 
the tapes were transcribed verbatim for analysis. 

Data analysis 
All data obtained from the questionnaires were coded for statistical analyses 
and entered into an SPSS database. Descriptive statistics (e.g., totals, 
percentages, and means) were calculated to provide a first general overview of 
current teaching and learning at the HBS context (Loeb et al., 2017). 

‘F4 qualitative analysis software’ was used to conduct a constant comparative 
analysis of the interview data (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). This type of analysis 
compares and contrasts qualitative data to identify patterns in that data (Boeije, 
2002). As the topics for this study had already been set and incorporated in the 
interview guide (i.e., students’ writing problems and subject lecturers’ writing 
instruction), the analysis was deductive (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007). The 
researcher read all the focus groups transcripts several times and the assigned 
excerpts of text consisting of one or more sentences focusing on the same issue 
to one of the two central topics of the coding scheme. Table 4.3 shows the two 
topics and some sample student excerpts and lecturer excerpts. Once all of 
them had been coded, the researcher drew qualified conclusions for each topic, 
i.e., conclusions that accounted for the difference in response. To verify 
whether the excerpts had been interpreted properly, another researcher from the 
project was asked to scan approximately 25% of the excerpts and assess 
whether the conclusions drawn were plausible, by way of peer examination 
(Merriam, 2009). This researcher judged all of the researcher’s conclusions to 
be valid. 
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Table 4.3 
Focus group interview coding scheme 

Topic Sample student excerpts Sample lecturer excerpts
Students’ writing 
problems 

- Writing in the third person is 
really hard, that really requires 
an adjustment because we 
aren’t used to doing that 
(StudentS010414)

- Many students’ texts just lack structure. 
As a reader, I just want to start reading 
and know what I can expect; I want 
paragraphs and not large blocks of text. 
(LecturerGT080414)

- I don’t think spelling is 
difficult, you just have to apply 
the rules (StudentA250414) 

- I think I can summarize our concerns 
best by saying that most students cannot 
even write at secondary school level. Isn’t 
that what bothers us most? 
(LecturerG080414)

Subject lecturers’ 
writing 
instruction 

- Actually, I don’t think subject 
lecturers pay attention to 
writing instruction at all 
(StudentS010414)

- Sometimes, I show them an example of 
business plans, because they explicitly 
ask for it, but otherwise I actually don’t. 
(LecturerD010414)

- First, you have to know what 
they expect, but most lecturers 
don’t tell you that 
(StudentS030614)

-Actually, I only explain to students how 
to write their thesis or internship report. I 
don’t provide explanations earlier on in 
their study program (LecturerD010414)

4.2.2 Results  
The results of the preliminary analysis of teaching and learning practices at the 
HBS were divided into students’ writing problems and subject lecturers’ 
writing instruction, and subdivided between the data gathered from the 
questionnaire and the information collected through the focus group interviews. 
An overall assessment of all the results and their impact on the GBWI design 
concludes this section.  

Students’ writing problems: results 
The results from the questionnaire showed that overall, lecturers perceived 
writing (or particular aspects of writing) to be more problematic for first-year 
students than students themselves judged it to be (see Figure 4.2). Most subject 
lecturers considered coherence (94%), spelling (86%), and structure (83%) the 
most difficult aspects for students to master. Students identified grammar 
(40%), spelling (34%), and vocabulary (31%) as the hardest areas. 
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Figure 4.2 Percentage of respondents considering writing (very) difficult 

In order to find out what respondents’ overall impression of first-year students’ 
writing proficiency was, they were asked to give the first-year cohort an overall 
grade. On a scale from 1 (very poor) to 10 (outstanding), students rated 
themselves at 6.74 (SD=0.814) on average, while lecturers awarded them a 
lower grade: 5.29 (SD=0.893).  

As they revealed in the focus group interviews, lecturers felt students’ main 
writing problems were writing coherently and applying logical reasoning 
(structuring their writing). They also mentioned that style was a frequent 
problem. In their opinion, many students write like they speak, resulting in 
texts that should be formal, but are instead informal and read like simple, 
almost child-like stories:   

“For my course in Event Organization, students have to be able to write different 
professional texts. […] But the texts they hand in tend to be simple narratives, full 
of ‘and then, and then, and then’. A bit like my 9-year old son tells a story.” 
(LecturerC080414) 

When asked about the importance of spelling and grammar, the lecturers 
stressed that these are major stumbling blocks for many first-year students. 
However, some also added to this that writing is primarily about conveying a 
message, and that correct grammar and spelling should be judged in that light.  

The student focus group interviews revealed mixed perceptions of students’ 
writing problems. Some students indicated that getting spelling and grammar 
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right was the hardest, whereas others found spelling and grammar easy. Most 
students agreed, however, that it was not easy to produce the vocabulary and 
style expected in higher education. They emphasized that both the professional 
and the academic style posed difficulties, as the following quotes illustrate:  

“I often say things using the same words and then I need new words, but I don’t 
know which words. Besides, in higher education you want to use more professional 
words, more fancy words, to make a good impression.” (StudentS010414) 

“I am not used to writing in the third person. Come to think of it, no one is, really, 
so it takes a while to get used to that.” (StudentS030614) 

In terms of their overall proficiency, many students pointed to vast differences 
in writing proficiency levels between students in the first year. Some indicated 
that students with a secondary vocational diploma seemed to have far more 
writing problems than those with a general secondary school diploma, 
particularly with regard to prepositions, appropriate style and coherence. 

Subject lecturers’ current writing instruction: results 
Student responses to the questionnaire showed that 54% of the students  
(strongly) agreed with the statement that subject lecturers contributed to their 
writing development, compared to 60% of the subject lecturers (see Figure 
4.3).    

Figure 4.3 Respondents’ scores on ‘I/subject lecturers contribute to writing 
development’ 
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Respondents were also asked to indicate how often particular teaching 
activities were part of subject-specific classes. The teaching activities they 
were asked about were activities from the TLC in GBWI (Gibbons, 2002, 
2009), although they were not framed as such in the questionnaire (see Section 
4.2.1). Table 4.4 gives an overview of the results (‘S’ for students, ‘L’ for 
subject lecturers). Note that the first three statements concern activities from 
the Deconstruction phase in the TLC, while the last four statements refer to 
activities from the Joint construction phase in the TLC. The statements are 
worded as they were in the lecturers’ version of the questionnaire.  

Table 4.4 
Subject lecturers’ teaching activities 

S/L Always Often Sometimes Never No opinion
Deconstruction-related 
statements 
I show sample texts to students S 10.5% 18.6% 54.7% 15.1% 1.2%

L 8.6% 22.9% 42.9% 14.3% 11.4%
I discuss typical features of 
sample texts with students

S 5.8% 32.6% 46.5% 11.6% 3.5%
L 25.7% 20.0% 31.4% 17.1% 5.7%

I have students analyze sample 
texts

S 7.0% 22.1% 43.0% 23.3% 4.7%
L 5.7% 11.4% 42.9% 34.3% 5.7%

Joint construction-related 
statements 
I explain to students how to 
write subject-specific texts

S 4.7% 37.2% 44.2% 11.6% 2.3%
L 14.3% 31.4% 40.0% 8.6% 5.7%

I show students how to write 
subject-specific texts

S 1.2% 23.3% 39.5% 32.6% 3.5%
L 0.0% 14.3% 34.3% 48.6% 2.9%

I jointly write (part of) a text 
with students

S 1.2% 10.5% 36.0% 45.3% 7.0%
L 0.0% 2.9% 40.0% 54.3% 2.9%

I allow students time to write 
during class

S 16.3% 34.9% 41.9% 4.7% 2.3%
L 22.9% 28.6% 31.4% 14.3% 2.9%

As the percentages in Table 4.4 show, Deconstruction-related teaching 
activities were felt to be part of existing teaching practices more than Joint 
construction-related activities. Within the Deconstruction category, both 
students and lecturers indicated that ‘discussing features of a text’ was the most 
frequently employed activity in subject-specific courses. Overall, students’ and 
lecturers’ perceptions of the frequency of Deconstruction-type teaching 
activities were fairly similar. 

With respect to Joint construction-related activities, Table 4.4 shows that both 
groups of respondents felt that ‘explaining how to write texts’ and ‘allowing 
time to write during class’ were activities that were used ‘sometimes’ to ‘often’ 
in current writing instruction. Most respondents indicated that it was less 
common (‘sometimes’ to ‘never’) for writing instruction to include ‘showing 
how to write a text’ and ‘jointly writing a text’. Table 4.4 also shows that 
students and subject lecturers had fairly similar impressions of how often Joint 
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construction-type activities were used in current subject-specific writing 
instruction.  

The subject lecturers’ input in the focus group interviews made it clear that 
their contribution to student writing was often limited to checking for correct 
use of grammar and spelling, and giving technical feedback. There were some 
exceptions, though.  

One subject lecturer expressed his mixed feelings about this type of instruction: 

“In the Introduction to Research course, structure is an important issue, but 
students don’t see that at all. We tell them, but somehow, they don’t get it. It is one 
of our frustrations and we actually want to coach them on that. However, structure 
is not something they are assessed for in the assessment forms, while spelling and 
grammar are. So, that’s why we don’t really invest time in it”. (LecturerB010414) 

Other subject lecturers indicated they did not pay attention to writing in their 
classes at all, because they felt they lacked the knowledge and tools to do so. 
Some said they did not have a clear idea of what first-year students’ writing 
should be like. Many of the subject lecturers that took part in the focus group 
interviews acknowledged that any attempt to improve students’ writing 
proficiency would require a joint effort. They agreed this could not be left up to 
individual lecturers.  

In a discussion of Deconstruction-type activities, the lecturers said they only 
occasionally used and discussed sample texts in the classroom. Some subject 
lecturers felt that using sample texts more often would have significant impact 
on helping students improve their writing. Others, however, expressed concern 
that students might simply resort to copying the distributed sample texts, as the 
following quote illustrates: 

“I find it difficult to use sample texts in my classes because it makes me feel like ‘I 
am giving you the answer’. Students can then easily copy parts of this and use 
these in their own texts.” (LecturerA080414) 

When discussion turned to the Joint construction-activities included in the 
questionnaire, the focus group interviews made it clear that most lecturers 
made no use of joint writing exercises in their classes. Some lecturers said they 
found it too complicated, while one lecturer actively resisted the idea, saying 
she did not want to “spoon-feed” her students (LecturerF010414). 

The student focus group interviews revealed that students felt there were great 
disparities between the amount of writing instruction and feedback they 
received from different subject lecturers. Some said particular lecturers paid no 



Chapter 4 

58

attention at all to writing in their classes. Students suggested that this might be 
due to lecturers’ primary focus on subject-specific content (StudentA250314), 
their fear of overwhelming first-year students (StudentM010414), or their own 
limited writing proficiency (StudentS030614). Some students mentioned 
examples of subject lecturers who did explain the structure of a text and the 
required writing style, which they found very helpful. In general, however, the 
students reported that special writing courses made them feel engaged in 
writing, but subject-specific courses did not.  

The students also indicated that use of sample texts – a common feature in the 
TLC’s Deconstruction phase - was not part of the regular teaching practice at 
the HBS. Some of them mentioned that analyzing and discussing sample texts 
would be very helpful, as it would offer them a clear guideline (see also Renkl 
& Atkinson, 2010). Other students called attention to the risk involved in using 
and distributing sample texts in class, in the sense that students might perceive 
these texts as ‘the only right way’. With regard to the idea of jointly writing 
texts in class, some had a positive attitude during the focus group interviews 
(“It is our first time after all”, StudentS010414), whereas others felt that joint, 
in-class writing would be excessive (“I think showing sample texts will do”, 
StudentM010414). The students also reported the feeling that some lecturers’ 
own language level and writing proficiency were not up to par. According to 
these students, engaging in a joint, in-class writing exercise might ‘expose’ 
their lecturers and negatively affect their credibility.  

Conclusion 
The preliminary analysis of current writing practices at the HBS revealed an 
undeniable need for helping student improve their writing proficiency, which 
was perceived to be below standard. This finding is in line with many other 
studies (e.g., Berckmoes & Rombouts, 2009; Cleary et al., 2009; Davies et al., 
2006; De Wachter & Heeren, 2011; Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014). The analysis 
brought to light a range of writing problems, from difficulties with structure, 
coherence, style and vocabulary to trouble with grammar and spelling. This 
variety of writing problems corresponds to the needs identified in comparable 
analyses (e.g., Berckmoes & Rombouts, 2009; De Wachter & Heeren, 2011).  
The analysis made clear that all these writing problems would somehow have 
to be addressed by the GBWI interventions.  

The exploratory analysis also revealed that lecturers gave only limited writing 
instruction (see also Chapter 1). This finding is in line with other empirical 
studies in tertiary education (e.g., Blake & Pates, 2010; Cleary et al., 2009; 
Wingate et al., 2011). Although the results from the questionnaire painted a 
slightly more positive picture, data from the focus group interviews 
demonstrated that subject lecturers, with few exceptions, did not explicitly deal 
with student writing in their classes. The results also showed that when subject 
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lecturers did teach writing, their focus was mainly on spelling and grammar as 
also found by Wingate (2006). The focus groups suggested several reasons this, 
including the lecturers’ own insufficient writing skills, their lack of confidence 
in their ability to provide writing instruction, and a lack of clarity about the 
writing standards first-year students should meet (see also Bailey, 2010; 
Wingate, 2014). These findings brought home how important it is that subject 
lecturers need to be trained prior to teaching GBWI courses (see Section 4.5).  

In addition to the conclusions drawn about the current pedagogical climate at 
the HBS, the initial exploration yielded three further conclusions that had an 
impact on the design and enactment of the GBWI intervention. First, both 
students and lecturers seemed predominantly focused on the notion of 
correctness when talking about writing. This focus could be the result of the 
prevailing writing practice at the HBS, which did not reflect the academy’s 
more comprehensive language policy (see Section 1.3). Second, the lecturer 
focus group interviews made clear that the lecturers felt a need and shared a 
desire to address student writing in their subject-specific courses. In line with 
similar findings in other empirical studies in tertiary education (e.g., French, 
2011), lecturers in subject-specific courses acknowledged that they too have a 
role to play in improving student writing, and should not solely rely on 
language teachers. Third, there turned out to be a difference in opinion about 
the usefulness of Deconstruction-based and Joint construction-based activities. 
For example, some students and lecturers thought deconstructing texts would 
be useful, but others focused on the risk of copying behavior (see also Emilia, 
2005). Likewise, some respondents saw joint in-class writing as useful, while 
others expressed doubt about its usefulness, as also identified in Humphrey and 
Macnaught’s study (2011).  

These findings needed to be taken into account when designing the GBWI 
intervention. The focus of the writing instruction would have to be widened to 
include more than grammatical correctness and spelling. Lecturers’ feeling of 
responsibility for their students’ writing proficiency needed to be turned into a 
sense of ownership of the GBWI intervention. And finally, the ambiguity about 
the usefulness of TLC activities suggested that these activities may require 
some extra explanation or introduction.  

4.3  Analysis of Two Subject-Specific Target Genres 
Based on the findings from the exploratory analysis, two first-year HBS 
subjects were selected for which GBWI interventions seemed desirable, useful 
and feasible. In consultation with the lecturers who took part in the research 
project, it was decided to select one profession-oriented subject (Event 
Organization, or EO) and one academic subject (Introduction to Research, or 
IR). These two courses were considered an adequate representation of the 
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HBS’s mixed professional and academic orientation. Equally important, the 
lecturers in these two subjects expressed an explicit need for their students’ 
writing proficiency to improve, as well as a willingness to be actively involved 
in the research project. These two aspects were considered crucial for the 
design and implementation of a new teaching strategy such as GBWI, in line 
with what Akkerman et al. (2013) and Plomp (2013) noted.  

The researcher and lecturers selected two genres to focus on: one in each 
subject. They based this selection on a joint evaluation of the available genres 
in the two subjects. They decided on two genres that were perceived as 
difficult, yet relevant to first-year students, so as to challenge and motivate the 
students (see also Yang, 2011). For EO, the genre of an ‘event proposal’ was 
selected. To write a simulated authentic text in this genre, the student writer is 
expected to take on the role of professional event organizer proposing that a 
client stage a particular event, which is attuned to this client’s wants and needs. 
For IR, the genre of choice was the ‘case analysis’. To write a partly school-
based and partly simulated authentic text in this genre, the student writer has to 
think like an independent research consultant and, based on a multi-criteria 
analysis, advise a client on the purchase of a particular hospitality-related 
product or service.  

Since GBWI courses are organized around one or more target genres, it is 
customary to thoroughly analyze this genre or these genres before starting the 
GBWI design. Genre analysis usually involves identifying the target genre’s 
goal, structure (i.e., move structure) and linguistic features (i.e., field, tenor, 
and mode) as described in Chapter 2. The following analyses are based on 
various sources, as advocated in genre literature (Flowerdew & Wan, 2010), 
and take into account the real-world settings in which the genres are used, as 
well as related genres (Hyland, 2007).

4.3.1 Method 
Analyzing the ‘event proposal’ and the ‘case analysis’ involved several steps: 
1) studying genre literature, 2) investigating student-produced and authentic 
texts, 3) drafting genre descriptions, 4) organizing focus group interviews with 
subject lecturers, 5) drafting a second version of the genre descriptions, 6) 
organizing expert interviews, 7) drafting a third version of the genre 
descriptions, 8) checking the final version with the lecturers.  

Genre literature was consulted first to determine which genre types or genre 
families ‘event proposals’ and ‘case analyses’ belonged to (Nesi & Gardner, 
2012). The researcher and the EO and IR lecturers subsequently studied several 
texts students had written in the target genres in the previous academic year 
(2012-2013). The purpose of this was to identify the genre’s goal, typical 
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structure and linguistic features. In a similar vein, several authentic texts in the 
target genres were investigated. Based on these theoretical and empirical 
findings, a description of both text types in terms of goal and textual features 
was drafted. Then, a 75-minute focus group interview with EO lecturers (n=6) 
and IR lecturers (n=6) was organized.  

In these interviews, the members, being perceived as field experts, were asked 
to discuss the aforementioned descriptions of the subject-specific text types so 
as to gain understanding of their views and interpretations (see Liamputtong, 
2011). Based on the experts’ feedback, the descriptions of both text types were 
refined. The ‘event proposal’ description was then submitted to a professional 
event organization and discussed in a semi-structured interview in order to get 
additional input from a practitioners’ point of view. The ‘case analysis’ 
description was discussed in a semi-structured interview with two IR lecturers 
at the HBS, who were experienced case analysis writers in both academic and 
professional settings. These discussions informed the third version of the genre 
descriptions. The final step in the genre analyses was to ask the EO and IR 
lecturers to check whether their input had been properly incorporated into the 
final genre descriptions. This additional member check was done to increase 
the reliability of the findings as advocated in the literature (e.g., Creswell, 
2007; Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2007).  

4.3.2 Results 
Genre analysis of an ‘event proposal’  
Judging by the literature on tertiary education genres, event proposals can be 
categorized in the professional ‘proposal genre family’ (Nesi & Gardner, 
2012). Proposals are texts aimed at preparing students for professional practice. 
Proposals define a problem (move 1), establish parameters for a solution to the 
problem (move 2), generate possible solutions (move 3), and identify and 
justify a recommended solution to the problem (move 4) (Nesi & Gardner, 
2012). The language used in this professional genre is typically persuasive, 
evaluative, and directly aimed at clients and their needs, according to genre 
literature and Dutch professional literature on proposal writing (e.g., Plattel, 
2008). 

By talking to the lecturers and the professional event organization, the 
researcher gained a more detailed understanding of the local genre of an event 
proposal. The event proposal’s aim was worded as follows: “Persuading the 
reader of the suitability of the proposed event”, as a follow-up to an initial 
meeting between client and event organizer. In other words, the oral ‘first 
meeting with client’ genre also had a bearing on the written event proposal 
genre (see also Burns & Joyce, 1997). Compared to Nesi and Gardner’s (2012) 
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proposal structure outlined above, the discussions pointed to a somewhat 
different move structure for an event proposal (see Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5 
Literature-based general proposal structure vs. event proposal at the HBS

Moves in Proposal (Nesi & Gardner, 2012) Moves in event proposal at the HBS
1 Problem definition 1 Identification of client’s needs and wishes
2 Parameters for solution 2 Introduction of the event theme
3 Possible solutions 3 Elaboration of the event
4 Recommendation and justification of solution 4 Terms and conditions

An event proposal first identifies the client’s needs (cf. move 1 ‘Problem 
definition’), then introduces the event theme (cf. move 2 ‘Parameters for 
solution’). The proposal then goes on to elaborate this theme (cf. move 3 
‘Possible solutions’), and concludes by listing the terms and conditions that 
apply to the organization of this particular event. Nesi and Gardner’s fourth 
move (‘Recommendation and justification of a solution’) turned out not to be a 
separate move in an event proposal, but an aspect woven into the alignment 
between the client’s needs and the proposed event throughout the proposal.  

Apart from the move structure, the linguistic features of an event proposal in 
terms of field, tenor, and mode were determined by analyzing student-produced 
and authentic texts (see excerpt in Figure 4.4) and in discussions with EO 
lecturers.  

Figure 4.4 Excerpt from an authentic event proposal for an international brewery 

The event proposal’s field was determined to be ‘event organization’, both in 
terms of practicalities (e.g., catering, venue, guest transportation) and guest 
experience (e.g., mood, use of color, musical styles). Appropriate language 
therefore included action verbs and other action-centered vocabulary (e.g., 
organize, serve, dance) as well as emotive verbs and other emotion-related 
vocabulary (e.g., feel like a celebrity, experience the mood of the 1980s). Other 

Event Theme 

Based on your preferences for the company party on 16 September 2012, we 
propose the following event theme: “Ticket Around The World”. Your guests are 
taken on a journey around the world in a single evening. Every room of the party 
venue has its own world theme, brand of beer, catering and entertainment. Your 
guests depart from Schiphol Airport to the destination of their choice. They can go 
to the beautiful beaches of Cuba, and the next moment feel like they are in a 
mountain ski lodge in Austria, a Hungarian Puszta pub or an Asian lounge club. 
This wonderful evening offers your guests an opportunity to stroll from one exotic 
location to the next.
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relevant features included descriptions of the event, statements of time and 
place, and references to participants (see also Derewianka, 2012). 

With respect to tenor, the writer and reader of the event proposal are advisor 
and client respectively. One aspect that needs to be taken into account in this 
relationship is that client and advisor have previously met in person to discuss 
the client’s needs, as the EO lecturers pointed out. This prior meeting needs to 
be reflected in the actual event proposal: the writer should show awareness of 
the client’s needs and wishes and expound on these in order to persuade the 
client to accept the ideas put forward in the proposal. As the EO lecturers 
explained, the writer is expected to represent his or her relationship with the 
client in various ways. Generally, the proposal starts with phrases confirming 
their acquaintanceship and the writer’s willingness to please the client. Then, 
the writer tends to use particular phrases to display his or her advisory role 
toward the reader (e.g., based on our experience, we would recommend). As 
the relationship between the writer and the reader is formal, the use of informal 
language is avoided. As the EO lecturers emphasized, a final, obligatory, 
representation of tenor in the event proposal is the use of ‘filmic description’ 
from a guest perspective. Because the writer proposes an event that does not 
yet exist, it is important to use language that enables the reader to fully imagine 
this event. One way to do this is to give a filmic description of the event from 
the perspective of a guest at the event. This involves the use of action and 
emotive verbs, adverbs and adjectives (e.g., “Guests entering the softly lit 
entrance with brightly colored walls and softly piped in music will experience 
that red carpet feeling”). In authentic event proposals, images are often used as 
well to help the reader get a mental picture of the event. Because this research 
project focused on writing proficiency, actual images were not included.  

In terms of mode, the literature and the interview results clearly showed that an 
event proposal could not be considered a prototypical written or spoken text 
( chura, 200 ). Rather, an event proposal includes some signs of reader 
interaction (e.g., addressing the reader directly), because it follows an initial 
personal meeting, while also displaying explicit written-text characteristics. 
That is, an event proposal uses signposting to guide the reader through the text. 
For example, it might include references to time and sequencing (e.g., upon 
arrival, after dinner, at the end of the graduation). It also uses pronouns to refer 
to persons or aspects of the event, so as to avoid unnecessary repetition while 
creating coherence (e.g., the guests…they).  

Table 4.6 describes the EO event proposal genre at the HBS.  
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Table 4.6 
Event proposal: genre description 

Feature Elaboration
Goal Persuading the reader of the suitability of the proposed event
Overall 
structure 
(moves)  

- Move 1 Identification of client’s needs and wishes 
- Move 2 Introduction of the event theme 
- Move 3 Elaboration of the event 
- Move 4 Terms and conditions

Field - Action verbs/nouns (e.g., organize, entertain, welcome, guide, party) 
- Emotive verbs/nouns (e.g., feel, experience, sense, a feeling of surprise) 
- Adjectives and adverbs (e.g., chic, glamorous, lively) 
- Phrases describing the participants (e.g., guests) and the circumstances (e.g., 

at the hotel, at the start of the evening)
Tenor - Writer and reader have met before (e.g., as discussed earlier) 

- Writer takes a positive attitude toward the reader (e.g., based on our pleasant 
conversation) 

- Writer assumes an advisory role (e.g., based on our experience, we 
recommend) 

- Writer gives filmic description from guest’s perspective (e.g., guests are 
warmly welcomed) 

- Writer avoids informal language (e.g., kind of, cool)
Mode - Use of signal words (e.g., of time and sequence: first, then, later on) 

- Use of reference words (e.g., the guests are welcomed… after which they are 
guided…)

Genre analysis of a ‘case analysis’ 
Initially, it was hard to identify the IR text type based on genre literature. In the 
curriculum, it had always been referred to as a ‘memo’, but its aim, content and 
style actually resembled a ‘case analysis’ as characterized in the literature on 
tertiary education genres (Nesi & Gardner, 2012; Zhu, 2004). Generally, a 
memo is an internal business document intended to provide concise, 
comprehensive information or argumentation on a specific question or proposal 
(Bawarshi & Reiff, 2010; Yates & Orlikowski, 1992). However, the type of 
text produced in IR did not really fit this description. The definition of a case 
analysis seemed to fit much better: a school-based text containing authentic, 
professional elements. In a case analysis, students analyze business problems 
and decision-making processes, using business concepts, theory, and 
knowledge they have learned from their teacher (Nesi & Gardner, 2012; Zhu, 
2004). Since this genre description more closely resembled the type of text 
students were expected to produce in IR, it was decided to consistently refer to 
the IR genre as a ‘case analysis’ in the GBWI intervention. 

According to Nesi and Gardner (2012), case analyses can be categorized under 
the professional ‘case study genre family’. In these texts, students use 
information supplied by the lecturer and “apply business concepts, theory and 
knowledge to the analysis of business problems and business decision-making 
processes” (Zhu, 2004, p. 120). The text can therefore be classified as a school-
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based text or curriculum-genre (Christie, 1993), even though it also contains 
authentic professional elements. Hence, students are expected to meet both 
academic and professional standards. They have to demonstrate their ability to 
carry out a particular analysis to meet academic standards, while addressing the 
underlying business problem to meet (simulated) professional standards. 
Genres like this, which incorporate both professional and academic writing 
demands, are considered boundary objects. They act as an interjunction 
between different contexts, different purposes and different people (Nesi & 
Gardner, 2012), as outlined in Chapter 2. 

Based on discussions with the IR lecturers, the aim of a subject-specific case 
analysis was defined as “providing well-founded recommendations to a client, 
based on a multi-criteria analysis”. Comparable text types – recommendations 
and business reports – are common in the hospitality industry, according to the 
IR lecturers and studies in this field (see e.g., Jameson, 2005; O’Halloran & 
Deale, 2004). In professional use, the emphasis tends to be on the 
recommendations (“providing well-founded recommendations”) rather than the 
analysis (“based on a multi-criteria analysis”), but at the HBS both parts of the 
case analysis were considered equally crucial. 

Regarding the overall structure of case analyses, Zhu (2004) distinguishes five 
moves: 1) an analysis of the current situation, 2) an identification/summary of 
key issues or problems, 3) an analysis and evaluation of alternative approaches 
to solving problems, 4) a discussion of specific recommendations for solving 
the problems, and 5) a justification/support for the proposed solutions. 
However, discussions with the IR lecturers yielded a slightly different move 
structure (see Table 4.7).  

Table 4.7 
Literature-based case analysis structure vs. case analysis at the HBS

Moves in case analysis (Zhu, 2004) Moves in case analysis in research context
1 Analysis of current situation 1 Analysis of current situation and identification 

of problem
2 Identification of key problem(s) 2 Description of criteria
3 Analysis/evaluation of approaches 3 Description of solutions
4 Discussion/recommendation for solution 
5 Support for proposed solution 

4 Evaluation of solutions based on criteria 
5 Conclusion 
6 Recommendations

As Table 4.7 shows, Zhu’s first two moves were considered to be one move in 
the IR context (‘Analysis of current situation and identification of problem’). 
For first-year students expected to analyze a relatively simple case, a brief, 
integrated description of these two moves is considered sufficient. However, in 
the academic context, Zhu’s third move was split up into three moves. Students 
are expected to take this more detailed approach to do justice to the school-
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based, multi-criteria analysis that is part of the genre. They need to provide a 
description of criteria, a description of alternative solutions, and an evaluation 
of these solutions based on the criteria used. Based on the IR lecturers’ input, 
Zhu’s moves 4 and 5 were initially subsumed into one move called 
‘Conclusions and recommendations’. However, this decision was reversed at a 
later stage, after the first intervention in IR had been enacted and evaluated (see 
Chapter 6). The reason for this reversal was that conclusions and 
recommendations were considered to represent the two distinct elements of the 
case analysis (i.e., academic and professional), and therefore to require 
different foci. 

In order to determine the linguistic features (field, tenor and mode) that 
characterize case analyses, several student-produced texts (see sample excerpt 
in Figure 4.5) were studied and discussed with various IR lecturers. 

Figure 4.5 Excerpt from student text 

The field of this local genre was determined to be “conducting research for 
professional recommendations”. Vocabulary and phrasing therefore need to 
reflect both the analytical component (e.g., conduct, analyze, based on criteria) 
and the professional consultation component (e.g., request, recommendations, 
it is recommended). Other relevant features include references to the 
participants (e.g., client, consultancy firm) and the circumstances surrounding 
the case analysis (e.g., to meet the increased demand for product X, based on a 
multi-criteria analysis) (see Derewianka, 2012). 

Catering company Brown is being forced to purchase new coffee machines, as 
their current machines approach the end of their technical service life. Coffee 
machines are of great value at all Brown sites, as coffee is one of their best-selling 
products. Regarding the purchase of new coffee machines, Brown has indicated 
that the following requirements need to be taken into account: 1) price, 2) 
sustainability, 3) capacity, and 4) size. These requirements have been elaborated in 
the following list of requirements: 

1) Price : the price for one coffee brewer should not be more 
than  4500. 

2) Sustainability : the maximum power consumption of one coffee maker 
may not exceed  
  3500 W, to minimize the burden on the environment 

3) Capacity  : the new coffee maker should be able to brew at least
six cups of coffee per minute 

4) Size  : the maximum dimensions of the new machine are 
65x100x65cm (LxWxH) 
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With regard to the tenor of the HBS case analysis, the relationship between 
writer and reader was characterized as one between an external research 
consultant and a professional client. The relationship is therefore described as 
professional, yet distant and rather impersonal, reflecting the genre’s hybrid 
character. For the analytical element, students are expected to use a student 
voice and an impersonal, neutral and specific writing style (see De Wachter, 
Fivez, & Van Soom, 2017; Van den Branden & Linsen, 2001). The 
recommendations have to be written in a practitioner’s voice, using less 
objective, consultancy language focused on the client’s future actions (see Nesi 
& Gardner, 2012). In addition, students are expected to use formal language 
throughout the case analysis. 

In terms of mode, the case analysis was generally characterized as a rather 
prototypical written text ( chura, 200 ). That is, the text was identified as an 
explicitly structured text, without much interaction or spontaneity (features 
associated with spoken language). Still, the recommendations in the case 
analysis do contain some interaction with the reader, in the sense that the reader 
is indirectly mentioned (e.g., company X). Frequent signposting (e.g., 
indicating order) is used in such texts to create coherence. In addition, 
reference words are also used fairly regularly (e.g., referring to criteria or 
outcomes). Another mode characteristic found in the IR case analysis was 
explicit links between text and tables.  

Table 4.8 describes the IR case analysis genre at the HBS.  
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Table 4.8 
Case analysis: genre description 

Feature Elaboration
Goal Providing well-founded recommendations to a client, 

based on a multi-criteria analysis
Overall 
structure 
(moves)  

- Move 1 Analysis of current situation and identification of problem 
- Move 2 Description of criteria 
- Move 3 Description of solutions 
- Move 4 Evaluation of solutions based on criteria 
- Move 5 Conclusion  
- Move 6 Recommendations

Field - Vocabulary/phrasing reflecting request and advice (e.g., request on, 
recommend) 

- Vocabulary/phrasing reflecting analysis (e.g., criteria, analyzing, based on 
research) 

- Words referring to the participants (e.g., client, consultancy firm, users) 
and circumstances (e.g. based on a multi-criteria analysis, in order to meet 
the increased demand for product X)

Tenor - Writer writes like a consultant (e.g., X is recommended to) 
- Writer writes in an impersonal style (e.g., research has shown, company X 

has requested) 
- Writer writes in a neutral style (e.g., product X scores best on this criterion, 

compared to Y and Z)  
- Writer writes in a specific style (e.g., product X’s score is 2 points higher 

than product Y’s) 
- Writer avoids informal language (e.g., kind of, super high)

Mode - Use of signal words (e.g., first, second, finally) 
- Use of reference words (e.g., criterion X is the most important. It…) 
- Linking text to tables (e.g., as Table X shows)

4.4  Problem Analysis in Two Subject Contexts 
The exploratory analysis described in Section 4.1 revealed perceptions of both 
first-year students’ writing problems and subject lecturers’ writing instruction 
in the HBS context at stake. To be able to tailor the GBWI interventions to 
students’ specific writing problems, it was necessary to analyze their writing 
problems in the selected genres and to more closely examine the existing 
writing instruction in EO and IR. 

4.4.1 Method 
A problem analysis of event proposals and case analyses written by students in 
EO and IR helped determine the strengths and weaknesses of the writing.
Within both subjects, ten texts written by groups of five to seven students in the 
2013-2014 academic year were randomly selected by the subject lecturers 
involved. Based on the genre descriptions of the event proposal and the case 
analysis (see Section 4.3), a genre-specific analytic framework for each subject 
was developed.  
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The frameworks consisted of the four genre concepts of moves, field, tenor and 
mode, to which a ‘score’ column was added (using a three-point scale ranging 
from ‘-’ = structural problem, to ‘±’ = occasional problem, and ‘+’ = no 
problem; see Table 4.9).  

The texts were analyzed in four steps, starting by reading all of them in their 
entirety. Then, the texts were reread from the perspectives of the four genre 
concepts and excerpts that exemplified each concept and its specific features 
were highlighted. The third step was to attribute scores to each feature, and the 
fourth and final step was to compare all the texts’ scores within each target 
genre. The researcher then asked a colleague to verify the conclusions drawn 
(i.e., peer examination, see Merriam, 2009). The resulting outcomes were the 
same. In addition, a 45-minute informal discussion with the subject lecturers 
involved was conducted. They were asked whether they agreed with the scores 
given by the researcher for each genre concept and its features, based on their 
own teaching and assessment experience. Member checking was used as a 
means of increasing internal validity (Merriam, 2009; see also Chapter 3). 

The analyses of the ten student-produced texts followed by the two additional 
checks (i.e., peer examination by a colleague and interviews with lecturers) 
revealed an unambiguous picture of students’ genre-specific writing problems. 
As data saturation seemed to have been achieved, no further analyses were 
conducted (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Kolb, 2012). 

Table 4.9 
Genre-specific analytic framework for the ‘event proposal’ 

Genre concept Genre feature Score (+/±/ )
Overall 
structure 
(moves)  

- Move 1 Identification of client’s needs and wishes 
- Move 2 Introduction of the event theme 
- Move 3 Elaboration of the event 
- Move 4 Terms and conditions

Field - Action verbs/nouns  
- Emotive verbs/nouns  
- Adjectives and adverbs  
- Phrases describing the participants and the 

circumstances 
Tenor - Writer and reader have met before  

- Writer takes a positive attitude toward the reader  
- Writer assumes an advisory role  
- Writer gives filmic description from guest perspective  
- Writer avoids informal language 

Mode - Use of signal words  
- Use of reference words
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To gain an understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of subject lecturers’ 
existing writing instruction in the target genre, a document analysis (i.e., 
analysis of syllabus and teaching materials) was carried out (Bowen, 2009). 
Subsequently, these findings were validated by discussing them with the 
lecturers in the 45-minute informal interview mentioned earlier in this section. 

4.4.2 Results 
Subject of EO 
The problem analysis of ten texts in EO (referred to in Table 4.10 as 1, 2 and so 
on) revealed that tenor was the genre concept students struggled with most. 
Another stumbling block for students appeared to be the use of emotive verbs 
and other vocabulary in the genre concept of field. 

Table 4.10 
Problem analysis of EO event proposals 
Genre 
concepts

Genre features 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Overall 
structure 
(moves) 

Move 1 Identification of client’s 
needs  
Move 2 Introduction of the event 
theme 
Move 3 Elaboration of the event 
Move 4 Terms and conditions

 + +  + ± + ± + +  + +  

Field Action verbs/nouns +  + + ± + ± +  + + + 

Emotive verbs/nouns        

Adjectives and adverbs  ± ± ± ± ± ± ± ± ± ± 

Phrases describing the participants 
and circumstances 

+ + + ±  + ± + + + + 

Tenor Writer and reader have met before   +  + + + + + + + + + 

Writer takes a positive attitude 
toward the reader

   + ± ± ± + + 

Writer assumes an advisory role    + 

Writer gives filmic description from 
guest perspective

    +  ± 

Writer avoids informal language    

Mode  Use of signal words + + + ± ± ± + + ±  + 

Use of reference words  + ± ± ± ± ± +  ± ± + 

In the informal discussion, the EO lecturer confirmed the finding that students 
have difficulties with tenor. This lecturer indicated that most first-year students 
were unfamiliar with the professional role of event organizer (see also 
Schleppegrell, 2001) and with the process and context of event organization. 
As a consequence, the students had difficulty understanding how they were 
expected to approach a client, and how to communicate when acting in an 
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advisory role. The lecturer also emphasized the co-existence of two language 
types within the event proposal: the pragmatic lexicon of action and the more 
sensitive vocabulary of emotion. She expressed the belief that students were 
accustomed to the former category, but not the latter. She noted that many 
students in her former EO classes had no idea that appealing to the reader’s 
imagination was a key element of an event proposal. Finally, the lecturer said 
she considered it a problem that students frequently used informal rather than 
formal language in event proposals. 

The document analysis and the discussion with the EO lecturer revealed several 
issues in writing instruction at the HBS. It became clear that the students had 
not received much subject-specific writing instruction to date, either with 
respect to event proposals or more generally. Over the course of seven weeks, 
students were expected to write six different types of text, including an event 
proposal, without much clear instruction or practice. Instruction on writing an 
event proposal amounted to two one-hour lessons in which the lecturer focused 
on the compositional elements of event proposals and the professional, formal 
writing style students were expected to use. In addition, she distributed two 
authentic event proposals and asked the class to analyze them in general terms 
(“Which one would you prefer and why?’). The second conclusion that was 
drawn about current writing instruction at the HBS was that classroom 
interaction in the EO course had not been focused on language and writing at 
all. The lecturer indicated that writing a proper event proposal had not been 
formulated as a separate learning goal. The third conclusion about current 
writing instruction was that the absence of a linguistic learning goal was also 
reflected in the assessment of event proposals. Writing quality only constituted 
a small proportion of the grade (10 out of a possible 72 points). This criterion 
was composed of four sub-criteria: spelling (2 points), punctuation (2 points), 
grammar (2 points), and writing style (4 points). A fourth observation was that 
students were expected to write all six text types, including the event proposal, 
while working in groups (5-7 students). In practice, this meant that not all 
students effectively wrote an event proposal, or even part of an event proposal, 
according to the lecturer. 

Subject of IR 
The problem analysis of ten student-produced texts (1 to 10 in Table 4.11) in 
IR once again showed tenor to be the genre concept that posed the greatest 
challenge to students. Furthermore, students frequently forgot to link text and 
tables, one of the ‘mode’ features defined for the genre.  
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Table 4.11 
Problem analysis of IR case analyses
Genre 
concepts

Genre features 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

Overall 
structure 
(moves) 

Move 1 Analysis of current situation 
and identification of problem 
Move 2 Description of criteria 
Move 3 Description of solutions 
Move 4 Evaluation of solutions 
based on criteria 
Move 5 Conclusion  
Move 6 Recommendations

 - +  + + + + + +  + ± 

Field Vocabulary/phrasing reflecting 
request and advice 

± + ± ± + +  +  + ± ± 

Vocabulary/phrasing reflecting 
analysis 

 ± ±       

Words referring to the participants 
and circumstances 

+ + + + + + + + + + 

Tenor Writer writes like a consultant              

Writer writes in an impersonal style  + ± ± ±       

Writer writes in a neutral style      

Writer writes in a specific style         

Writer avoids informal language  ±    

Mode  Use of signal words + + ± + + + + + +  + 

Use of reference words + ± + + + + + + + + 

Linking text to tables            

In the discussion, the IR lecturer confirmed students’ difficulties in striking the 
proper tone in writing a case analysis. The lecturer pointed out that her students 
frequently used everyday informal language, which is unsuitable for case 
analyses. She suggested that this might be due to the fact that students were 
free to choose what product or service they analyzed in their case analysis. 
Many chose everyday objects, like telephones or microwave ovens. The 
lecturer acknowledged that students have difficulty maintaining a neutral, 
specific and impersonal style, though she added that avoiding personal style 
was the only genre feature that had been explicitly discussed in class, while 
neutral and specific style had not. Another matter that had not yet been dealt 
with in class sessions was the need for a link between text and tables, the 
lecturer revealed. An additional finding revealed by the problem analysis was 
that student texts were mainly written as responses to the assignment, rather 
than as autonomous, coherent texts. Perhaps this resulted from the school-based 
nature of the texts. Whatever the cause may have been, the lecturer confirmed 
that this finding, too, reflected her own observations.  
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It became clear from the document analysis and the discussion that little 
writing instruction had been given in class. Presumably, this was related to the 
absence of a linguistic learning goal. The lecturer had pointed out in the 
syllabus and in class that students should use objective language (i.e., writing 
in the third person) and formal vocabulary, but gave no further instruction on 
how to do so. The interview revealed that classroom instruction on the case 
analysis genre (which was called a ‘memo’ in class; see Section 4.3.2) was by 
and large an enumeration of the elements that should be included in this type of 
text. No explicit instruction was given on the role of the writer or the purpose 
of the text. Additionally, the lecturer pointed out that the well-structured 
syllabus and lessons, while helpful to students, might also have drawbacks. In 
her opinion, an overemphasis on structure could inhibit students’ thinking and 
creativity and prompt them to write texts mainly as responses to assignments, a 
tendency also identified in the analysis of the EO texts. In another parallel to 
the EO analysis, students of IR were expected to write three types of texts, 
including their case analysis, while working in groups, which meant that not all 
students actually wrote a case analysis, or even part of one. In addition, the 
discussion revealed that the students’ texts were not explicitly assessed for 
writing quality, as the assessment criteria considered content and completeness 
issues only.  

Summary 
The analyses of student writing problems and subject lecturer writing 
instruction revealed that in both EO and IR, students had difficulty writing in 
the correct tenor. Generally, they used informal language where more formal, 
abstract or professional language was called for. This finding can be related to 
students’ familiarity with everyday language and their unfamiliarity with 
abstract and professional language (e.g., Fang, Schleppegrell, & Cox, 2006; see 
also Chapter 2). More particularly, students neglected to use impersonal, 
neutral and specific language (i.e., academic language) in the case analysis 
texts and consultancy language (i.e., professional language) in the event 
proposals. 

The analysis also revealed that only limited writing instruction had been given 
in EO and IR to date. In both subjects, written texts comprised the means of 
assessment, yet neither subject included explicit linguistic learning goals in its 
course description or explicit writing instruction during class sessions. This 
confirms earlier findings on limited writing instruction in subject-specific 
courses both nationally and internationally (e.g., Davies et al., 2006; Herelixka 
& Verhulst, 2014; Wingate, 2014; see Chapter 2) as well as the findings of the 
exploratory analysis among subject lecturers and first-year students at the HBS 
(see Section 4.1).  
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4.5  Professional Development 
Prior to an intervention, it is recommended that the lecturers who are expected 
to implement an envisioned teaching strategy are properly prepared and up to 
the challenge (e.g., Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015; Dede, 2005; Smit & Van 
Eerde, 2011). Lecturers are seen as important change agents who largely 
determine the success of a new teaching strategy (Dowse & Howie, 2013). The 
professional development of the two subject lecturers involved in the present 
research project is crucial in several respects, as indicated in Chapter 2. They 
are expected to take on a new role by providing writing instruction in addition 
to content instruction (see also Yang, 2012b). In preparation for this, they need 
to develop their knowledge of writing, genre-based writing instruction and the 
target genre they will be teaching (see Echevarria, 2007). As writing 
development has not traditionally been viewed as an important aspect of 
lecturers’ professional development, also emphasized by French (2011), 
lecturers’ own proficiency in writing may also need to be addressed.  

With an eye to designing a professional development program suitable to the 
present research project, professional development literature was studied (see 
Section 4.5.1). The specific aim of this exploration was to learn more about 
effective strategies for, and ways of organizing, professional development. 
Based on the findings, a theory-informed program was designed for 
professionalizing the two subject lecturers at the HBS who were going to 
provide the GBWI lessons. 

4.5.1 Professional Development in the Literature 
Guskey (2002, p. 381) defines a professional development program as a 
“systematic effort to bring about change in the classroom practice of teachers, 
in their attitudes and beliefs, and in the learning outcomes of students”. To 
achieve change, there are broadly two models to depart from: a deficit model 
and a growth model (e.g., Van Veen, Zwart, Meirink, & Verloop, 2010; 
Webster-Wright, 2009). In the deficit view, professionalization is perceived as 
eliminating lecturers’ deficits by supplying generic knowledge that can easily 
be transferred to different contexts. In the growth view, professionalization is 
seen as enriching lecturers’ knowledge. Here, knowledge is not regarded as 
generic and easily transferrable, but rather as a collaboratively developed 
understanding that is closely linked to the context in which it is developed and 
used. 

Systematic reviews of professional development have identified several other 
features of effective professional development programs (e.g., Borko, 2004; 
Garet, Porter, Desimone, & Birman, 2001; Penuel, Roschelle, & Shechtman, 
2007; Van Veen et al., 2010). Desimone (2009) identified five core features of 
activities that contribute to teacher learning and to changing practice, and 
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ultimately to improving student learning: 1) content focus, 2) active learning, 
3) coherence, 4) duration and 5) collective participation. Put differently, 
professional development programs were measured to be most effective when 
focused on subject matter content, when offering sufficient active learning 
opportunities, when corresponding with teachers’ knowledge and beliefs, when 
spread over one semester (> 20 hrs. of contact time), and when several teachers 
were involved.  

In addition to identifying the core features of effective professional 
development programs, the ideal sequencing of professional development 
activities was also studied. Timperly, Wilson, Barrar, and Fung (2007) 
identified a typical sequence of activities based on a synthesis of international 
studies on professional development programs. These programs generally start 
off with a catalyst or rationale to engage teachers, such as unsatisfactory 
student outcomes. Next, participants are exposed to key concepts and 
theoretical principles that spark new insights. Then, participants are asked to 
develop activities to translate theoretical principles into classroom practices, 
although initial activities may also focus on problematizing current teaching 
practices. Finally, a range of activities is tested in class and used to refine new 
practices while also helping teachers to revisit and refine their new knowledge.  

4.5.2 Designing a Professional Development Program 
Based on the insights gained from the literature, a professional development 
program for the two lecturers involved in the GBWI interventions was 
designed. Following Guskey (2002), the goal of this program was to bring 
about change in the lecturers’ attitudes, beliefs and practices in terms of GBWI 
so as to improve student writing proficiency in the selected subject-specific 
genres. This goal was based on the growth model of professional development 
(Van Veen et al., 2010). The lecturers were regarded as individuals possessing 
considerable (content) knowledge and teaching skills that could be enriched 
with GBWI knowledge and skills. In addition, they were viewed as 
collaborative partners in developing their context-specific GBWI knowledge 
and skills, rather than receivers with little to say in the matter (Van Veen et al., 
2010).  

The process of professional development was perceived as a co-creation or co-
design process involving both the researcher and the subject lecturers (see 
Voogt et al., 2015). This made it possible to design the professionalization 
activities in such a way that they would yield collaboratively designed teaching 
activities and materials while also fostering the teachers’ sense of ownership 
(see Cviko et al., 2014). In addition, professional development was considered 
to be an ongoing process, starting before the intervention and continuing while 
the intervention took place (see also Smit & Van Eerde, 2011). 
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The core features identified by Desimone (2009) and the typical sequence of 
activities identified by Timperly et al. (2007) were incorporated into the design 
of the professional development program. The design also accommodated 
context-specific features such as the fact that the two subject lecturers had no 
background in language-sensitive content teaching and GBWI). An additional 
consideration was the time frame: approximately five months were available 
for professional development before the start of the first intervention cycle. 

Table 4.12 provides a schematic overview of the program developed for the 
two participating lecturers. The program’s main characteristics are summarized 
here. Desimone’s core feature of content focus was realized by focusing on EO 
and IR and, within these subjects, the genres of the event proposal and case 
analysis. The program also offered opportunities for active learning (e.g., 
discussing, designing) and collaborative learning (e.g., joint meetings). It 
explored the lecturers’ knowledge and beliefs to create coherence and sufficient 
time was set aside for the program over a longer period (see Desimone, 2009). 
The sequencing of activities reflects the phases identified by Timperly et al. 
(2007). In Phase 1, activities focused on engaging the teachers in the rationale 
of GBWI interventions (i.e., catalyst), while activities in Phase 2 aimed to 
provide the lecturers with new knowledge. The design sessions in Phase 3 were 
aimed at transposing their new knowledge into practice. Finally, Phase 4 
activities were for testing and refining the GBWI interventions in the 
classroom. 
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Table 4.12 
Overview of professional development program 

Phase  Activity Goal Time frame
1 Introductory meeting 

(60 min., jointly)
Introduce lecturers into research project Sept. 2014 

First interview  
(75 min., individually) 

Explore lecturer’s beliefs, knowledge, and 
current approach to writing instruction 
Discuss outcomes problem analysis

Sept. 2014 

Discussion of student texts 
(75 min., individually) 

Explore lecturer’s beliefs and knowledge on 
textual quality in subject-specific writing 
Explore lecturer’s perceptions of students’ 
writing difficulties 
Discuss student texts from a GBWI perspective

Oct. 2014 

2 Professional development 
sessions 
(2 x 75 min., jointly) 

Explain the underpinning theories and concepts 
relevant to the research 
Discuss lecturer’s views on these theories and 
concepts

Oct.- 
Nov. 2014 

3 Design sessions 
(4x 60 min., individually) 

Design of writing instruction lessons based on 
TLC and target genres 

Nov. 2014- 
Jan. 2015 

4 Interviews before and after 
interventions 
(2x 60 min., individually)

Explore lecturer’s expectations of and reflections 
on the interventions  

Feb. 2015- 
Mar. 2016 

Reflective interviews after 
lessons 1-5 
(5x 45 min., individually)

Explore lecturer’s reflections on the new writing 
support lessons  
Develop lecturer’s writing instruction

Joint meeting 
(45 min., jointly)

Discuss experiences  

4.6  Designing the GBWI Interventions 
As described in Chapter 3, the first phase of design-based research – gaining a 
theoretical and practical understanding of the research topic and context – 
commonly results in the elaboration of an envisioned teaching and learning 
trajectory. The present research project used conjecture mapping to do so, as 
proposed by Sandoval (2014) and explained in Chapter 3. The first step in 
employing this method is to formulate a high-level conjecture. This is a general 
notion of how to support a particular form of learning in a particular context.  

Drawing on the theoretical insights described in Chapter 2 and practical 
insights described in Chapter 3 and the present chapter, the following high-
level conjecture for the GBWI interventions in EO and IR was formulated: 

Using instructional materials and activities inspired by genre pedagogy 
combined with interactional scaffolding, subject lecturers in higher 
professional education can scaffold first-year students’ proficiency in writing 
the subject-specific genres of an event proposal (EO) and of a case analysis 
(IR) 

This high-level conjecture was reified through the development of an initial 
design for the GBWI interventions. This design, based on the TLC as a design 
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heuristic and on the notion of scaffolding (see Chapter 2), was a kind of 
‘blueprint’ (see Van den Akker et al., 2010) consisting of learning goals and a 
series of lessons using GBWI-inspired activities and materials. In addition, 
design conjectures were formulated predicting how the elements of the design 
would elicit mediating processes, and theoretical conjectures predicting how 
the mediating processes would contribute to the desired outcomes (see 
Sandoval, 2014).  

The following sections broadly describe the initial design of the GBWI 
interventions and present the design and theoretical conjectures. These 
conjectures are worded as goals that fit in with the various phases of the TLC. 

4.6.1 Learning Goals and Lesson Series 
The first step in the design process was to formulate learning goals for both 
interventions. In EO, the learning goal was articulated as ‘Developing 
proficiency in writing texts in the event proposal genre’ and in the subject of 
IR, the learning goal was expressed as ‘Developing proficiency in writing texts 
in the case analysis genre’. It was ensured that in both interventions special 
attention would be paid to tenor, as the problem analyses had revealed that 
students in both EO and IR had difficulty assuming the correct role in the 
writer-reader relationship.  

The second step was to formulate learning goals for each TLC phase, derived 
from the overall learning goal. Drawing from the TLC phases of Building the 
field, Deconstruction, Joint construction and Independent construction, four 
learning goals for each subject-specific genre were articulated (see Figure 4.6). 
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Figure 4.6 Learning goals in the subjects of EO and IR

To achieve these learning goals, a general blueprint of the GBWI courses 
tailored to the contexts of each subject was outlined. The interventions were 
designed to take place in a 7-week period to fit the academy’s existing course 
schedule. Due to organizational constraints, there was no extra time available 
for the interventions, which implied the instructional sessions had to take place 
during students’ regular timetables. In both EO and IR, one lesson per week (of 
respectively 60 and 45 min.) was devoted to the intervention. Table 4.13 
provides the blueprint of the lesson series for the two GBWI interventions. 
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Table 4.13 
Overview of GBWI lesson series  

Lesson Activities TLC phase
- Introduction, pre-test -
1 Feedback on pre-test, discussion of target genre in 

social context, discussion of differences between 
informal and formal language use 

Building the field 

2 Introduction to GBWI and genre concepts, analysis 
of first sample text

Deconstruction 

3 Analysis of second sample text, comparison of 
sample texts

Deconstruction 

4 Writing (or rewriting) part of target genre, discussion 
of student texts

Joint construction 

5 Writing (or rewriting) part of target genre, discussion 
of student texts

Joint construction 

- Post-test Independent construction

As Table 4.13 shows, practical constraints allowed time for five lessons to 
improve student writing in the TLC phases. The other two lessons were used 
for administering pre- and post-tests. Within the five lessons, most time was 
devoted to Deconstruction and Joint construction, as these are deemed crucial 
to scaffolding student writing through GBWI (Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011). 
Although only the first lesson was explicitly used for Building the field 
activities, field building was expected to continue throughout all phases as it 
did in other GBWI studies (e.g., Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011; Kerfoot & 
Van Heerden, 2015). 

4.6.2 Activities and Materials 
What follows is a broad overview of activities and materials used in the various 
phases, as well as design and theoretical conjectures related to these. More 
detailed descriptions of the activities and materials used in the EO- and IR-
specific contexts can be found in Chapters 5 and 6. 

Building the field 
The goal of this phase was to develop students’ understanding of the target 
genre’s content and the context in which it is used (Gibbons, 2002). To this 
end, most of the interventions in this phase consisted of whole-class collecting 
and sharing information. Examples of such activities are brainstorms and class 
discussions (Emilia, 2005; Widodo, 2006). Additional activities aimed at 
enriching student understanding of the field included watching videos or 
reading materials on the topic (Gibbons, 2002). Materials used in this phase 
were websites, videos and folders. These were intended to activate students’ 
knowledge about the topic they would write on and to elicit discussion about 
this knowledge, as also used by Emilia (2005), Gibbons (2002), and Widodo 
(2006).  
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The following design and theoretical conjectures on teaching and learning for 
this phase were formulated: 

Design conjecture (design Î mediating processes):
• If students, prompted by multimodal input, engage in sharing their 

knowledge of the field in a whole-class context, then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and promoting this knowledge are likely to occur 

Theoretical conjecture (mediating processes Î learning outcomes): 
• If interaction in the sense of diagnosing and promoting students’ current 

knowledge occurs, students are likely to develop a general understanding 
of the fields in which the target genres are used 

Deconstruction 
The aim of this phase for students is to develop knowledge of the goal, 
structure and linguistic features of the target genre (Gibbons, 2002). The main 
activity used to raise students’ awareness and provide them with explicit 
knowledge of the target genre is the deconstruction of sample texts (see 
Gibbons, 2002; Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011; Widodo, 2006). To facilitate 
this activity, two sample texts for each target genre were designed. The texts 
had roughly similar structures and linguistic features, but differed slightly in 
content and context, as advocated by Humphrey and Macnaught (2011). The 
texts (see Figures 4.7 and 4.8 for excerpts of these texts) were written by the 
participating subject lecturers in consultation with the researcher in order to 
arrive at what they considered ‘good student models’ instead of ‘expert 
models’. The idea was to provide students with realistic, attainable writing 
models (Flowerdew, 2000). Other activities developed for this phase were a 
discussion of text goals (see Emilia, 2005), explanations of GBWI and the 
accompanying metalanguage (see Gibbons, 2002; Humphrey & Macnaught, 
2011), and a reassembling activity (see Gibbons, 2002). 

Figure 4.7 Excerpt from a sample ‘event proposal’ developed for EO  

Elaboration of the Event 

A fleet of limousines collects your employees from your company premises at 1:45 
PM. Less than 15 minutes later, they arrive at the ‘Fabulous’ theater in Deventer. 
Once there, your employees notice that the event is all about them: A uniformed 
butler, who happens to know everyone by name, personally welcomes every 
employee. He respectfully leads the guests into the main room and asks them about 
their likes and dislikes in order for their dinner to be customized.
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Figure 4.8 Excerpt from a sample ‘case analysis’ developed for IR 

The following design and theoretical conjectures on teaching and learning for 
this phase were formulated: 

Design conjecture (design Î mediating processes):
• If students engage in jointly analyzing the target genre in sample texts with 

the help of the genre concepts moves, field, tenor and mode, then 
awareness raising and modeling of the target genre’s text features are likely 
to occur 

Theoretical conjecture (mediating processes Î learning outcomes): 
• If interaction in the sense of awareness raising and modeling occurs, 

students are likely to develop knowledge of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the target genres

Joint construction 
This phase is intended to develop students’ writing skills in the target genres 
(Gibbons, 2002). This is mainly achieved by means of writing activities in 
which the teacher and students jointly write, evaluate and rewrite sections of 
text in the target genre. The role of the lecturer in this phase is that of co-writer 
(Widodo, 2006). The lecturer is also expected to model the writing process 
(e.g., by thinking out loud about drafting, writing and editing), while focusing 
on the writing product, as emphasized by Gibbons (2009).  

Criteria for Evaluation 

ROC mentioned four criteria as important for purchasing new garbage cans: 
convenience, price, sustainability, and capacity. Of these four, convenience is the 
most important. All criteria are elaborated below. 

Convenience 
The garbage can should be easy to use so as to stimulate users to separate their 
waste. Therefore, a can with different compartments is preferred. To further 
facilitate waste separation, the compartments should have different colors or 
symbols. 

Price 
The budget for purchasing new garbage cans is limited and should fit in with the 
2015 budget plan. The total budget available for the purchase of 100 garbage cans 
is 11.000 Euro.  
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Materials developed for this phase included writing assignments in the same 
genre, but in a slightly different field (see also Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011), 
and text evaluation questions about moves, field, tenor and mode (see also 
Widodo, 2006; example in Figure 4.9).  

Figure 4.9 Sample text evaluation questions for the Joint construction phase 

For this TLC phase, the following design and theoretical conjectures on 
teaching and learning were formulated: 

Design conjecture (design Î mediating processes): 
• If students, prompted by an assignment, engage in jointly writing texts in 

the target genre in the whole-class context, then modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific formulations are likely to occur 

Theoretical conjecture (mediating processes Î learning outcomes): 
• If interaction in the sense of modeling, negotiating and evaluating occurs, 

students are likely to develop their skills in writing texts in the target 
genres 

Independent construction 
In this fourth and final phase of the TLC, students were expected to 
independently write a text in the target genre using what they had learned in the 
previous phases (Gibbons, 2002). In the present research project, this 
expectation was validated by the post-tests in which students were asked to 
individually write a text in the target genre. 

Text Evaluation Questions 

1. What is your overall impression of the text? 
2. Is the ‘field’ of the text represented well? Can you give examples of 

typical words/phrasings? 
3. Does the writer assume the correct relationship to the reader? Can you 

give examples of words/phrasings? 
4. Is the text well structured and organized? Can you give examples of 

signposting or reference words that help create coherence? 
5. How well has the writer achieved the text’s goal in your opinion? Can you 

explain why?
6. Does the text contain grammatical and spelling errors? What impact does 

this have on the text’s effectiveness?
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4.7  Discussion and Conclusion 
This chapter’s aim was to answer the following subquestion, reflecting the first 
phase of design-based research: 

a) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be prepared 
and designed? 

This question was investigated in several ways. To begin with, a general, 
exploratory analysis of current teaching and learning in the first-year Dutch-
taught program at the Hospitality Business School was conducted. This 
analysis confirmed that first-year students have various writing problems and 
revealed that they had received little explicit subject-specific writing 
instruction to date. It also showed that language policy at the HBS is currently 
focused on correctness rather than on development and that many subject 
lecturers feel the need to address students’ writing problems in a broader sense. 
Finally, this exploration made clear that students and lecturers regard the use of 
particular activities in GBWI as challenging.  

A second analysis focused on describing ‘event proposals’ and ‘case analyses’, 
the two target genres dealt with in this research project. This analysis made 
clear that while both genres have many features in common with the genres as 
described in the literature, they also show several local characteristics. An 
additional finding was that the case analysis is a hybrid genre and that students 
who write in it are expected to meet both professional and academic demands.  

A third analysis generated insight into existing teaching and learning with 
regard to the two subject-specific genres in this study. It made clear that most 
students have difficulty writing in the appropriate tenor. It also confirmed that 
only limited subject-specific writing instruction had been offered to date, even 
though written assignments were the primary means of assessment in both 
subjects. The next step in this initial DBR phase was to design a professional 
development program based on the relevant literature. It became clear that the 
professional development could only be effective if the program had a clear 
goal and if it contained certain core features and a particular sequencing of 
activities. 

The final step was to design a blueprint for the GBWI interventions in EO and 
IR. Conjecture mapping, based on theoretical and practical insights, was used 
to design the goals, activities and materials of the GBWI lessons.  

The research described above helped to shape the GBWI interventions in this 
research project in several ways, and may therefore inform other similar GBWI 
studies. 
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The preliminary analysis of first-year students’ writing difficulties and 
lecturers’ current writing instruction appeared to function as a catalyst. Filling 
in the questionnaire and participating in the focus group interviews raised 
awareness among teachers that first-year students needed writing support. 
Several teachers realized that they could and should play a role in providing 
such support. DBR usually involves some form of consciousness raising, as 
practitioners need to be fully cognizant of a new teaching strategy’s rationale 
for the strategy to succeed (Abdallah, 2011). Professional development 
literature also stresses that practitioners must be aware of the rationale behind 
any educational innovation (Timperley et al., 2007).  

The practical, context-specific challenges and opportunities discovered during 
the early analyses had a clear impact on the GBWI interventions. One helpful 
discovery was how unknown embedded writing instruction was at the HBS. 
Another was that the respondents’ perceptions of writing and writing 
instruction were influenced by the current language policy in the academy, 
which mainly emphasizes surface features of writing. In addition, the subject-
specific genre analyses of the event proposal and the case analysis brought to 
light the local characteristics of these target genres as used in the hospitality 
business context. This led to the conclusion that while GBWI and scaffolding 
literature can provide general pointers on how a GBWI intervention should be 
shaped, the specific design of activities and materials should also be based on 
context-specific explorations (see also Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015; Reimann, 
2011). In this regard, the subject lecturers made a significant contribution to the 
GBWI interventions in this research. Not only did they provide valuable 
knowledge about current teaching practices, they also drew attention to the 
potential risks and challenges of Deconstruction and Joint construction 
activities (e.g., sample text analysis, joint writing). In addition, they played a 
major role in identifying the typical textual features of the target genres in use 
(see also Wingate et al., 2011). Furthermore, the teachers co-designed some of 
the teaching materials such as sample texts. In short, the involvement of 
lecturers in this first DBR phase proved helpful in many ways as also 
underlined in Chapter 3 and DBR literature (Akkerman et al., 2013; Cviko et 
al., 2014; Dede, 2004). 

This first phase also brought home the fact that the subject lecturers 
participating in the GBWI interventions would first need to develop their own 
teaching and writing skills. That they needed professional development became 
apparent during the general exploration of subject lecturers’ writing instruction 
practices and in the subject-specific exploration. It was found that lecturers 
were not comfortable with providing writing instruction in general and were 
unfamiliar with teaching genre-based writing (see Blake & Pates, 2010; 
Mitchell & Evison, 2006). This needed to be addressed. The first phase also 
revealed that lecturers’ knowledge of the target genres was limited and fairly 
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implicit. This, too, required attention as also pointed out by Echevarria (2007). 
It was also noted that the lecturers would need professional development not 
only before the interventions but also during them, if they were to properly 
enact these interventions (see also Smit & Van Eerde, 2011). These findings 
were in line with similar findings in other GBWI studies (see e.g., Chaisiri, 
2010; Moyano, 2009). 

A final contribution of the first phase was that the method of conjecture 
mapping proved helpful in articulating the expectations regarding the GBWI 
intervention. Next to the formulation of learning goals, expectations with 
respect to designed scaffolding and the intended mediating processes were 
made explicit throughout the different TLC phases. As a result, a blueprint for 
the intervention adjusted to the context of HBS was shaped which also marked 
the transition to the next DBR phase of Enactment.  

In response to subquestion a) on how to prepare and design subject-specific 
GBWI, it is concluded that exploring current teaching and learning, analyzing 
the target genre with help of various sources, professionalizing subject lecturers 
and articulating the expectations regarding teaching and learning in the GBWI 
interventions are crucial.  
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5 Interventions in ‘Event Organization’ 

In the end, you need words to convey your ideas in the event proposal. 
(Subject lecturer, SRI intervention EO2) 

5.1 Introduction 
Subquestion a) was addressed in Chapter 4. This chapter discusses the 
subquestions b) and c): 

a) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be prepared 
and designed? 

b) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted? 
c) What effect does subject-specific genre-based writing instruction have 

on first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

To examine how subject-specific GBWI can be enacted (i.e., subquestion b), 
this chapter describes three consecutive interventions in the subject Event 
Organization (EO). It then goes on to evaluate the effect of these interventions 
on students’ proficiency in writing in the EO target genre (i.e., subquestion c). 

After sketching the context and the integration of the interventions in the first-
year Event Organization course, a short overview of the interventions is 
provided (see Section 5.2). The enactment and evaluation of the three 
interventions – EO1, EO2 and EO3 – are described in Sections 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5 
respectively. Each section is organized along the same principle, inspired by 
the design and theoretical conjectures mapped out earlier (see Figure 5.1). So, 
each section first describes the intervention’s enactment. This description is 
based on the high-level conjecture embodied in the intervention’s design and 
takes the form of a design narrative. The design and theoretical conjectures 
formulated for each TLC phase are tested in practice. In order to shed more 
light on what constitutes the mediating processes throughout the different TLC 
phases, interactional scaffolding is explored in more detail at the end of each 
design narrative. Each section concludes with a ‘crystallized’ description of 
enactment and an evaluation of the intervention’s effect on students’ ability to 
write (part of) an event proposal.  
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The first two interventions (EO1 and EO2) are described in full detail. EO3 is 
described in less detail, because its design and enactment closely resembles 
those of EO2. The reason for this similarity is that EO3 mainly served to 
consolidate EO2, that is, it was intended to explore the enactment and effect of 
a similar intervention in the same subject involving the same subject lecturer 
with a different group of students. In Section 5.6, the findings of the three 
interventions are discussed so as to answer the aforementioned subquestions 
from the perspective of the subject of EO. In Chapter 7, these findings together 
with the findings from the IR interventions (see Chapter 6) will be discussed 
theoretically. 

Throughout the present chapter, all interaction fragments, participants’ 
utterances, instructional and assessment materials shown have been translated 
from Dutch, as the interventions were carried out in a Dutch-speaking context 
as mentioned earlier on. 

5.2  Subject Context  
The Dutch-taught subject of Event Organization (Evenementenorganisatie) is a 
first-year compulsory course for all hospitality business students. It is the first 
of a series of Event Organization and Management courses taught throughout 
the curriculum that prepare students for professional practice in this field. The 
objective of the first-year course is to introduce students to the event 
organization process and to provide them with an opportunity to get some 
practical experience with the different phases of this process. 

EO is a semester-long course. The first half of the semester is devoted to 
classroom instruction on the event organization process and in the second half 
students actually organize an event. To assess student learning in the first half 
of the semester, students are required to write six texts relevant to event 

Figure 5.1 Conjecture mapping in EO interventions 
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organization, one of which is an event proposal. All texts are joint productions, 
written by groups of approximately eight students, and are therefore also 
graded at group level. 

For the purposes of the GBWI interventions in this research, some aspects of 
the EO course were modified. A linguistic learning goal was added to the 
course’s general learning objective of introducing students to the event 
organization process. This goal was worded as: “developing proficiency in 
writing texts in the genre of an event proposal”. Such a linguistic learning goal 
had been absent from the existing course even though students’ performance 
was assessed partly on the basis of their writing skills. To enable students to 
achieve this linguistic learning goal, seven one-hour GBWI lessons were 
scheduled, replacing the existing seven one-hour tutorials in which students 
were expected to work independently on their group texts. These lessons were 
labeled “writing support lessons” (schrijfondersteuningslessen). A further 
modification made was that students wrote an event proposal in the first and 
last lesson. These texts were written individually and served as pre- and post-
tests for this research project. 

The GBWI course was enacted in three consecutive 7-week interventions. 
Figure 5.2 shows the time frame in which these three EO interventions were 
implemented.  

Time frame EO Interventions IR Interventions

February-March 2015 EO1 

September-October 2015 EO2 

November-January 2016 IR1 

February-March 2016 EO3 IR2 

Figure 5.2 Time frame of EO interventions 



Chapter 5 

90

5.3  EO1 Intervention 
The first EO intervention took place in February and March 2015. As Figure 
5.2 shows, it was the very first intervention of the research project, i.e., the first 
time the newly designed GBWI lessons were taught. 

5.3.1 Participants 
Twenty-four first-year students took part in the EO1 intervention. A consent 
form was used to obtain informed consent from all participants and their 
anonymity was guaranteed. A slight majority of the participating students were 
male (54.2% vs. 45.8% female). The students ranged from 17 to 23 years of 
age and their average age was 20.38 years (SD 1.996). Most were native 
speakers of Dutch; only 3 of the 24 students were bilingual. In terms of prior 
education, 75% of the students had a secondary vocational diploma (mbo) and 
25% had a general secondary education diploma (havo).  

The lecturer who took part in all three EO interventions was a 43-year old 
female Dutch native speaker with three years of experience teaching in higher 
professional education and ten years of experience working in the events 
industry. She had no previous experience giving embedded writing instruction 
through GBWI. She developed her GBWI-related knowledge and skills both 
before and during the intervention.  

5.3.2 Enactment: Data Collection and Analysis 

Data collection and instruments 
In line with DBR principles, three types of data were collected: prospective 
data, actual data and reflective data. This enabled comparison between 
expected teaching and learning outcomes with actual teaching and learning 
outcomes in ‘reflective analyses’.  

Design and theoretical conjectures (formulated for every TLC phase, see 
Chapter 4) were used to collect prospective data on enactment. More 
prospective data were collected from the GBWI lessons that were planned 
based on these conjectures. Actual data on enactment were gathered from video 
recordings of the lessons, field notes and teaching materials. All lessons were 
recorded using Iris Connect video technology and were subsequently 
transcribed verbatim. The researcher also took field notes on enactment while 
observing the lessons as a non-participant (Burchell & Dyson, 2005). In 
addition, the teaching materials used were collected to provide complementary 
insights on actual enactment.  
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Reflective data on enactment were gathered from stimulated recall interviews 
(SRIs), logbooks and the researcher’s field notes. A 30-minute stimulated recall 
interview with the subject lecturer was conducted after each GBWI lesson. 
These interviews were audiotaped and transcribed verbatim. The idea was to 
encourage the lecturer to think out loud while watching video clips of her own 
lesson (Meijer, Zanting, & Verloop, 2002). Before the interviews, the 
researcher selected 4 to 6 clips per lesson that demonstrated either the expected 
teaching and learning, or their absence. The SRI format consisted of different 
types of questions, delivered in a set order (see also Smit & Van Eerde, 2013):  
1) Descriptive questions (e.g., “What happened in this clip?”)  
2) Evaluative questions (e.g., “Why did you respond the way you did?” and 
“How do you think this contributed to improving student writing proficiency?”)

Each SRI concluded with a look ahead to the upcoming lessons (e.g., “What 
would you like to change or address in the next lesson?”).  

More data were collected through the logbooks filled in by the lecturer after 
each lesson. The logbook format developed for this research project consisted 
of general reflective questions (e.g., “How satisfied are you with this lesson?”); 
reflective questions per teaching activity (e.g., “How satisfied are you with the 
discussion activity and why?”); reflective questions on student learning (e.g., 
“Did you notice a change in students’ speaking or writing skills?”); and 
questions about changes the lecturer might want to make in the next lesson 
(e.g., “Do you want to change something in the next lesson?”). 
Table 5.1 gives an overview of the types of data collected. 

Table 5.1 
Data collection before, during and after the EO interventions 

Types of data Instrument Research participant
Prospective data Design and theoretical conjectures 

Lesson plans 
Researcher 
Researcher

Actual data  Video recordings Researcher
Field notes Researcher
Teaching materials Researcher

Reflective data SRIs  
Logbooks 
Field notes

Lecturer and researcher 
Lecturer 
Researcher

Data analysis 
The actual data (videos, field notes and teaching materials) were analyzed in a 
multistage process. The transcribed recordings of the lessons and the field notes 
were first read several times, focusing on designed and interactional 
scaffolding (see Chapter 2). With respect to designed scaffolding, information 
on how the planned activities and materials (e.g., presentations, hand-outs) 
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were implemented and sequenced was looked for, as well as participation 
structures (e.g., individual, pair, group or whole-class structures; see also 
Chapter 2). With regard to interactional scaffolding, the transcripts and field 
notes were read again to gain insight into how interactions occurred and 
developed, and into the role and contributions of the subject lecturer and 
students in those interactions. The interactional scaffolding in the transcripts 
was also analyzed to determine what type of scaffolding the lecturer had used. 

For this retrospective analysis, a coding scheme inspired by Hammond and 
Gibbons’ model for interactional scaffolding features was used (Hammond & 
Gibbons, 2005; see Table 5.2). Each utterance of the lecturer in response to a 
student’s utterance was treated as a unit of analysis (Rodgers, 2004; Van de Pol 
et al., 2010). These units represent the relational notion of scaffolding (Smit & 
Van Eerde, 2011). 

Table 5.2 
Interactional scaffolding: coding scheme

Scaffolding feature Explanation Examples 
Linking to prior experience, 
pointing forward  
(Code: Link) 

Referring to student’s prior 
experiences, referring to prior or 
future learning activities

When you write an email to 
a friend, how would you….? 
As we discussed in the last 
class… 

Recapping  
(Code: Recap) 

Recapping main important 
learning points

Today, we have learned 
how to express tenor in the 
event proposal.

Appropriating  
(Code: Appro) 

Appropriating students’ 
contributions (wordings, ideas) 
into the lesson discourse

That’s right, you could see 
them as business partners 
(after student has initiated 
‘business partner’)

Recasting 
(Code: Recast) 

Recasting students’ words into 
more appropriate discourse

You’re right, they act like 
business partners, right? 
(after student has stated 
‘they know each other from 
business’

Cued elicitation  
(Code: Cued)

Offering verbal or gestural hints 
about expected responses

What do you mean when 
you say ‘equal partners’?

Increasing prospectiveness  
(Code: Increa) 

Handing back responsibility for 
continuing conversation

That’s a great question, 
how formal should we be 
toward the client?

Note. Adapted from Hammond and Gibbons (2005, p. 21). 

Once all the interactional excerpts from all the transcripts were coded by the 
researcher, a second researcher coded a subset of these segments to determine 
the interrater agreement of the coding process. A coding instruction had been 
developed in several stages, during each of which the researchers discussed 
fictitious excerpts. The coding instruction also included examples of the 
interactional scaffolding features (see excerpt in Figure 5.3). The 2n2 rule 
(Cicchetti, 1976) was used to determine the number of segments. This rule 
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implies that for a reliable interpretation of a computed kappa, the number of 
segments should be 2n2 or more, where n is the number of codes. Because n is 
6 in the present case, at least 72 segments had to be used. In total, 100 
segments (i.e., 20 per lesson) were used, which resulted in an interrater 
agreement of .868, indicating an almost perfect level of consistency (Landis & 
Koch, 1977).  

Figure 5.3 Excerpt from interactional scaffolding coding instruction 

For the analysis of the reflective data, “F4 qualitative analysis software” was 
used to conduct a qualitative analysis based on constant comparison (Leech & 
Onwuegbuzie, 2007). The aim of the analysis was to examine how the planned 
(sequencing of) activities and teaching materials worked out in practice (i.e., 
designed scaffolding), and how interactional scaffolding actually took place. 
To this end, the researcher first read all the documents and then labeled text 
segments (a word, sentence or cluster of sentences on the same topic) either 
“designed scaffolding” or “interactional scaffolding”, the two codes identified 
prior to the interventions (i.e., deductively). The segments that reflected on 
signs of student learning were also labeled, and three more codes that emerged 
from the data (i.e., inductively) were added, identifying challenges that affected 
the enactment of the GBWI lessons in one way or another. As put forward by 
Tabak (2004), designer-created exogenous elements (in this case, GBWI) 
imported into a particular setting mingle with endogenous elements of practice 
already at work in that setting. In order to understand how an intervention 
works in a particular context, such endogenous elements are best considered 
part of the context (Sandoval, 2014; Sandoval & Bell, 2004). 
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The first type of challenges affecting GBWI enactment concerned students’ 
knowledge, skills and attitude (e.g., motivation, ability level). The second type 
of challenges had to do with the subject lecturer’s knowledge, skills and 
attitude affecting the enactment of GBWI emerged (e.g., knowledge of GBWI, 
self-confidence, class management). And, the third type of challenges were 
contextual factors such as scheduling, group size and teaching time available 
came to the fore, as these also influenced the enactment of GBWI. Table 5.3 
lists all six codes used in the qualitative analysis. 

Table 5.3 
Reflection on GBWI enactment: coding scheme 

Code Explanation Examples
Designed scaffolding 
(Code: DS) 

Reflections on the 
activities deployed, 
materials used or concepts 
defined 

We need to define ‘tenor’ differently 
in the slides, because students don’t 
understand it this way. 
At this point, students had been 
listening for too long; they needed to 
actively do something

Interactional scaffolding 
(Code: IS)   

Reflections on the 
interactions between 
lecturer and students 

There was no real interaction 
because the students didn’t 
understand the question. 
The lecturer mentioning concrete 
examples helped students to more 
easily participate in the classroom 
discussion.

Student learning 
(Code: SL) 

Reflections on indications 
of student learning 

In this lesson, students seemed to 
understand ‘tenor’ better than in the 
previous lesson. 
Some students still had trouble 
recognizing the words that 
represented ‘field’

Challenges students 
(Code: CS) 

Challenges related to 
students’ knowledge, 
skills and attitude 

Some students found it hard to read a 
text efficiently; they lack a proper 
reading strategy. 
Some students lack a sense of urgency 
about improving their writing.

Challenges subject 
lecturer 
(Code: CL) 

Challenges related to 
lecturer’s knowledge, 
skills and attitude 

I find it hard to explain what tenor is; 
it is such an abstract concept. 
I just couldn’t think of a proper 
example on the spot. I should prepare 
better for the next lesson. 

Challenges contextual 
factors 
(Code: CC)  

Challenges related to 
contextual factors 

The group was too large to elicit a 
class discussion; it might have 
worked better with fewer students. 
It was difficult to motivate students 
after a long day of classes.

The researcher coded all the relevant segments in every lesson’s reflective 
documents. A second researcher coded a 10% random selection of these 
segments to check the reliability of the coding. A kappa test identified an 
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interrater agreement of .749, indicating a substantial level of agreement (Landis 
& Koch, 1977). 

5.3.3 Enactment: Results 
Based on the teaching and learning cycle as a design heuristic, the results of the 
GBWI enactment are reported in the form of a design narrative. For every TLC 
phase, the results of each lesson are described from a prospective, actual and 
reflective perspective. First, the narrative focuses on how the lesson was 
planned, and on which design and theoretical conjectures are at play in this 
TLC phase. This includes the overall design of the lessons. Then, the narrative 
shifts to the actual enactment and to how the GBWI lessons offer students 
designed and interactional scaffolding in the EO context. The descriptions 
include examples of designed scaffolding (e.g., hand-outs) and interactional 
scaffolding (i.e., excerpts from the interaction between teacher and students), 
by way of illustration. The narrative then takes a reflective turn and describes 
how the lessons were evaluated in terms of student learning, and of designed 
and interactional scaffolding. The description also includes any adjustments to 
instructional activities and materials for the next lesson(s). These adjustments 
are not at the level of the overall design of the intervention, but rather within 
individual lessons, at the level of changing the sequence of activities, or adding 
an extra activity, as suggested by the reflective data from a previous lesson. 
This part of the description also includes any additional challenges identified 
during the lesson and concludes with a confirmation, refinement or refutation 
of the design and theoretical conjectures at play in this TLC phase. The section 
ends with a crystallized description of the EO1 enactment, including an 
overview of the conjectures tested and a summary of the challenges identified 
during the enactment. These results were used in the design of the EO2 
intervention cycle. 

EO1 I Building the field, Lesson 1  

Prospective focus 
In line with the first TLC phase, lesson 1 was aimed at building students’ field 
knowledge while developing the language of the field. Specifically, this first 
lesson was intended to familiarize students with Event Organization and teach 
them what elements an event is comprised of (e.g., scheduling, site selection, 
coordinating transportation, arranging for speakers, arranging for decorations 
and catering), how important the client’s requirements are and how to organize 
an event (the process; see e.g., Nelson & Rutherford Silvers, 2007).  
Based on these goals, a design and theoretical conjecture were formulated. 
These conjectures are listed in Table 5.4.  
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Table 5.4 
Conjectures for the Building the field phase in EO1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

The lesson plan was designed to include several discussing activities to enable 
the subject lecturer and the students to talk about the field and build up shared 
knowledge, while also gaining knowledge of the field language. The subject 
lecturer was further asked to explicitly discuss the differences between 
language use in the related genres of the (oral) exploratory meeting and the 
(written) event proposal. Understanding these differences is crucial for 
improving students’ writing proficiency. In addition, a short class feedback 
moment was planned to diagnose and discuss students’ starting point with 
regard to writing an event proposal, based on their performance on the pre-test. 
Table 5.5 lists the complete plan for the first lesson. 

Table 5.5 
EO1 Lesson plan 1  

EO1 Lesson 1: Design (16-02-2015)
TLC phase Building the field
Learning goal Students develop a general understanding of the field of event organization in 

which event proposals are used
Instructional 
activities 

1. Class feedback on writing assignment pre-test 
2. Brainstorming about types of events and key success factors  
3. Class discussion about the entire event organization process and the 

place of the exploratory meeting and event proposal in that process 
4. Class discussion about the differences between language in exploratory 

meetings and event proposals 
5. Short writing assignment

Instructional 
materials

Slide presentation, promotional film of event organization, writing 
assignment

Actual focus 
The instructional activities were largely enacted as planned. As the 
brainstorming and discussions took more time than expected, there was little 
time left for the planned writing activity planned at the end of the lesson (i.e., 
students had only five minutes to write). In the various oral activities, guiding 
questions helped both lecturer and students to stay on track (e.g., “What phases 
can be identified in the event organization process?” and “What role do the 
briefing and the event proposal play in this process?”). 
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As is common in the ‘Building the field’ phase, the lecturer initiated and 
actively steered most interactions that were part of the instructional activities, 
while student input tended to be limited to one- or two-word responses to the 
lecturer’s questions (see also Chapter 2). The two excerpts below are sample 
interactions illustrating the lecturer’s directive approach and her explicitness 
about content and process in these typical IRF interactions (Initiation-
Response-Feedback). The first excerpt is from the brainstorming activity on 
types of events. Participants are the lecturer (L) and students (S):  

L : What have these different event types in common? And how do they 
differ? Write down your own answers and then we’ll share our 
answers in a minute. (After one minute). Well, Jesse, what did you 
come up with? 

S3 : Target group. 
L : That’s right. Target group. Different event types generally have 

different target groups.  

The second excerpt is from the brainstorming on key success factors in event 
organization, held after students had watched an event organization’s short 
promotional film: 

L : Do you guys think this film is persuasive? 
S7 : No. 
L : No, you don’t think it is persuasive.  

As these excerpts illustrate, the lecturer used these brief interactions mainly to 
try and establish the students’ current knowledge of the field, and therefore 
took the lead. In some other instances though, the lecturer tried to extend these 
interactions by asking supplementary questions. She challenged students to 
expand their thinking and discuss their knowledge. The following excerpt is an 
example of such an extended interaction on the role of exploratory meetings in 
the event organization process. 

L : What are the meetings for, in the process as a whole do you think? 
S2 : Exploring the client’s wishes. 
L : Right, you can use this meeting to explore and identify the client’s 

wishes, very good. Is there anything else you can think of?  
S11 : You can determine whether it is interesting for you. 
L : Exactly, that’s what you incorporate in the actual proposal. But, the 

role of this first meeting is, as you put it so well, to identify the 
client’s wishes. 

This excerpt shows how the lecturer discussed the role of exploratory meetings 
with the students and recapped at the end in order to help build the students’ 
knowledge of the field. In the process, she also used field-specific vocabulary 
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(e.g., briefing, proposal, identify the client’s wishes). The excerpt also shows 
the lecturer taking an appreciative approach: she praised the student’s input 
(e.g., “very good”, “as you put it so well”), in order to elicit more student 
contributions. 

The following excerpt is another example of an extended interaction. This time 
it is about students’ current knowledge of the purpose of event proposals. 

L : What is the purpose of the proposal? 
S1 : Giving a cost estimate. 
L : That’s right, giving a cost estimate. 
S2 : Giving the client an idea of how much it is going to cost. 
L : Eh…right, but what do you want to achieve by giving the client that 

idea, that cost estimate? 
S1 : You want to inform and persuade the client 
L : Yes, exactly. So, when I write this down on the whiteboard, I write 

‘informing’ in lower case and ‘persuading’ in capitals to emphasize 
that you need to ‘inform’ the client in order achieve your main goal 
which is to ‘persuade’ the client. 

As this excerpt shows, the lecturer first established students’ current level of 
knowledge and then challenged the students to develop their knowledge. Just as 
in the previous excerpt, the lecturer recapped the main learning point at the end 
of the exchange. 

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
The interactions showed several indications of student learning in terms of 
building their knowledge of the field. In reference to the students’ prior 
knowledge of the field, the lecturer said during the SRI that her students 
“already know quite a lot”. This may have been the case because a relatively 
large number of them had had prior vocational training. Another possible 
explanation is that most students are familiar with event organization in their 
everyday lives, albeit from a different perspective and role. Regarding the 
students’ knowledge of event proposals specifically, though, it appeared that 
most students initially viewed event proposals as a means of informing readers 
about budgetary issues. In the classroom interactions, this knowledge was 
developed collaboratively, as shown before. Students’ understanding of the 
language use in the field seemed rather limited. Many students appeared to 
have difficulty identifying differences in language between (oral) exploratory 
meetings and (written) event proposals. Presumably, students had never before 
considered these related genres from a linguistic perspective.
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Designed and interactional scaffolding 
With regard to designed scaffolding, it was noted that the mainly oral in-class 
activities had a mixed impact. These activities did elicit student contributions 
and responses as intended, at least from some of the students. However, the 
lecturer also indicated she was unable to involve all students in the interactions 
and felt she might not have sufficiently fostered all students’ learning. The 
video of this lesson indeed showed that some students did not participate in the 
whole-class interactions. It was also concluded that verbal interactions in a 
whole-class context were very time-consuming. 

Reflecting on interactional scaffolding, the lecturer and researcher concluded 
that most interactions followed the IRF pattern with short student responses, as 
is to be expected in this phase. It also became clear that the meaning of words 
was not always sufficiently clarified in class, while this is important for student 
learning. The video recording showed that the subject lecturer sometimes 
explained the meaning of some relevant words in the EO context (e.g., mood, 
client), but failed to clarify others (e.g., key success factors). This might 
explain in part why the students did not always seem to understand the 
lecturer’s questions.  

Another finding on interactional scaffolding concerned the subject lecturer’s 
timing in interactions. In her SRI, the lecturer remarked: 

“I am dissatisfied with the fact that I translated their answers too quickly into 
the term  ‘persuasiveness’. I should have let them come up with that word, 
instead of giving it to them.”  

Apparently, it was hard for the lecturer to allow the students enough time to 
think. She felt this might have to do with the tightly structured lesson plan and 
the time-consuming nature of verbal interactions. In addition, her scaffolding in 
this instance was probably influenced by self-inhibition (leaving space for 
learners to demonstrate their ability to carry out the task), as discussed in 
Chapter 2. Another factor that might have played a role was the way in which 
the lecturer formulated her questions. As the transcripts showed, her questions 
were not always worded clearly and precisely enough to elicit student 
responses (e.g., “What is the difference between the exploratory meeting and 
the event proposal?” without adding “in terms of language use”). This confirms 
earlier observations on the importance of the lecturer’s communicative 
competence. 
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Adjustments and challenges 
Based on this evaluation of the first lesson, no adjustments were made to the 
designed scaffolding in lesson 2. There were a few concerns that needed 
addressing, though. To address the problems the lecturer had experienced in 
eliciting and extending interactions, she decided to prepare several questions 
per activity beforehand, so she would have them ready in class. She felt this 
would not only improve her interactional skills but also reduce her uncertainty 
about providing GBWI. Another challenge identified was the students’ social 
norms, which have a great impact on whole-class discussions (see Chapter 2). 
Because some students had participated significantly less in the discussions in 
lesson 1, the lecturer planned to pay attention to social norms in lesson 2. The 
third concern the lecturer planned to address in lesson 2 was her time 
management in order to balance enacting the planned activities while also 
providing (time-consuming) interaction scaffolding. 

Reflection on the Building the field conjectures 
Based on the above reflections, the design and theoretical conjectures for the 
Building the field phase were both confirmed based on the reflections (see 
Table 5.6). With regard to the design conjecture, the data showed that the 
designed activities and input indeed elicited interactions, which enabled 
diagnosis, and sharing and promoting knowledge as intended. Not all the 
students engaged in these interactions, however. Regarding the theoretical 
conjecture, the data indicated that the interactions did indeed help to expand 
students’ understanding of the field and the target genre.  Further, students 
appeared to have trouble conceiving of the differences between language use in 
the exploratory meeting and event proposals although the interactions did 
contribute to student learning in this matter. 

Table 5.6 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Building the field phase in EO1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

Status: confirmed 
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EO1 II Deconstruction, Lessons 2 and 3 

Prospective focus 
In line with the second TLC phase, the lessons 2 and 3 were aimed at 
developing students’ knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features of 
the target genre (i.e., the event proposal). Based on this objective, the following 
design and theoretical conjectures were formulated (see Table 5.7). 

Table 5.7 
Conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in EO1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction If students engage in jointly 

analyzing the target genre in 
sample texts with the help of 
the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode, then awareness 
raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are 
likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to develop 
knowledge of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the target genre 

The lessons 2 and 3 are each described from a prospective, actual and reflective 
perspective. At the end of both descriptions, the conjectures listed in Table 5.7 
are reflected on to be confirmed, refined or refuted. 

EO1 Lesson 2 
Lesson 2 was designed to start with a short recap activity to reactivate students’ 
current knowledge of the field. Then, the subject lecturer would give a brief 
introduction to GBWI as a teaching strategy. Next, she would lead explanatory 
and discussion activities to help students understand texts as goal-oriented 
communicative products (i.e., genres). She would also use text analysis 
activities to promote student understanding of the target genre and its features. 
Table 5.8 lists the complete plan for lesson 2.  

Table 5.8 
EO1 Lesson plan 2

EO1 Lesson 2: Design (05-03-2015)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features of 

the event proposal
Instructional 
activities 

1. Short recap of field knowledge 
2. Explanation of GBWI and genre concepts 
3. Class discussion of text goals 
4. Explanation of the overall structure of event proposals 
5. Joint analysis of sample text 1 in terms of moves

Instructional 
materials

Slide presentation, sample text 1, handout with overall structure proposal 
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Actual focus 
The instructional activities were largely enacted as planned, although the final 
activity was somewhat rushed. To foster student understanding of GBWI and 
its metalanguage, the teacher not only gave an oral explanation of certain key 
words (e.g., field, tenor, mode), but also presented them in a slide presentation. 
Similarly, she orally explained the event proposal’s four moves (i.e., overall 
structure), and provided a handout as a designed scaffold (see Figure 5.4). This 
multimodal scaffolding was designed to create “message abundancy” (see 
Chapter 2) to address the different needs and levels of development among 
students in the classroom. 

Moves, focus and possible content of event proposal 
EO1 Lesson 2 handout (5 March 2015) 

Moves Focus Possible content
1 Identification of 
client’s needs and wishes 

What is the reason for and 
idea behind? What is the 
aim?

Key data, starting points, aim, and target 
group 

2 Introduction of event 
theme 

What is the theme around 
which the event will be built? 

Reflection of client’s requirements, 
conversion into theme, pay-off and 
rationale, link to elaboration

3 Elaboration of the 
event 

What does the event consist 
of? 

Venue, design and styling, dress code, 
time frame, program, catering, 
communication, transportation

4 Terms and conditions What are the terms and 
conditions for organizing the 
event?

Cost estimate, risks and insurances, 
general conditions, validity of proposal 

Figure 5.4 Event proposal structure: handout  

In enacting the explanatory activities, the lecturer took the lead, since she was 
the expert or more knowledgeable other charged with introducing new 
knowledge to learners. Because none of the learners were familiar with GBWI, 
the activities were enacted in a whole-class context. The interactions the 
lecturer initiated tended to be IRF interactions intended to check the students’ 
understanding of her explanation. The following excerpt is an instance of the 
lecturer checking whether her students understood the concept of genre. 

L : So, what kind of genres can you think of? 
S1 : A news article? 
L : That’s right. A news article, very good. 
S9 : A column. 
S3 : A brochure. 
S15 : Travel directions. 
L : Excellent, yes, these are examples of different kinds of genres.  
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The excerpt also shows the lecturer expressing appreciation for student input 
(e.g., very good, excellent), in order to create a supportive environment. At the 
end of such IRF interactions, the lecturer often recapped the subject knowledge 
discussed (example 1), metalinguistic knowledge (example 2) or metacognitive 
knowledge (example 3): 

1) “So, the target group determines the type of mood the event should 
create.“ 

2) “So, there are a lot of different genres, with different goals to which 
different writing conventions apply.” 

3) “Therefore, you have to identify with the client as a reader when you are 
writing an event proposal.”

While discussing the goal of an event proposal with the students, the lecturer 
sometimes tried to extend responses in an attempt to make the interactions 
more productive for students and make them aware of the target genre’s 
features. The following excerpt is an example of such an interaction, which was 
initiated by a student at the end of a class discussion: 

S1 : But what is the goal of an event proposal then? Is it to inform or to 
persuade? 

L : Ah, well, what do you guys think? 
S7 : Both. 
L : Both, you say. But what counts more: informing or persuading?  
S3 : Informing. 
S12 : Persuading. 
L : Persuading, why? 
S12 : Well, you want to end up with a signature, don’t you? 
L : Exactly, you want to organize that event! So, you absolutely have to 

persuade your reader. And the information you provide is intended to 
achieve that goal, yes.

As this excerpt makes clear, student 1 had not fully understood an event 
proposal’s goal and asked for clarification. Rather than simply supplying the 
answer, the lecturer scaffolded student learning by putting the question back in 
the students’ court several times in a row. This led to a kind of peer-to-peer 
scaffolding among the students, mediated by the lecturer. She concluded the 
interaction by summing up the main teaching point. 

The whole-class interactions during the joint analysis of the first sample text 
were also largely IRF-type interactions: 

L : How is the text organized? What kind of move structure can you 
discern? 
No response. 
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L : Do you recognize the structure? 
S9 : Persuasive? 
L : No, that’s actually the goal we want to achieve by using a particular 

structure, among other things. The move structure is what we just 
talked about, the four big moves in the text. They are on your 
handout.  

As this excerpt shows, the teacher again used the IRF pattern to check student 
understanding of the moves in the text and found it as yet inadequate. Students 
seemed to confuse goals with moves, which is an indication that they were still 
fairly unfamiliar with both of these concepts. 

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Reflecting on this lesson’s goal of the students developing their knowledge of 
the goal, structure and linguistic features of the target genre, data indicated that 
this development was achieved to some extent. As the interaction excerpts 
show, students seemed to better understand the notion of genre and of the main 
goal of event proposals. However, their understanding of the concepts of ‘goal’ 
and ‘moves’ seemed inadequate. It was therefore not possible to establish that 
they understood the four moves used in event proposals. Their difficulties 
understanding these concepts could be explained by their unfamiliarity with 
GBWI and with discussing texts from a linguistic perspective in the context of 
a subject-specific course. The data did not show that student learning 
developed with regard to event proposals’ linguistic features. The lecturer did 
provide a brief explanation of these features, yet she did not discuss them with 
her students.  

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
In terms of designed scaffolding, it was concluded that a greater variety of 
activities and participation structures might have increased student learning. 
This lesson included a great deal of whole-class explanations and lecturer-
guided, whole-class discussions. Although this approach worked well for 
providing all the students with the same, new information on GBWI and event 
proposals, it did not stimulate all the students to actively contribute to the 
discussion. Another observation made about this lesson’s designed scaffolding 
was that the lecturer was not fully at ease with the concepts of moves, field, 
tenor and mode. In the SRI, the lecturer had expressed her doubts about her 
own level of understanding of these concepts and her ability to explain these in 
class. Apparently, the lecturer found the concepts of moves, field, tenor and 
mode used in the design not that straightforward, while her ability to 
understand and explain them was crucial for the teaching process. It was also 
concluded that too many activities for one lesson had been planned. As a result, 
some activities were rushed, because the lecturer tried to cover every activity 
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on the roster. This completeness focus may have caused her to miss some 
scaffolding opportunities.

Reflecting on the interactional scaffolding in this lesson, it was found that 
interactions were still relatively short and teacher-led. In some instances, 
however, the subject lecturer did prolong classroom talk, as is desirable in this 
phase (see Chapter 2). In relation to this, the lecturer mentioned in the SRI and 
in her log that she found herself searching for the right words and questions to 
extend interactions: 

“When I asked the students a question about the role of the reader in the event 
proposal, but all they came up with was that ‘the reader is important’. At that 
point, I just kept repeating the same question: ‘what role, what role’. But what 
I should have done was rephrase the question. If they don’t have a clue, I 
should come up with a better question.” 

The lecturer also repeated the feeling that her own knowledge of GBWI still 
left something to be desired. Her main problem was with explaining the 
concepts of field, tenor, and mode. She did not have a problem with the 
concept of moves. Just as in lesson 1, it was observed that the lecturer did not 
always leave her students enough time to think and respond to her question in 
lesson 2 either. Sometimes, she even answered her own question in an attempt 
to speed things up. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Based on the observed problems with using the genre concepts of field, tenor 
and mode informed by GBWI literature, alternative definitions that covered the 
meaning of the original concepts were created. The instructional materials for 
the lesson 3 made use of the more practical definitions of ‘topic’ (onderwerp),
‘relationship writer-reader’ (relatie schrijver-lezer), and ‘coherence’ 
(samenhang). These definitions were accompanied by subject-specific concrete 
examples. In addition, the researcher provided the lecturer with an extensive 
written explanation of the three genre concepts to help her prepare for enacting 
lesson 3. In the SRI, the lecturer said she had two more problems she needed to 
work on. Because she still struggled to come up with good, clear questions that 
would elicit interaction, she again planned to write down relevant vocabulary 
and ‘ready-made’ questions per activity before lesson 3. She also planned to 
devote more attention to involving all students in the exchanges, as several 
students again did not actively participate in lesson 2. To increase student 
involvement, the lecturer planned to explicitly stress the relevance of GBWI 
and the accompanying activities. 
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EO 1 Lesson 3 

Prospective focus 
Lesson 3 was again going to focus on deconstruction. It would start with a 
reassembling assignment that would require students to apply their knowledge 
of the four moves of the event proposal. Then another explanatory activity on 
field, tenor, and mode would follow, because students appeared to have a hard 
time grasping these genre concepts and required a second round of explanation. 
This time, the lecturer was also expected to use metalanguage (e.g., structure, 
verbs, emotive words) when discussing these features with her students. In 
addition, students would be asked to analyze the first sample text to raise their 
awareness of event proposals’ textual features. Table 5.9 shows the complete 
plan for this lesson. 
Table 5.9 
EO1 Lesson plan 3 

EO1 Lesson: Design (12-03-2015)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features 

of the event proposal 
Instructional 
activities 

1. Reassembling segments of text from an event proposal 
2. Explanation of the linguistic features of an event proposal 
3. Analysis of sample text 1 in terms of goal, overall structure and 

linguistic features
Instructional 
materials

Slide presentation, sample text 1, reassembling assignment 

Actual focus 
Before starting the instructional activities, the lecturer talked briefly about the 
relevance of GBWI for students and the social norms required for meaningful 
classroom interactions (e.g., contributing actively, listening to each other). She 
then went on to enact the instructional activities largely as planned, although 
the text analysis at the end of the lesson was somewhat rushed due to time 
constraints. Both the reassembling assignment and the text analysis were 
carried out in pairs with the help of some guiding questions. The results were 
discussed in a whole-class context. In her explanations of the concepts of field, 
tenor and mode, the lecturer checked how well her students understood these 
concepts by interjecting targeted questions (e.g., “How do you express the 
relationship with your reader in an event proposal?”). She also showed students 
how these concepts could be expressed in each move of an event proposal (see 
Figure 5.5). 
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Move 1 
• With reference to our pleasant conversation…the proposal presents….in order 

to organize….to meet your expectations 
Move 2 
• To ensure that….Y event theme Y introduced….This creates a mood 

of….exactly matches your wishes….is also expressed in… 
Move 3 
• Your employees are welcomed in style…can participate in activity 

X…followed by a delicious formal diner…time for speeches…to end this 
sparkling evening 

Move 4 
• The client remains responsible for….the event script is delivered…our general 

terms and conditions apply…proposal is valid until… 

Figure 5.5 Sample phrasing appropriate for event proposals (EO1 Lesson 3) 

In addition to these sample phrases, the lecturer also wrote down several 
sentences taken from the students’ pretests. She wanted to highlight the 
differences between their writing at the start of the intervention and the sample 
phrases, as a way of showing them their learning potential.  

In some instances (e.g., in discussing the event proposal’s linguistic features), 
the interactions and student contributions were more extended than in previous 
lessons. This shift toward more shared responsibility is in line with 
expectations in the Deconstruction phase (see Chapter 2). The lecturer more 
frequently prolonged IRF talks by posing additional questions than in the 
previous lesson: 

L : How is the relationship between writer and reader represented 
linguistically? What cues tell you what this relationship is like? 

S10 : The use of the formal you*. 
L : The formal you, that’s excellent. And if you take a look at the first 

paragraph, what strikes you in terms of tenor?  
S10 : They’ve met before 
L : That’s right. They have met before: he refers to their previous 

contact. You’re right. Now, is there a relationship of dependency? 
Are you, as a writer, dependent on the client as a reader?  

S2 : Yes.
L : That’s right. And what tells you that this is the case?  
S14 : Because of the clause “the proposal can be adjusted to your wishes” 
L : Right, you would be happy to accommodate the client. Very good. 

Well done.  
* In Dutch there are two forms of the pronoun ‘you’, one formal (‘u’) and another 
informal (‘je’). The form used depends on the relationship between the 
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speakers/writers: how well they know each other, their respective ages and their 
relative position of authority. 

This excerpt illustrates how the lecturer pushed student learning by raising their 
awareness of particular linguistic features in the event proposal. Although she 
sometimes gave clear verbal hints about the expected response (by using 
leading questions like “Are you, as a writer, dependent….?”), the interaction 
shows she expected her students to contribute more than just a single, right 
answer. This manner of holding high expectations while also offering high 
support is crucial for scaffolding and learning to occur. Another observation 
made was that this was the first time the lecturer used modeling as a strategy. 
Her explanation of ‘field’ included the following interaction: 

L : Can you think of typical words used in the proposal that refer to the 
event? 

S18 : Pay-off 
L : Pay-off, that’s great! Anything else? Can you think of typical 

formulations as well?  
S18 : Like SMART formulations? 
L : Well, no, actually that is not what I meant. What I’m after are 

typical words and phrases that are often used in event proposals. A 
typical phrase would be ‘creating a mood’, which is frequently used 
in event proposals. Eh…’the theme is enhanced by’, or ‘your guests 
will be surprised with’…those are all typical phrases you find in an 
event proposal.  

The fragment shows how the subject lecturer first tried to increase student input 
by posing a supplementary question on typical formulations. When it appeared 
that the students did not understand her question properly, she reacted 
responsively by modeling the appropriate language and so inducted students 
into proper formulations. Moreover, such interactions on the event proposal’s 
linguistic features elicited the use of metalanguage like ‘emotive’ and ‘mood-
setting’ words, ‘informal’ and ‘formal’ language, and ‘filmic description’.  

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
The data indicated that students did develop a better understanding the 
structure and linguistic features of event proposals. Most students turned out to 
be able to put jumbled sentences into their proper order to form a coherent, 
appropriate text, and to explain why they chose a particular order. This 
demonstrated that students developed an understanding of the logical sequence 
of particular moves in the event proposal. The interactions also made clear that 
students were able to recognize the linguistic features of event proposals in the 
sample text provided. In the SRI, the lecturer emphasized the students’ 
developing ability to use metalanguage: 
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“In this lesson, I noticed that students were able to explain why certain words 
and formulations did or didn’t fit into the event proposal, especially regarding 
tenor. They now had language to talk about it.”  

Despite this increased understanding, some students still had problems 
identifying particular phrases as typical of EO language. Just as in the previous 
lesson, this might have resulted from students’ unfamiliarity with discussing 
subject-specific texts from a linguistic angle. Another observation about 
student learning was that students showed greater willingness to learn the target 
genre than in the previous lesson. This may have been the result of the class 
discussion on the relevance of GBWI at the beginning of the lesson.  

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
With regard to designed scaffolding, it was noticed that the use of different 
participation structures (i.e., pair work) worked well. Most students seemed 
actively involved in reassembling and analyzing the texts, both of which were 
carried out in pairs. This shift in structure gave the students more responsibility 
for how well the lesson went. It was also concluded that the sample phrases 
included in the presentation and a sample text gave students something 
concrete to talk about. This type of input therefore elicited mediating processes 
in terms of raising students’ awareness of textual features and discussing these. 
This input also elicited modeling in the sense that the lecturer provided her 
students with explicit examples of the appropriate language use for event 
proposals. These mediating processes might in part have been elicited by the 
lecturer’s use of the down-to-earth definitions of field, tenor, and mode and the 
accompanying subject-specific examples included in the teaching materials. 

In terms of interactional scaffolding, it was observed that several interactions 
lasted longer than the interactions in lesson 2. This observation corresponds 
with other research findings indicating that this often happens in the 
Deconstruction phase when students gradually develop their knowledge of the 
target genre (see Chapter 2). It was also noted that the lecturer still had a hard 
time posing clear and explicit questions, and still found it difficult to allow 
students sufficient time to answer her questions. Another observation was that 
the lecturer did not consistently clarify particular words she used in interactions 
(e.g., “linguistically”, “phrases”, “popular”), although the students appeared to 
have trouble understanding these. Clearly, the lecturer needed to increase her 
own awareness of the vocabulary she employed when teaching students 
through GBWI. In the SRI, the lecturer raised another issue. She said she had 
felt unsure of herself in many interactions with students because they 
responded in ways she had not anticipated. This happened a couple of times 
when she asked her students to evaluate their own or other students’ sentences 
and propose possible improvements. In her logbook, she wrote: 
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“It is quite hard to respond to student input on the spot. The alternative is to 
allow myself to make mistakes in front of the students, and to joint them in their 
search for better phrases, without knowing ‘the answer’ myself beforehand.” 

The subject lecturer’s uncertainty about her ability to foster students’ writing 
proficiency on the spot illustrates the demanding character of unplanned 
scaffolding interactions. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Based on these observations, two instructional activities were added to the plan 
for lesson 4. A short rewriting assignment was added to enable a more specific 
diagnosis of individual students’ learning curves at that point in time. And, 
because students had not yet analyzed a second sample event proposal due to 
time constraints, this activity was added to lesson 4. The lecturer again planned 
to work on her way of phrasing questions and her timing in interactions. She 
also planned to use explicit samples and student phrasing as much as possible, 
as this helped to involve students in the activities. The lecturer was asked to 
assume a more facilitating, mediating role to support student learning in 
interactions, rather than playing the role of the teacher “who knows it all”. This 
would help gradually release control and hand over responsibility to her 
students. 

Reflection on the Deconstruction conjectures 
Based on the enactment of, and reflections on, lessons 2 and 3, it was 
concluded that the design conjecture for this phase needed refining and that the 
theoretical conjecture had been confirmed (see Table 5.10). The design 
conjecture was refined in various ways. First, the participation structures in the 
various activities were changed. Data indicated that whereas explanation 
activities seemed go well in a whole-class setting, text analysis activities 
worked better in small groups or pairs, because students were more involved. 
This might be due in part to students feeling more secure talking about texts in 
a smaller setting, as text analysis was rather new to them. The design 
conjecture was further refined by changing the explanation of the genre 
concepts. The lessons showed that giving a more practical definition of field, 
tenor and mode and providing practical subject-specific examples helped to 
elicit more interaction. Presumably, the original definitions of these concepts 
were too theoretical and too remote for the applied, subject-specific context in 
which they were used. With respect to the theoretical conjecture, data indicated 
that students who participated in the interactions did develop their knowledge 
of the goal, structure and linguistic features of event proposals. Several 
students still had trouble understanding the concepts of goal, structure and 
linguistic features, however. This might have had to do with their unfamiliarity 
with such genre concepts, as discussed earlier. 
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Table 5.10 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in EO1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups

engage in analyzing the target 
genre in sample texts with the 
help of practical, subject-
specific explanation of the 
genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-
class context, then awareness 
raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are 
likely to occur 
Status: refined 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to develop 
knowledge of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the target genre  

Status: confirmed 

EO1 III Joint construction, Lessons 4 and 5 

Prospective focus 
The third TLC phase, represented by lessons 4 and 5, was intended to develop 
students’ writing skills and, in particular, their ability to write an event 
proposal. Based on this objective, the following design and theoretical 
conjectures were formulated (see Table 5.11). 

Table 5.11 
Conjectures for the Joint construction phase in EO1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint construction If students, prompted by an 

assignment, engage in jointly 
writing texts in the target genre 
in the whole-class context, then 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations are likely to occur

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, 
students are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the target 
genre 

Just like lessons 2 and 3, lessons 4 and 5 are each described from a prospective, 
actual and reflective perspective. At the end of both descriptions, the 
conjectures listed in Table 5.11 are reflected on and either confirmed, refined 
or refuted.   

EO1 Lesson 4 
Lesson 4 was designed to include a joint writing activity in which students 
were expected to use both the knowledge of event organization they had gained 
in the first TLC phase and the knowledge of an event proposal’s goal, structure 
and linguistics features they had developed in the second TLC. To prepare 
students for this activity, they would first be asked to analyze another sample 
text (text 2, originally planned for lesson 3) and to compare the two sample 
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Rewriting assignment 
Lesson 4 

Instructions
The text below is from an introduction to an event proposal and describes the client’s 
requirements (=move 1). Clearly, the text could be improved. 

- Rewrite this text and turn it into a better introduction in which you pay special attention 
to representing your relationship (as the writer) with the reader. Also make 
improvements to the way in which you guide the reader through the text.  

- The essence of the text should remain the same. However, you are free to add or detract 
things, and to restructure or adjust elements if this improves your text. 

Text 
Recently, there has been a meeting between you as a client and our events agency. We have 
talked about wishes. The party has to express that the company is very proud of its 
employees. The employees have worked hard the past year. Despite budgetary constraints, 
they have realized a high turnover. The budget of the party is discussed later on. In the 
proposal, we mainly present our ideas for the party. The party should take place in June, 
preferably in the evening hours. The location should be easily accessible. 

texts. This sequencing of activities meant students would gradually shift from 
analyzing to creating texts. The lesson would kick off with a short rewriting 
assignment, to diagnose the students’ individual progress toward the overall 
learning goal. Table 5.12 shows the design for lesson 4. 

Table 5.12 
EO1 Lesson plan 4

EO1 Lesson 4: Design (17-03-2015)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) an event 

proposal
Instructional activities 1. Rewriting assignment 

2. Analysis of sample text 2 
3. Comparison of sample texts 1 and 2 
4. Joint writing assignment 

Instructional materials Slide presentation, sample text 1 and 2, writing assignment 

Actual focus 
The first three activities were enacted as planned, except for the fact that they 
took more time than intended. As a result, there was no time left to do the joint 
writing assignment, which was therefore moved to lesson 5. For the first 
activity, students individually rewrote part of an event proposal they were 
given (see Figure 5.6) 

Figure 5.6 EO1 Lesson 4: rewriting assignment  

For the second activity, the students analyzed a second sample text. The 
lecturer first gave a brief, unplanned recap of the structure and linguistic 
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features of event proposals to prepare the students for this task. Just as in lesson 
3, the students analyzed the text in pairs, helped along by some guiding 
questions in the instructional materials. Afterwards, the analyses were 
discussed in a whole-class setting. Students were then asked to compare the 
first and second sample text, and to look specifically at how their textual 
features helped to achieve their communicative goal. This activity was again 
done in pairs, followed by a class discussion. 

During the recap, the interactions were mainly teacher-led and student input 
was often limited to short responses. This sometimes led to typical IRF 
interactions, as the following excerpt on linguistic features illustrates: 

L : Last time, we talked about the tense you would use in the proposal. 
Do you remember: was it the present or the future tense?  

S5 : Future tense. 
L : That’s right, the future tense. And what about the orientation for the 

communication: who are we focusing on in the event proposal? 
S5 : The client 
L : That’s right, the client, well done.  

Such IRF patterns are typical of quick revisions at the beginning of a lesson. 
Later in this lesson, the lecturer frequently tried to extend her interactions with 
the students by handing back responsibility to them. This shift in responsibility 
is desirable in this TLC phase, because it helps prepare students for 
independence. The following excerpt shows how the lecturer extended this 
interaction by challenging her students to reflect on their thinking and 
understanding: 

L : Take a look at the section discussing the reception. Where do you 
see the writer taking on role of an expert advising his client? 

S9 : In the second paragraph. 
L : In the second paragraph. Can you elaborate?  
S9 : (reading out loud:) “Guests will see six wonderful chill-out islands, 

full of soft, brightly-colored pillows and mattresses, beckoning them 
to sit down and get comfortable and enjoy the inspiring setting.” 

L : Okay, and where do you recognize the writer’s role as a consultant?  
S9 : Well, eh..., it’s rather formal. 
L : Can you explain what exactly makes it formal?  
S9 : Eh…, ‘the guests’, ‘get comfortable’ and ‘enjoy the inspiring 

setting’ 
L : Okay, but does that express formality or……  
S3 : But it’s not informal. 
L : No, but might these words be used to set the mood?   
S3 : Yes, it is more like a filmic description. 
L : Yes, this is more like a filmic description. Which, of course, has to 

do with the relationship between the writer and the reader.  
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This excerpt shows how the lecturer first pushed the student to elaborate on his 
first answer (referring to a place in the text), and then encouraged him to zoom 
in on the text (at word and phrase level), and to think of a term that would 
capture the essence of those words (referring to metalanguage to understand 
meaning making in the text). In terms of interactional scaffolding, the lecturer 
did not model the use of typical phrases in the event proposal as much as she 
had done in the previous lesson.  

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
The observations on the activities in this lesson did not provide enough 
information to diagnose whether students were indeed getting better at writing 
an event proposal in line with the goal of this TLC phase. However, the data 
collected through students’ rewriting assignments did show that students were 
improving their ability to rewrite part of the target genre, mainly in terms of 
tenor and mode. A genre-based analysis of the students’ texts – also used for 
the students’ pre- and post-tests (see Section 5.3.4) – made clear that many 
students still struggled with representing tenor and mode in their texts in 
several ways, as the following examples show. These findings generally 
correspond with the problems identified in the problem analysis carried out 
prior to the intervention, in particular with regard to tenor (see Section 4.4.2).  

With respect to tenor, some students created too much distance by writing in 
the third person (see Example 1), while this is not appropriate for event 
proposals (see Chapter 4). Other students did not assume the appropriate role 
and acted as decision-makers rather than consultants (Example 2). Writing a 
receiver-oriented rather than sender-oriented text also posed problems for many 
students (Example 3).  

1) In the first meeting between the client and the event organization, the 
client has expressed his wishes. 

2) Based on our meeting, we decided to organize a party for the 
employees. 

3) We hereby send our proposal, in which we explain our ideas for the 
event. 

Regarding mode, some students unnecessarily repeated particular nouns instead 
of using pronouns (Example 4), whereas others forgot to use signal words 
(Example 5). Some students hitched different, unrelated clauses together in one 
sentence (see Example 6).  

4) The employees should be the focus of attention, because the company 
is proud of its employees. And we want to thank the employees for 
their efforts by organizing an event.  
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5) The party should express the fact that the company is proud of its 
employees. The employees have worked hard this past year. Despite 
budgetary constraints, high turnovers have been generated. 

6) The event is to take place in June and they have to be able to get to 
the venue easily.  

Another observation was that several students seemed to show no progress in 
understanding the genre features, as the following excerpt illustrates: 

L : Do you remember what ‘field’ or ‘topic’ means? What are we 
looking for when we talk about that? 

No response.
L : The event proposal has three linguistic features, right? And this is 

one of them. 
S4 : (unintelligible) 
L : What did you say? 
S4 : No, I don’t dare to say it because it’s probably wrong anyway 
L : Just give it a try!  
S4 : The core? 
L : The core, well, yes, we called it ‘subject content’ or ‘topic’. It is just 

those typical words that represent the content of the proposal, as well 
as typical formulations. Does everyone remember? 

Clearly, this student did not fully understand what ‘field’ was about, as her 
reluctance to answer underscored. Again, such a lack of understanding might 
be explained by students’ unfamiliarity with GBWI and the genre concepts. 
Similar difficulties with understanding and applying the genre concepts were 
noticed in the text comparison activity. Based on these observations, it was 
concluded that familiarizing students with genre-based writing might take more 
time, more explanation and more practice than this intervention allowed for. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
With respect to designed scaffolding, the planned activities turned out to take 
longer than the time available. As a consequence, the joint writing activity had 
to be postponed until the next lesson. It was also noticed that the guiding 
questions in the presentations had not been phrased accurately enough to elicit 
discussion. Rather than broadly phrased questions (“How is the topic 
represented?”), the lecturer would do better to use more narrowly defined 
questions (“What words represent the topic in this section?”) to prompt 
discussion. Likewise, students apparently found too little guidance in the 
designed scaffolds (sample texts, hand-outs, presentations), as their limited 
understanding of the genre concepts suggested.  

Regarding interactional scaffolding, three observations were made. First, the 
teacher-student interactions were sometimes hindered by the lecturer’s use of 
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synonyms. In the recap activity, for example, she alternately used ‘stages’, 
‘moves’, and ‘phases’ to refer to the event proposal’s four moves, which 
caused confusion. This goes to show how important it is that teachers are aware 
of their own use of vocabulary. Second, the lecturer’s questions sometimes 
lacked precision and therefore failed to elicit discussion. The same was true of 
the questions in her presentations, as discussed in the previous paragraph. 
During the text analysis, for example, the lecturer asked: “How are connections 
in the text demonstrated?” Such broad questions did not elicit student 
responses, perhaps because the students did not understand the question. Third, 
interactional scaffolding only works if all participants adhere to the required 
social norms. At the end of lesson 4, some students stopped listening to each 
other’s contributions and no longer responded seriously to the teacher’s 
questions (“I think it’s a cool text”). The lecturer did not explicitly call the 
students out on their behavior. This example makes clear how a lack of 
adherence to social norms jeopardizes classroom interaction and, in the 
process, limits students’ opportunities to learn. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Based on these reflections, two adjustments to the designed scaffolding were 
made. The first was to move the joint writing activity – which was dropped 
from lesson 4 due to lack of time – to lesson 5. The second was to phrase any 
guiding questions in the presentations more precisely in order to elicit 
discussion. 

The reflections also prompted the researcher to think of changing the designed 
scaffolding in the EO2 intervention. She planned to summarize the event 
proposal’s genre concepts in writing as a designed scaffold or mediational 
artifact which would provide more support and mediate student learning (see 
Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). 

Three more challenges were identified in the current intervention that needed 
addressing. First, the lecturer was asked to be less timid toward her students 
and place more responsibility on them for delivering input, particularly because 
the students still did not seem to have mastered the genre concepts. The lecturer 
was also asked to again stress the need for maintaining social norms in the 
classroom in order to facilitate learning. A remaining concern was the 
lecturer’s skills in posing unambiguous questions and providing clear 
explanations. 
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EO1 Lesson 5 

Prospective focus 
Lesson 5 was designed to include a short class discussion on the writing 
process. GBWI is, after all, not only product oriented, but also process 
oriented. The lesson would then move on to give whole-class feedback on the 
rewriting assignment from lesson 4 so students would get an idea of how well 
they were doing so far. The lesson would end with the joint writing assignment 
originally planned for lesson 4, in which lecturer and students would work 
together to write (part of) an event proposal. Table 5.13 lists the full plan for 
lesson 5.  

Table 5.13 
EO1 Lesson plan 5

EO1 Lesson 5: Design (23-03-2015)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) an event 

proposal
Instructional activities 1. Class discussion on writing process 

2. Whole-class feedback on rewriting assignment 
3. Joint writing assignment 

Instructional materials Slide presentation, writing assignment 

Actual focus 
Based on the insights gained from the previous lesson, the lecturer started 
lesson 5 by discussing social norms and the importance of writing in the Event 
Organization course. She stressed how important it was for students to actively 
participate in class in order to develop their knowledge of event organization 
and to learn to write an event proposal, and asked the students for their point of 
view. She then briefly recapped the goal, structure and linguistic features of 
event proposals and went on to initiate a class discussion on the writing 
process. In the whole-class feedback activity, the lecturer asked the students to 
assess peer-produced sentences for tenor, mode and correctness (see sample 
sentences in Figure 5.7). Instead of acting like a mediator, the lecturer asked 
students to stand in front of the class when discussing a sentence. This was 
meant as a step in the gradual process of handing over responsibility to 
students. 
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Student sentences for evaluation 

1. Based on our meeting, we decided to organize a party for the employees. 
2. In the first meeting between the client and the event organization, the client 

expressed his wishes. 
3. Based on our Pleasant meeting, I hereby summarize your wishes with regard to 

the event. 

Figure 5.7 Sample student sentences for in-class feedback in EO1 lesson 5  

In the writing activity, lecturer and students jointly tried to write an 
introduction to an (fictitious) event proposal. The topic (organizing a yearly 
graduation ceremony for students) was loosely related to the topic on which 
students would have to write their individual post-tests (i.e., organizing a yearly 
introduction event for students). The lecturer started by asking for input on the 
content and structure of planning an introduction. She carefully mediated 
student wording and phrasing (e.g., “What do you mean by …?” and “Can you 
think of another word that would better fit the context?”), and then selected 
some to write down on the projected screen.  

In this role, the lecturer modeled the process of planning, writing, evaluating 
and rewriting a text. The activity therefore not only yielded a product – a 
jointly written introduction to an event proposal – but also provided a live 
demonstration of the writing process. 

Interactions during the discussion about the writing process were rather 
teacher-led. In the whole-class feedback activity, the students took on a 
mediating role. The lecturer tried to refrain from intervening, but did not 
always succeed: 

L : What about this sentence: “In the first meeting between the client 
and the event organization, the client expressed his wishes.” So, 
Leon?

S9 : (addressing the subject lecturer) Not very receiver-oriented. 
L : Talk to Leon!  
S9 : Not very receiver-oriented, a bit distant. 
S22 : You think? (rereads the sentence) 
Silence 
S18 : The text talks about the client, but the client is the one reading it. 
S22 : Right. 
L : Yes, that’s a good point! It is too detached. You are writing about

the client rather than to the client. Well done. 
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This excerpt shows how the lecturer initially transferred the responsibility for 
evaluating a sentence to the students, but eventually intervened and summed up 
the main learning point at the end of the interaction. 

In the joint writing activity, the lecturer initiated most interactions. She asked 
students to contribute ideas and to suggest words and phrases, while writing 
these down on the whiteboard. She also continuously evaluated what she had 
written down by asking the students evaluative questions: 

L : What is going to be our first sentence? 
S4 : On April 10, a graduation ceremony is organized.  
L : (writes this on the whiteboard) 
S4 : Or: On April 10, there is a graduation ceremony for HBS students 
L : Eh..(writing and thinking out loud) ‘..for HBS students’. Okay, and 

then what? What’s next?  
S20 : You have asked for our help in organizing this event 
L : (writes this on the whiteboard) Okay, ‘you have asked for our 

help….’. Or ‘you have asked us to organize..’?  
S20 : The latter. 
L : And why do you choose that one?  
S20 : Sounds more formal, ‘our help’ is not that great. 
S5 : And, if you write ‘you have asked for our help’, that sounds like 

they cannot do it on their own. 
L : Okay, those are two good reasons for removing the first and sticking 

with the second formulation.  

This excerpt shows the lecturer taking on a rather directive role in the process 
(e.g., “What is going to be our first sentence?” and “What’s next?”), even 
though she expected students to deliver and evaluate input based on their own, 
improved, knowledge and skills. The interaction also illustrates how the 
students and lecturer jointly phrased, assessed and rephrased a sentence that 
represents the proper relationship between the writer and reader. 

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Talking about the goal of this lesson (i.e., developing students’ ability to write 
an event proposal), the lecturer said in the SRI: 

“Some students’ development has stagnated, because they apparently don’t 
see the point of making an effort to improve their writing in this subject. But 
other students actively made significant contributions to writing the 
introduction. They also appeared to be capable of think of alternatives if their 
initial phrasing was not adequate.” 
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Some students’ apparent disinterest in improving their writing also showed at 
the beginning of the lesson when the class discussed social norms and the 
importance of subject-specific writing. Several students made remarks to the 
effect of “we think writing is less important than content, because it is not part 
of our grade for this subject.” This view reflects the existing practices at the 
HBS where subject-specific courses and writing classes are kept separate. 
Evidently, such views and practices are counter-productive to enacting a 
subject-specific GBWI course. 

In terms of students improving their writing skills, students appeared to have 
little trouble identifying words and phrases that were appropriate or 
inappropriate for use in event proposals during the in-class feedback activity. 
Although the lecturer sometimes intervened, students generally appeared able 
to jointly assess peer-generated sentences. This increase in student 
responsibility can be seen as a move toward greater independence. The joint 
writing activity demonstrated that the participating students had indeed 
improved their writing skills and were now able to write (part of) an event 
proposal. Still, several other students did not actively contribute, making it 
difficult to judge their development. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
Looking at the designed scaffolding in this lesson, it was concluded in 
retrospect that the lessons should have put more emphasis on the meta-
discussion about the importance of subject-specific writing and the social 
norms required for learning in interaction. Apparently, discussing it in the 
introductory meeting before the first writing support lesson had not been 
enough. In addition, it might have been better to confront students more 
explicitly at the start of the course with the gap between their existing 
knowledge and their potential subject-specific level of proficiency. This might 
have stimulated their involvement and triggered their willingness to learn. 

Having students take on a mediating role turned out to be quite effective and 
resulted in a different participation structure and different teacher-student and 
student-student relationships. It made the students rather than the lecturer 
responsible for the activity and for providing input. The designed scaffolding of 
jointly writing a text turned out to be hard to execute in a whole-class setting. 
The lecturer had problems keeping all the students involved in the activity, 
which might have been due to the size of the group, to the pace and duration of 
the activity, and to students’ lack of interest because writing did not count 
toward their grade.  

Reflecting on the interactional scaffolding in this lesson’s activities, it was 
noted that the lecturer was still fairly directive in the way she led many of the 
interactions, even though she did try to give up control in several instances. 
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However, as this was the Joint construction phase, it would have been 
preferable to see more student-initiated interactions. In such interactions, 
students’ contributions may serve as opportunities for the subject lecturer to 
scaffold students’ genre proficiency, so as to bridge discourses (see Chapter 2). 

Another observation was that many students did not actively participate in the 
activities in this lesson. During the joint writing activity in particular, many 
failed to contribute. This is probably due to the lack of urgency many students 
feel toward writing. It is also worth noting, though, that the teacher-student 
interactions that did occur were generally fairly extensive interactions in which 
students proposed ways to phrase sentences to which the lecturer responded. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Observations made clear that the design of joint construction activities in the 
next intervention could be adjusted in order to better scaffold student 
development of writing skills in this phase. In the current set-up, the joint 
writing activity did not work well in terms of time and pacing, in terms of 
teacher-student interaction, or in terms of student involvement and 
contribution. Joint construction activities would probably work better in 
smaller groups rather than in a whole-class setting. This would simultaneously 
address the problem of the overly dominant role the lecturer played in guiding 
the whole-class activities and address the problem of class size hindering the 
interactive joint construction activity. As the lecturer wrote in her logbook: “A 
smaller student group would probably be beneficial for student involvement 
and contribution”. Designing the joint writing activity for smaller groups would 
also relieve the pressure the lecturer felt during the joint writing activity in the 
whole-class setting. In the SRI, she said she had felt pressured and insecure 
demonstrating and modeling the process while collaborating to produce a text 
from scratch in such a short time frame. Her experience reflects how 
challenging it is to provide content-based writing instruction in general, and 
GBWI in particular, an issue discussed in greater detail in Chapter 2.

Reflection on the Joint construction conjectures
Based on the enactment of lessons 4 and 5 and the reflections on that 
enactment, it was decided to refine the design conjecture for this phase and to 
mark the theoretical conjecture as confirmed (see Table 5.14). With respect to 
the design conjecture, it was clear that several students had not engaged in the 
joint writing activity in the whole-class context as intended, and had not joined 
in classroom discussion of this activity. In order to increase student 
involvement, the design of the joint writing activity was changed in several 
ways and these changes were reflected in the design conjecture. First, the 
participation structure was changed from ‘whole-class’ to ‘small groups’. This 
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adjustment would presumably increase student involvement by placing more 
responsibility on students for delivering input. 

In another change to the design, the phrasing ‘prompted by an assignment, … 
jointly rewrite a text’ was rephrased as ‘jointly rewriting students’ own texts’. 
The task of jointly writing a text from scratch based on an assignment had 
turned out to be too difficult for several reasons. Having students rewrite their 
own texts in the target genre instead would likely increase student involvement 
and develop their writing skills. The students could use group-produced texts 
they had to write in other, more content-focused EO lessons (see Section 5.2) 
for this purpose. In a final adjustment to the design, it was decided to create a 
designed scaffold in the shape of a summary in writing of the target genre 
features. It was lesson 4 that sparked off this idea for an additional scaffold, 
when it became clear that students still had trouble understanding the genre 
concepts of event proposals. With respect to the theoretical conjecture, it was 
concluded that it was confirmed, even if it did not apply to every student in the 
intervention. As the lessons had shown, students who bothered to contribute 
and were involved in classroom discussion on the joint construction of an event 
proposal did discuss and evaluate phrasing and it did lead to the lecturer 
modeling the appropriate language. The data indicated that students who really 
participated did indeed learn to write an event proposal. 

Table 5.14 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Joint construction phase in EO1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint construction If students in small groups

engage in jointly rewriting their 
own texts in the target genre 
supported by a summary of 
target genre features, then 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations are likely to occur 
Status: refined 

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, 
students are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the target 
genre 

Status: confirmed 

Characterization of EO1 Interactional Scaffolding  
As indicated in the introductory section of the present chapter, interactional 
scaffolding was explored in more detail in retrospect, so as to shed more light 
on what constituted the mediating processes throughout the different TLC 
phases. To do so, a framework inspired by Hammond and Gibbons’ (2005) 
model of interactional scaffolding features was used to analyze subject lecturer-
student interactions in the enacted five GBWI lessons (see Section 5.3.2). The 
results of the analysis are shown in Figure 5.8. 
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Figure 5.8 Types of interactional scaffolding in EO1 (100%= 830) 

Figure 5.8 shows that the overall pattern of types of interactional scaffolding 
used by the subject lecturer was fairly consistent over the course of the lessons: 
appropriating (Appro) was used most frequently, generally followed by cued 
elicitation (Cued) and increasing prospectiveness (Increa). That is, the subject 
lecturer incorporated student input consistently in the interactions (i.e., Appro), 
which she sometimes extended by posing questions with strong hints (i.e., 
Cued) or by posing less supportive questions (i.e., Increa). In interacting with 
students, the subject lecturer used recasting least frequently. Presumably, she 
considered reformulating student input as unnecessary. What Figure 5.8 further 
shows is the relative frequent use of modeling in the lessons 3 and 5, related to 
the instructional activities of Deconstruction and Joint construction. In 
addition, linking ideas, concepts or learning points to previous or future 
learning is only used sometimes. This also applies to recapping, although the 
subject lecturer used this type of scaffolding relatively frequently in the first 
two lessons, probably related to the introduction of new knowledge.  

Summary of EO1 Enactment  
Table 5.15 gives an overview of the different design and theoretical conjectures 
tested throughout the TLC phases in EO1.  
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Table 5.15 
Status of the EO1 design and theoretical conjectures  

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students in the whole-class context 

engage in sharing their knowledge of 
the field elicited by multimodal input 
and guiding questions, then 
diagnosing of student current 
knowledge as well as discussing and 
building this knowledge are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed

If interaction in terms of 
diagnosing, discussing and 
field building occurs, a 
common student 
understanding of the field in 
which the target genre is used 
and of the accompanying 
language is likely to develop 
Status: confirmed

II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage in 
analyzing the target genre in sample 
texts with the help of practical, 
subject-specific explanation of the 
genre concepts moves, field, tenor and 
mode in the whole-class context, then 
awareness raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are likely 
to occur 
Status: refined 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and 
modeling occurs, students are 
likely to develop knowledge 
of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the 
target genre  

Status: confirmed 
III Joint construction If students in small groups engage in 

jointly rewriting their own texts in the 
target genre supported by a summary 
of target genre features, then 
modeling, negotiating and evaluating 
genre-specific formulations are likely 
to occur 
Status: refined 

If interaction in terms of 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the 
target genre 
Status: confirmed 

Table 5.15 shows that, in general, testing the design and theoretical conjectures 
in practice confirmed most of them. In other words, the activities and materials 
designed for the various TLC phases yielded most of the intended interactions 
(i.e., mediating processes), which contributed to the gradual development of 
students’ genre proficiency (i.e., intermediate outcomes). Still, a number of 
refinements had to be made to the design of the deconstruction and joint 
construction activities. Both the refined conjectures and the confirmed 
conjectures were tested in practice in EO2 in order to provide more empirical 
evidence on their validity. 

In addition to the insights gained on how GBWI can be enacted in practice 
through conjecture mapping, several challenges affecting the enactment of 
GBWI were identified throughout the lessons. These have been divided into 
three categories (student, subject lecturer, context) that needed to be taken into 
account in the EO2 intervention.  
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Challenges related to students’ knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Insufficient grasp of the genre concepts (i.e., goal, field, tenor, mode and 

moves) 
- Perceived irrelevance of subject-specific GBWI course 
- Failure to contribute to classroom activities 
- Failure to adhere to social norms in classroom interactions 

Challenges related to subject lecturer’s knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Insufficient grasp and explanation of the genre concepts 
- Insufficient communicative competence and interaction skills 
- Difficulty with gradual release of control in interactions 
- Insufficient writing and modeling skills 
- Lack of self-confidence in providing GBWI 
- Difficulty with time and class management 

Challenges related to contextual factors  
- Number of lessons available for the full interventions (i.e., 5 x 60 min.) 
- Existing language policy and practices (writing separated from content) at 

the HBS 
- Class size (24 students) 

Following on from the descriptions of the enactment of the GBWI lessons in 
EO1, the evaluation of the intervention on students’ proficiency in writing an 
event proposal (i.e., intervention outcome) is discussed in the following 
section.  

5.3.4 Evaluation: Data Collection and Analysis 
To be able to evaluate the effect of the GBWI intervention on students’ writing 
proficiency in the subject-specific genre of event proposals (subquestion c), 
pre- and post-tests were administered. In the week preceding lesson 1 and the 
week following lesson 5, students were given 45 minutes to individually write 
an event proposal. 

To measure students’ writing development, two instruments were used: writing 
assignments and a genre-based analytic scoring scheme. Two writing 
assignments were designed, one for the pre-test and one for the post-test. The 
assignments provided information on the content of the event proposal (type of 
event, time, place, theme) and some guidelines (addressee, length). They were 
comparable in terms of complexity and topic (Yasuda, 2011). See Figure 5.9 
for one of the two assignments.
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Figure 5.9 Example of writing assignment EO 

The second instrument used was a genre-based analytic scoring scheme (see 
also Gibbons, 2009) to evaluate students’ written texts. Because the aim was to 
measure students’ proficiency in structure and linguistic features related to the 
text goal, analytic scoring was preferred over a more holistic approach (cf. 
Hunter, Jones, & Randhawa, 1996). The typical textual features of event 
proposals (see Chapter 4) were used as input for the scoring scheme, which was 
expanded with a three-point scale of 0-1-2 (see Appendix C). In addition, for 
each aspect a rubric was developed, provided with examples of each score. An 
example of a rubric is depicted in Table 5.16.  

Table 5.16 
Example of rubric as used for assessing event proposals 

Category Score Instruction Example
Tenor 
Writer acts as 
an advisor? 

0 No advisory language 
used or two or more 
non-advisory phrases 

For dinner, we decided on a buffet. 
Furthermore, we thought of dining in 
small groups to create an intimate 
setting, linked to the event theme.

1 Advisory language 
used with only one 
non-advisory phrase 

For dinner, we recommend a buffet. 
Furthermore, we thought of dining in 
small groups to create an intimate 
setting, linked to the event theme.

2 Advisory language 
used consistently 

For dinner, we recommend a buffet. 
Furthermore, we propose dining in 
small groups to create an intimate 
setting, linked to the event theme.
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To analyze students’ pre- and post-tests, all handwritten texts (n=48) were first 
scanned, anonymized and then given a code. Each text was attributed scores by 
the researcher per aspect (0-1-2), which were subsequently totaled. To compare 
individual students’ scores on the pre- and post-test, the non-parametric 
Wilcoxon Signed Rank test for related samples was used (see also Carstens & 
Fletcher, 2007; Ferreira, 2007). This test is suitable for analyzing small 
samples, like in this research. It indicates the probability of a significant 
difference between pre- and post-test scores, and is appropriate for comparing 
data from the same participants. In addition, effect sizes were calculated for 
which Cohen’s d with pooled standard deviations was used: mean (post)-mean 
(pre) divided by the pooled SD (Cohen, 1988). 

In order to verify the reliability of the scoring, the researcher, as a first rater, 
assigned approximately 20% of the texts (n=10; see also Boettger, 2014) to a 
second rater. These texts concerned five pre- and five post-tests, selected 
randomly. The researcher instructed the second rater in a half-day session, 
familiarizing her with the type of text, the analytic scoring scheme and the 
rubrics. Before the second rater proceeded, the researcher and second rater 
jointly assessed three other student texts, outside the sample, to align their 
interpretation and scoring. A weighted kappa test identified an interrater 
agreement of .77, indicating a substantial level of consistency (Landis & Koch, 
1977). 

5.3.5 Evaluation: Results 
To measure the effect of GBWI on students’ proficiency in writing an event 
proposal, students’ total scores on the pre- and post-tests were compared. The 
comparison yielded statistically significant differences in writing proficiency 
(Z=-3,647, p < .05, d=1.16).  

Out of 24 students, 19 students improved their average score on the post-test in 
comparison to their pre-test scores, while three students scored the same on 
both tests and two students scored lower on the post-test. Table 5.17 shows the 
minimum, maximum and median total scores on the pre- and post-test.  

Table 5.17 
Results of EO1 pre- and post-tests (n=24, scale 0-30) 

Min. Max. Median
Total score on pre-test 6 19 11
Total score on post-test 10 21 15

To enable comparison across the genre features of the event proposal and 
mechanics, the relative change within each feature was calculated as a 
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percentage. To this end, student scores per feature (e.g., field, tenor) on the pre-
tests were totaled and calculated as a percentage of the maximum obtainable 
score for that feature. The same was done for the post-tests. Then, the two 
relative scores were compared and the difference in percentage between them 
was determined to calculate the relative change per feature from pre- to post-
test (see Table 5.18). 

Table 5.18 
Relative change per feature from EO1 pre-test to EO1 post-test 

Relative score 
on pre-test 

Relative score 
on post-test 

Relative change

Overall structure 12.50% 41.67% 233%
Field 46.88% 58.33% 24%
Mode 76.04% 84.38% 11%
Tenor 35.42% 50.83% 44%
Mechanics 15.28% 17.36% 14%

As Table 5.18 shows, the relative change in ‘overall structure’ was most 
pronounced. While the students had had problems incorporating the four moves 
into the event proposal on the pretest, they did much better on the post-test. 
Apparently, it is possible to teach students the overall structure of a genre in a 
relatively short period. 

The students also improved quite a bit on ‘tenor’ in their event proposals after 
the intervention. As the problem analysis (Chapter 4) and the rewriting 
assignment in lesson 4 demonstrated, students initially wrote rather sender-
oriented texts. In the post-tests, students were generally better able to take on 
an advisory role and to write a receiver-oriented text (see Examples 1a and 1b, 
from one student’s pre- and post-test).  

1a) Based on our meeting, we have come up with a couple of ideas for your 
event we think are nice. 

1b) Based on our pleasant meeting, we have translated your requirements into 
an idea for the event. 

As these examples show, there is a shift in focus to the receiver in the post-test 
and the relationship between reader and writer is more appropriate, with the 
student focusing on the client’s requirements and assuming an advisory role. 
Many students continued to struggle with using more written-like, formal 
language in their event proposals instead of more spoken like, informal 
language (e.g., kind of, fun idea, really cool event). This is a wider problem, 
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which had also surfaced in the problem analysis and first-year students’ general 
writing problems (Chapter 4). 

The students demonstrated a relatively substantial improvement in ‘field’. 
Several students represented field on their post-tests better than on their 
pretests, using more action verbs and emotive vocabulary when describing the 
event (see Examples 2a and 2b from one student’s pre- and post-test). The use 
of emotive vocabulary and vivid description in order to persuade the reader had 
been identified as a stumbling block in the problem analysis (see Section 
4.4.2). The teacher had suggested that students were probably unfamiliar with 
this kind of vocabulary in event proposals. 

2a) The guests will be picked up by a VIP coach. Upon arrival, they will be 
received on a red carpet. 

2b) After an enjoyable VIP coach drive, the guests will be warmly welcomed 
by the host and hostess upon arrival and will be led down a plush, red carpet. 

Examples 2a and 2b both describe guest transportation and reception at the 
venue. This student clearly improved from using a factual description to a 
mood-setting description by using emotive vocabulary appropriate for event 
proposals. The student’s pre-test language use may have been based on his 
understanding of event proposals as informative texts rather than persuasive 
texts. 

With respect to ‘mode’, the students showed only a slight improvement from 
pre- to post-test. This might be partly due to their relatively high pretest scores 
on mode. Apparently, organization and sequencing using reference and signal 
words did not pose a major problem. Finally, the post-tests showed a small 
improvement in ‘mechanics’ compared to the pre-tests. However, spelling, 
grammar and punctuation were serious problems in most students’ texts, as the 
relatively low scores in Table 5.18 demonstrate. This finding was in line with 
the problems identified in the analysis of first-year students’ general writing 
level (Chapter 4). 

Summary of EO1 Evaluation 
To sum up, comparison of the pre- and post-tests reveals a statistically 
significant growth in writing proficiency in terms of students’ ability to use the 
typical genre features of the event proposal. However, not all the students (only 
19 out of 24) showed improvement on their post-tests, while the relative 
change in each genre feature also varied considerably. The maximum scores on 
the pre- and post-test were 19 and 21 out of a possible 30, while the median 
scores were 11 and 15 respectively. 
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5.4  EO2 Intervention 
The EO2 intervention took place in September and October 2015, 
approximately six months after the enactment of EO1 (see Figure 5.2). Because 
the EO2 intervention was based in part on the experiences gained in EO1, this 
section frequently refers to EO1. 

5.4.1 Participants 
Thirteen students participated in the EO2 intervention. The number of students 
was lower than in EO1, a deliberate change made after it was concluded that 
class size had negatively affected classroom interaction and student 
involvement in EO1 (see also Emilia, 2005; Payaprom, 2012). This adjustment 
was considered justifiable, because the research was not intended to generate 
some universally applicable solution, but primarily to sort out how GBWI 
could be utilized under context-specific circumstances (see Anderson & 
Shattuck, 2012; Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015; and Chapter 3). 

Again, a consent form was used to obtain informed consent from all 
participants and their anonymity was guaranteed. A majority of the 
participating students were female (69.2% vs. 30.8% male). The students 
ranged from 17 to 22 years of age and their average age was 19.31 years (SD 
2.097). All but two of the students were native speakers of Dutch. In terms of 
prior education, a slight majority of students (53.8%) had a secondary general 
education diploma (havo), while 46.2% had a secondary vocational diploma 
(mbo). The students’ final grade in Dutch on their diplomas ranged from 5 to 8 
(on a scale from 1 to 10), with an average of 6.38 (SD .768). 

The subject lecturer who took part in this intervention was the same lecturer 
who enacted EO1. 

5.4.2 Enactment: Data Collection and Analysis 
The same three types of data were collected as in EO1: prospective, actual and 
reflective data. The data were analyzed in the same way as in the previous 
intervention (see Section 5.3.2 for details).  

The researcher coded the interactional segments in each EO2 lesson’s video 
transcripts and had a second researcher code a random selection of these 
segments (20 segments per lesson) to establish interrater agreement. This 
resulted in an interrater agreement of .793, indicating a substantial level of 
consistency (Landis & Koch, 1977). The qualitative analysis of the reflective 
data was also checked for reliability (see Section 5.3.2). This resulted in a 
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kappa score of .824, indicating an almost perfect level of consistency (Landis 
& Koch, 1977). 

5.4.3 Enactment: Results 
This section again describes the results of the intervention as a design narrative. 
For every TLC phase, the results of each EO2 lesson are described from a 
prospective, actual and reflective perspective. These will include frequent 
references to EO1, because the EO2 design was adapted in accordance with the 
EO1 results. The section concludes with a crystallized description of the EO2 
enactment, including an overview of the conjectures tested and a summary of 
the challenges identified during enactment, so as to inform intervention EO3. 

EO2 I Building the field, Lesson 1  

Prospective focus 
Just as in EO1, the first TLC phase, captured in lesson 1, aimed at building 
students’ field knowledge, while developing their awareness of the language of 
the field at the same time. In view of this aim, the design and theoretical 
conjectures tested and confirmed in EO1 functioned as a guideline. In Table 
5.19, both conjectures for the first TLC phase are shown. 

Table 5.19 
Conjectures for the Building the field phase in EO2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

The lesson was designed to include various instructional activities to prompt 
teacher-student discussions about Event Organization and the language 
appropriate for this field. In a departure from EO1, the first EO2 lesson would 
include a short video of an exploratory meeting by way of visual support. As a 
different source of meaning making, the film was expected to help students 
understand the relationship between the meeting and the event proposal and jog 
the discussion on the differences in language use between the two genres. In an 
attempt to focus students’ attention on the linguistic angle of the GBWI 
lessons, the first lesson would also include an exercise in evaluating sentences 
from the pretest. This activity was expected to increase students’ insight into 
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their existing and desired proficiency in writing an event proposal and to bring 
home the importance of GBWI. Table 5.20 lists the full design for lesson 1.  

Table 5.20 
EO2 Lesson plan 1 

EO2 Lesson 1: Design (10-09-2015)
TLC phase Building the field
Learning goal Students develop a general understanding of the field of event 

organization in which event proposals are used 
Instructional activities 1. Class feedback on pre-test writing assignment  

2. Class discussion on event organization and the accompanying 
language, prompted by watching a video of an exploratory 
meeting 

3. Class exercise in evaluating student sentences from the pre-test
Instructional materials Slide presentation, video of exploratory meeting

Actual focus 
The lecturer generally carried out the activities according to plan. Prior to the 
class discussion activity, she showed a 5-minute video clip of an exploratory 
meeting. She then used some guiding questions from the slide presentation to 
get the discussion going (e.g., “What do you think of this meeting?”, “How do 
the people in this video talk to another?” and “What does this meeting have to 
do with the event proposal?”). The discussion activity was intended to gauge 
students’ existing knowledge of the field. A broader discussion ensued on the 
differences in register between the meeting and a written event proposal. 

The exercise in which the class had to evaluate student sentences taken from 
the pretest was enacted as a game. Students were spurred into action, both 
cognitively and physically, because they had to run to one side of the classroom 
if they thought the sentence met event proposal standards and to the other if 
they thought the sentence did not meet event proposal standards. This game 
design was intended to address the need for different participation structures 
and increased student input, needs identified in EO1. In addition, in using 
physical exercise as an additional source of meaning making, message 
abundancy was created, which would help build students’ knowledge. 
The subject lecturer initiated most interactions in this lesson’s activities. 
However, student input did not remain limited to short one- or two-word 
responses. Students repeatedly provided substantial input and the lecturer took 
these opportunities to extend the interaction: 

L : So, what do you think was the aim of the exploratory meeting? 
S12 : To check whether he was the right person for the event. 
L : Right, that’s what he said. And do you think that was the same for 

both people in the meeting? 
S12 : I think so. 
L : Does everybody else think so too? 
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S4 : There are several aims. 
L : That’s right, this meeting has several aims. The client’s aim is to 

gauge whether the event organizer is the right person for the job. And 
the other person, who might get and accept the job, what is his aim? 

S4 : The client’s wishes? 
L : Exactly, he’s there to understand his client’s requirements. Does he 

also try to persuade the client at the same time? 
S4 : Yes. 
L : That’s right! And how does he go about that? 
S4 : He shows his human side. 
L : Yes, he shows his human side, you’re right. And he also shows you 

can trust him in business, right? 
S12 : Yes, he mentions his experience. 
L : Indeed, experience; he is a professional. 

This exchange shows the lecturer took the lead in the interaction, but left 
students enough time to respond. When she was not satisfied with one answer, 
she posed several follow-up questions. In this way, she helped the students 
jointly develop an understanding of event organization, while also 
demonstrating the appropriate vocabulary (meeting, event organizer, client’s 
requirements, persuade the client). In the class exercise of evaluating student 
sentences, the lecturer made it clear she had high expectations of the students. 
She asked students not only to choose the most appropriate sentence, but also 
to justify their choice, thereby getting them to discuss vocabulary:  

L : Okay, read this sentence (“I am curious to hear what you think of 
our idea”). If you want to be persuasive, does this sentence help or 
not? Pick a side!  

(Students all chose ‘no’). 
L : So, you all agree that this sentence is inappropriate. Why?  
S7 : Presumably, you have already organized many other events, so you 

should know if your idea meets the client’s expectations or not.  
L : Right. You mean, you don’t need to ask that so explicitly? 
S7 : Exactly, that you should know by now what to write to meet 

expectations. 
L : Okay, so that’s your opinion. And what do you think? 
S8 : Um…I wouldn’t put the question this way, but maybe…eh…I don’t 

know, I think it’s too informal. 
L : Right, is that what’s struck you about this? And what is that caused 

by? 
S8 : Maybe because of ‘I’ or something? 
L : Right, using ‘I’ foregrounds you as a writer, but we don’t want to 

sound like it’s all about us.  
S10 : I think it also sounds too insecure for a professional selling his idea. 
L : Yes, you’re right too. Well done. Clearly, this sentence could stand 

improvement. 
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This excerpt illustrates how students discuss the relationship between the client 
and the event organization (i.e., tenor) and build their knowledge of the field, 
and, in the process, lay bare the importance of word choice. The excerpt also 
makes clear that the lecturer asked several questions to extend the interaction 
and recapped the main point: the importance of receiver-oriented writing in the 
event proposal genre. 

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Reflecting on the aim of this phase, several ways in which students increased 
their knowledge of the field were noticed. Students discussed the relevance of 
exploratory meetings and the role of an event proposal in the overall event 
organization process, which helped them to get a better understanding of the 
field. Just as in EO1, it was noted that the students’ existing knowledge of 
event organization was already fairly well-developed, presumably because of 
their prior education or life experience. With respect to the tone used in this 
field, it was noted that the students were relatively capable of distinguishing 
between the language use in a personal meeting and that which is appropriate 
for a written event proposal (formality, sentence length, correctness, use of 
gestures and emotions). Students also showed they were reasonably aware of 
the writing style that would help a writer achieve his persuasive goal in an 
event proposal, although they sometimes found it hard to explain this at the 
level of vocabulary.  

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
In terms of designed scaffolding, using the video worked out well. It not only 
contributed to setting the context, but also elicited interaction. And this 
interaction, in turn, facilitated a class discussion about the differences between 
speaking and writing, and formal and informal writing. The whole-class 
activity in which students evaluated sentences from the pretest also had the 
desired effect; its design as a physical game activated the students and drew 
them in. In the SRI, the lecturer said: 

“What was really good about this activity was that it created an entirely 
different dynamic, as students no longer sat at their tables but had to get up 
and move to one side of the classroom.”

Discussing and evaluating the sentences from the pretests also made students 
aware of the linguistic focus of the GBWI lessons and their own existing level 
of proficiency, implicitly suggesting that they could improve their proficiency 
with the proper support. This activity also made it much easier for the lecturer 
to emphasize the relevance of the writing support lessons than it had been in 
EO1. 
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With respect to interactional scaffolding, it was observed that the lecturer 
initiated most interactions, but that student input was considerable. In this TLC 
phase, students’ contributions are usually limited to a couple of words at a 
time, but this was not the case in EO2 lesson 1, as the excerpts above show. In 
this lesson, the lecturer generally allowed students sufficient time to think and 
respond, something she had had trouble with in EO1. The subject lecturer tried 
to extend interactions at several instances by asking for clarification or 
elaboration of an answer, thereby demonstrating a more demanding attitude 
than generally shown in EO1. Sometimes though, the subject lecturer missed 
scaffolding opportunities as she kept too much control or had difficulties 
responding directly on student input, as illustrated in the following quote: 

“I remember the part where the students had written down the differences 
between spoken and written language on the whiteboard and I failed to 
respond immediately. I just could not evaluate their input on the spot, I wasn’t 
on the ball enough.” 

As discussed earlier, interactional scaffolding in a whole-class setting is 
demanding because it requires lecturers to think on their feet and assess 
students’ input on the spot. This means that lecturers need to have ample genre 
and linguistic knowledge, as well as scaffolding skills to respond quickly to 
student input. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Three challenges were pinpointed in the first EO2 lesson. The first was the 
lecturer’s lack of self-confidence. In the SRI, she indicated that she, despite 
careful preparation, had struggled with the first activity of providing class 
feedback, which had a negative effect on her self-confidence. The second 
challenge was that the lecturer at times struggled to find the right words and to 
communicate clearly. To address this, the lecturer was asked to prepare for the 
next lesson by jotting down vocabulary, phrases, synonyms, and so on, for 
every slide in the presentation. And the third challenge was that the lecturer, as 
her attention flagged, had missed a few scaffolding opportunities. She was 
therefore asked to listen more carefully to student input in the upcoming 
lessons in order not to miss any more of these opportunities. 

Reflection on the Building the field conjectures 
The reflections on lesson 1 warranted confirmation of the design and 
theoretical conjectures for the first TLC phase (see Table 5.21). Just as in EO1, 
the designed activities did elicit interactions that allowed diagnosis of the 
students’ current level of proficiency and led to discussions that helped the 
students increase their knowledge of the field. The video clip of the exploratory 
meeting – a form of multimodal input – had helped to achieve this goal, as had 
the whole-class evaluation of student-produced sentences. With respect to the 
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theoretical conjecture, the data indicated that the interactions had indeed 
improved the students’ understanding of the field and its language. 

Table 5.21 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Building the field phase in EO2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

Status: confirmed 

EO2 II Deconstruction, Lessons 2 and 3 

Prospective focus 
Just as in EO1, EO2 lessons 2 and 3 were designed to develop students’ 
knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features of event proposals. 
Based on the results in EO1, the design conjecture for this phase had been 
slightly altered. In EO1, it was noted with hindsight (in the EO1 Joint 
construction phase), that the students would have benefited from having access 
to a written summary of the genre concepts in the Deconstruction phase. 
Therefore such a summary was created, called an analysis and writing tool, and 
introduced in lesson 3 of EO2. The design conjecture in Table 5.22 reflected 
this change (in italics).  

Table 5.22 
Conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in EO2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage 

in analyzing the target genre in 
sample texts supported by an 
analysis and writing tool and with 
the help of practical, subject-
specific explanation of the genre 
concepts moves, field, tenor and 
mode in the whole-class context, 
then awareness raising and 
modeling of the target genres’ 
text features are likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to 
develop knowledge of the goal, 
structure and linguistic features of 
the target genre  

Just as in EO1, EO2 lessons 2 and 3 are each described as a design narrative, 
from a prospective, actual and reflective perspective. At the end of both 
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descriptions, the conjectures listed in Table 5.22 are reflected on and either 
confirmed, refined or refuted.  

EO2 Lesson 2 

Just as in EO1, a short recapping activity was planned at the beginning of the 
lesson to jog the students’ memory. The lesson would also include two joint 
analyses of the same sample text, one before GBWI was introduced and one 
after, to address some of the problems identified in EO1. Involving students in 
an activity before giving them a theoretical explanation of GBWI was expected 
to increase students’ engagement and participation. The activity-explanation-
activity sequence was also intended to make students aware of how helpful 
GBWI was for analyzing texts. Table 5.23 shows the complete design for the 
lesson.

Table 5.23 
EO2 Lesson plan 2 

EO2 Lesson 2: Design (14-09-2015)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic 

features of the event proposal
Instructional activities 1. Short recap of knowledge of the field 

2. Joint analysis of sample text 1 
3. Explanation of GBWI  
4. Joint analysis of sample text 1, from a GBWI perspective

Instructional materials Slide presentation, sample text 1 

Actual focus 
The first analysis of sample text 1 was carried out in pairs, with the help of 
only two guiding questions (“What do you like about this event proposal?” and 
“What would you have done differently in writing this text?”). Student findings 
were subsequently discussed in a whole-class context. The lecturer then went 
on to explain GBWI, introducing the genre concepts of moves, field, tenor and 
mode in a practical, subject-specific way (i.e., by providing examples related 
directly to event organization and event proposals). The lecturer also made sure 
to include examples the students were familiar with from their everyday life 
(e.g., a price quote from a car salesperson) to make it easier to recognize 
particular textual features. In her explanations, the lecturer acted as a model, as 
the more knowledgeable other who introduces learners into new knowledge. 

In the final activity, the students were asked to re-analyze sample text 1, this 
time using the genre concepts they had just been taught. Students again worked 
in pairs and then shared their findings with their peers in a whole-class setting. 
Figure 5.10 lists the guiding questions provided for this second analysis. 
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Re-analysis of Sample Text 1 

1. What is the aim of the text? 
2. What moves can you identify in the text? 
3. What is the topic of the text? What words/phrases demonstrate this? 
4. How does the writer approach the reader? What words/phrases express that 

relationship? 
5. How does the writer guide the reader through the text? What words/phrases 

express this guidance?

Figure 5.10 EO2 lesson 2: Guiding questions for re-analyzing sample text  

In the recapping and explanatory activities, the lecturer took the lead. 
Interactions during these activities generally followed the typical IRF pattern: 

L : So Barbara, what key words from last week’s input did you write 
down? 

S8 : I wrote down ‘client’s requirements’, ‘mood-setting’ and 
‘vocabulary’ 

L : Okay, those are all very important issues. You combined language 
and content, well done! 

L : Why is it so important to know and use the right words? 
S6 : Because then you show that you understand what it’s all about. 
L : That’s right, you show you really know the business. 

Both excerpts follow an IRF pattern, but they had different aims. The first was 
intended to refresh the students’ memory, while the second was focused on 
helping students gain an understanding of GBWI at a metalinguistic level. 
Discussing this kind of knowledge in order to raise student awareness of the 
role of language in the subject-specific context is common in this TLC phase. 

During the first text analysis activity, interactions and student turns were 
generally longer, and the students seemed to be sharing the responsibility for 
contributing more (see also Chapter 2): 

S9 : If you used the informal ‘you’ in the meeting, should you do the 
same in the event proposal?  

L : What would you do?  
S4 : I would simply mention that you agreed to use the informal you in 

the meeting, and that you are therefore continuing to do so in the 
proposal. 

L : You mean you would use the informal ‘you’?  
S6 : I think it would be better to use the formal ‘you’. 
L : Do you agree, Bart? Why would you do the same? 
S12 : It’s just more polite. It’s a formal document after all.  
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L : You’re right, it is a formal document. And there is a difference 
between speaking and writing.  

S9 : So, you’re better off keeping it formal? 
L : I would always use a fairly formal tone, because an event proposal 

is different from eh… 
S6 : Also, if someone else were to read the proposal, it would be quite 

strange. 
L : Exactly. That’s a good point you’re making 

This excerpt shows the lecturer facilitating the discussion rather than directing 
it. She scaffolded student learning by refraining from providing an answer to 
the student’s initial question, and put the question back to the class. In this way, 
she shifted responsibility towards the students, exactly as is recommended 
teachers do in this second TLC phase. By contrast, the lecturer was much more 
directive in the class discussion on the second sample text analysis. She tried to 
start a debate by asking questions and involving all the students, but student 
input remained rather limited.  

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
In reflecting on the aim of this lesson (to help students’ increase their 
knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features of event proposals), it 
was concluded that students indeed seemed to have increased their knowledge 
to some extent. Initially, the students seemed to think of an event proposal 
mainly as a price quote of the kind commonly given for a paint job or the 
purchase of a car. One student commented: 

“When I think of a proposal, I think of a single page quotation, not of this kind 
of text; this is so extensive!” 

This illustrates how deconstructing a sample text helped this student to develop 
an awareness of the target genre in terms of appearance. Later in the same 
lesson, the students started to understand that if they wanted to sell their idea 
for an event (i.e., persuade their reader), they would need to do more than just 
quote a price. As one student said: 

“What is nice about this proposal is that you get an idea of what the event is 
going to be like, what kind of mood and decorations there will be. I do like 
that, even though it strikes me as slightly over the top here and there.” 

This growing awareness of what an event proposal is about and what role 
language plays in it can be seen as a laying the foundations for learning to write 
in the genre. At the micro-level of words and sentences, students initially found 
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it hard to identify the textual features specific to event proposals, as the 
following interaction illustrates: 

L : What role is the writer assuming here? 
S2 : A business role. 
L : Yes, a business role, but can you be more specific? 
S2 : What do you mean? 
L : Eh…let me give you some examples: Is he assuming the role of an 

employee (Tell me what to do?), of an employer (This is how we are 
going to do it), or is he assuming some other role? 

S2 : Well, eh…the role of someone who proposes something. 
L : Someone who proposes something, OK, or maybe better: the role of 

an advisor? 
S2 : Exactly, that is what I meant. 
L : And what in this text expresses this advisory role? What words are 

cluing you in? 
S2 : “You asked us to help you think of” 
L : Excellent, well done. 

This excerpt from the second text analysis shows how students initially 
struggled to recognize tenor in the event proposal. With the lecturer providing a 
few cues and focused questions, however, students eventually were able to 
pinpoint the relevant words in the text. This is a good example of the impact of 
the lecturer’s support during interactions. This exchange pushed the student 
and helped him develop his knowledge. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
Reflecting on the designed scaffolding in this lesson, it was concluded that 
changing the sequence of the activities and introducing varying participation 
structures had had a positive effect. In contrast to lesson 2 in EO1, the sample 
event proposal had been introduced nearly at the beginning of the lesson, 
followed by an explanation of GBWI. Changing the order of the instructional 
activities had resulted in more student involvement and a less teacher-led 
lesson. An additional advantage was that GBWI had been explained in close 
conjunction with the sample text, instead of as a separate unit, as it had in EO1. 
It was also noticed how well it worked to explain the genre concepts in a 
practical, subject-specific way and to link them to familiar, everyday examples.  
In general, it was concluded that the designed scaffolding in this lesson had left 
more room for classroom interaction than lesson 2 in EO1 and that most 
teacher-student exchanges worked well, perhaps also due to the lesson’s 
improved design. It might also have had to do with the lecturer’s relaxed, open 
attitude toward the students, as she said in the SRI: 

“I think my attitude was friendly, open and confident, which made students 
willing to contribute.” 
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Scaffolding literature (see Chapter 2) has also highlighted that the lecturer’s 
attitude can have an impact on student performance. If the lecturer is able to 
create an atmosphere in which students feel both motivated and supported, they 
will push themselves harder. In this case, the lecturer also demanded more of 
her students than in the first lesson. She asked many questions and redirected 
student questions back to the class, thus contributing to the length and quality 
of the exchanges. Still, the lecturer again missed a few scaffolding 
opportunities when she provided help too quickly. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Several challenges were identified in lesson 2. The first one was the lecturer’s 
modeling role. In discussing the sample event proposal, some students became 
rather provocative and questioned the authenticity of the text (e.g., “I can’t 
believe an event proposal would really look like this”) and the lecturer’s 
authority as a model (“Have you ever written real event proposals yourself, 
outside the school context?”). In the SRI, the lecturer said these questions 
overwhelmed her a couple of times, although she coped well by offering room 
for discussion. Another challenge identified was the lecturer’s tendency to 
separate language and content. In her explanation and instruction, she 
sometimes explicitly stressed the difference between language and content 
(e.g., “Now, I want you to take a look at the language, we’ll have a look at the 
content of the proposal later”), instead of emphasizing how closely intertwined 
the two are. Clearly, such statements neither help students understand the 
linkage between language and content, nor press home the relevance of subject-
specific writing. She was therefore asked to be more careful with such 
statements, although they were not entirely unexpected, given the existing 
writing policy and practices at the HBS (see Chapter 4), and the fact that EO 
was also taught in content-only lessons that ran parallel to the EO writing 
support lessons (see Section 5.2).

EO2 Lesson 3 

Prospective focus 
Lesson 3 was designed to kick off with another recap of the genre concepts, 
because the EO1 students had continued to find it hard to understand and apply 
these concepts throughout the lessons. The lesson would also include analysis 
of a second sample event proposal and a comparison between the first and 
second sample texts. These activities were expected to increase student 
knowledge of the typical features of event proposals. An analysis and writing 
tool was also made available. This tool was designed to support students when 
they had to analyze a sample text for structural and linguistic features in terms 
of the genre concept of moves, field, tenor and mode. The tool would also 
come in handy later, when students would be expected to write their own event 
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proposal. Inherent to the temporary nature of scaffolding, students would need 
the tool less and less over time. 

The analysis and writing tool consisted of both textual and visual input that 
helped explain the genre features of event proposals (see excerpt in Table 5.24; 
for the full tool, see Appendix D). Because the tool was also intended for use in 
the writing phase, a new category was added to the linguistic features: 
‘mechanics’, or the correct use of spelling, grammar, and punctuation. 
Although this aspect was not strictly speaking part of GBWI, it was included 
anyway, because it affects an event proposal’s effectiveness. Gibbons (2009) 
proposed a similar genre framework for (formative) assessment and included 
mechanics as the final criterion to reflect its relative importance. 

Table 5.24 
Excerpt of the EO analysis and writing tool 

Linguistic feature Question Sample phrasings
Relationship between 
writer-reader 

- Does the writer write 
as if he/she knows the 
reader? 

- Does the writer assume 
an advisory role? 

- In our talk, you indicated…/ Based 
on the wishes, you expressed in 
our talk on…. 

- Based on our experience, we 
propose…/ 

- We would propose… 

Table 5.25 lists the design for lesson 3.  

Table 5.25 
EO2 Lesson plan 3 

EO2 Lesson 3: Design (24-09-2015)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic 

features of the event proposal
Instructional activities 1. Recapping GBWI and event proposal features 

2. Analysis of sample text 2 
3. Comparison of sample texts 1 and 2 

Instructional materials Slide presentation, sample text 2, analysis and writing tool

Actual focus 
The in-class recapping activity was carried out in class to refresh the students’ 
memory about genre concepts in general and event proposals’ typical features 
in particular. The students then analyzed the second sample text in pairs, with 
the help of the same guiding questions that were used for the first text analysis 
in lesson 2. Students wrote down their findings and shared them with the class. 
Due to time constraints, the third activity – comparing sample texts 1 and 2 – 
could not be carried out in class, so the students were told to compare the two 
texts with the help of the analysis and writing tool at home and to bring their 
analysis to the next lesson.  
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During the recap, the lecturer took the lead and initiated every exchange, which 
generally followed the IRF pattern: 

L : To freshen up your knowledge of the features: ‘topic’ was about the 
content of the text, about typical words. Do you remember some of 
the words that are typically used in event proposals? 

S10 : Banquet, organizing, event script, client’s requirements 
L : That’s right. Well done. 

As this excerpt shows, this interaction was about eliciting student input in order 
to set the context and focus attention, as is common at the beginning of class 
(see EO1 and Chapter 2). In some instances, the lecturer prolonged classroom 
talk by asking additional questions: 

L : We also want you to look at the relationship between writer and 
reader. What exactly did that mean? Does anyone remember? 

S3 : How the writer guides the reader through the text? 
L : Well, that’s more what structuring your text is about. But what is the 

relationship between writer and reader? What specifically do we look 
for in the text? 

S4 : Whether the writer uses the formal or informal ‘you’. 
L : That’s right, that is one thing that expresses the relationship. What 

else? 
S5 : Whether he has already talked with the reader 
L : That’s right. That also reflects the relationship and you can refer to 

that by writing ‘in our meeting of …’ for example. And, you should 
always choose a tone of voice that reflects your relationship. 

This excerpt demonstrates that the students found it hard at first to remember 
what tenor was about. The lecturer then provided scaffolding by elaborating on 
her initial question, by appropriating student input and by handing back a 
related question to the class. 

During the text analysis activity and the subsequent class discussion, the 
lecturer’s role was less leading and more guiding. Although the lecturer still 
initiated most of the interactions, both the interactions and students’ responses 
became longer, sometimes helped along by supplementary questions: 

L : Have you found a phrase that shows the relationship between writer 
and reader? Who is the focus of this proposal? You can also use your 
tool for this! 

S3 : The client. 
L : And what leads you to believe this? 
S3 : Because ‘you’ is frequently used: ‘you indicated’, ‘your wishes’ 
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L : Indeed, it’s all about ‘you’. As a writer, you are secondary. Do you 
see other phrases that represent the relationship, in the second 
paragraph for example? 

S4 : ‘You asked us’… 
L : That’s right. The client asked you, so that also demonstrates the 

relationship: you didn’t force the client to use your services. 
S4 : It also shows that the details of the event can still be adjusted. 
S10 : That’s right. That everything is possible if the client wants that. 
L : Okay, that everything is possible. What does that say about the 

relationship then? 
S6 : That the event organization, the writer, is service-minded. 
L : Indeed, the writer is service-minded.

This excerpt shows that students collaboratively were able to identify particular 
words and phrases that represented the relationship between the reader and the 
writer. In discussing these, the students became aware of how word choice 
affects the writer’s stance and his ability to achieve the desired communicative 
goal. It was also observed that the students used metalanguage in their 
exchanges on event proposals’ features, such as ‘formal and informal 
language’, ‘mood-setting’ and ‘filmic description’, just as the students in EO1 
had by the third lesson. The analysis and writing tool also used these terms.  

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
With regard to the aim of this lesson (i.e., increasing students’ knowledge of 
the goal, structure and linguistic features of event proposals), the data showed 
that the students improved their understanding and application of this 
knowledge. However, the interactions on the text analysis also showed that 
some students still failed to grasp the essence of the genre features. For 
example, one student thought that ‘field’ referred to the part of the text that 
covered the main topic, and did not understand the term in its linguistic sense. 
Two other students had problems analyzing ‘mode’ because they also 
interpreted this genre concept as some kind of structural aspect instead of a 
linguistic feature. Most students did understand the genre concept of ‘tenor’, 
though. 

It was also noticed that several students were able to identify the type of ‘filmic 
descriptions’ typical of event proposals in the sample text. 

L : What else did you come across in your analysis of the text? I just 
heard someone say ‘particular words’ were used. Was that you, Vera? 

S9 : Yes, that was me. When you read this: “A trendy young man 
sporting beachwear warmly welcomes the guests and accompanies 
them….and so on”. Well, then there are like two, three, four of five 
adverbs, or whatever those things are called. 
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S5 : Mood-setting words 
L : You mean adjectives? 
S9 : Yes. I don’t know exactly, but the kind of words that help you make 

things bigger. 
L : Right, adjectives [and adverbs]. They’re used to set the mood. And 

together such phrases and clauses are called ‘filmic descriptions’. 
These are very typical of event proposals. 

S9 : I like that. After you’ve read such sentences you have a really good 
picture of what the event is going to be like.  

This excerpt shows students independently identifying a filmic description in 
the sample text. They were able to point at the use of adjectives and adverbs, 
even if they had trouble using the proper grammatical term and called it “those 
words that help you make things bigger”. The students also demonstrated that 
they understood why an event proposal includes such descriptions. This excerpt 
illustrates quite well how students, through deconstruction and interaction, 
learn to understand how texts in the event proposal genre work. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
Looking at the designed scaffolding in this lesson, it turned out that the text 
analysis activity worked well. Students seemed eager to carry out this activity.  
In the SRI, the lecturer suggested that this eagerness to apply knowledge in 
specific tasks may dovetail well with the practical orientation of students in 
higher professional education (see e.g., Wells & Edwards, 2013). Another 
observation made with respect to the text analysis activity was that the analysis 
and writing tool that was developed seemed helpful. The visual representation 
of the genre features and the sample phrasing in this tool helped students grasp 
the textual features of event proposals. It provided students with another source 
of meaning making, in addition to the lecturer’s oral explanations and the 
visual aid of the slide presentation. A minor drawback of the text analysis 
activity was that it took up a lot of time (including instruction, execution and 
discussion) and was therefore not easy to implement in the lesson (see also 
Adjustments and challenges). 

With respect to interactional scaffolding in this lesson, it was concluded that 
most interactions functioned well, as the lecturer stated in the SRI:  

“There was time for tranquility in the lesson, which was good. It made 
students feel at ease and invited to contribute to interactions, which they all 
did.” 

As indicated earlier on timing is a crucial aspect in interacting with students. 
While the subject lecturer initially tended to rush activities and sometimes 
seemed to avoid interactions because of their time-consuming nature, she now 
evidently experienced the value of allowing more time for interactions. In a 
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related observation, the lecturer also indicated that moving along with issues 
students put forward (e.g., discussion on the length of the event proposal) 
worked out better than strictly adhering to the lesson plan. Taken together, 
these observations seemed to indicate that the lecturer had become more 
confident about scaffolding student learning over the course of the lessons.  

Adjustments and challenges  
The first challenge identified in this lesson was excess teacher control. It was 
observed that the lecturer’s explanations took up a lot of time in class and that 
the lecturer maintained tight control. At this point in the TLC, it would have 
been better to let students take more initiative, as they were expected to 
gradually assume more responsibility. To address this issue, the lecturer was 
asked to be more demanding of her students in the upcoming lessons. This is 
essential for supporting student learning, as low expectations may negatively 
influence student contribution and development (see Chapter 2). Another 
challenge identified was the way in which the lecturer explained the genre 
concepts. As some students apparently still had trouble understanding and 
applying these, the lecturer was asked to be very explicit and unambiguous in 
her explanations and instructions, and to use the analysis and writing tool as a 
reference. The third challenge identified was time. Ideally, students go through 
several iterations of Deconstruction (and Joint construction) of the target genre 
to prepare them for independent writing. However, the time constraints present 
in this EO course at the HBS did not allow for this. 

Reflection on the Deconstruction conjectures 
Based on the enactment of lessons 2 and 3 and the reflections on these lessons, 
it was concluded that the design and theoretical conjectures for this phase were 
confirmed (see Table 5.26). Data indicated that the designed activities and 
materials (including the analysis and writing tool) as enacted in whole-class 
and small group structures indeed elicited the intended mediating processes of 
awareness raising and modeling. Most students also appeared to be developing 
their knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features of event proposals 
through their participation in these processes. Still, some students continued to 
have trouble understanding and applying the genre concepts, just as had been 
the case in the Deconstruction phase in EO1. 
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Table 5.26 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in EO2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups 

engage in analyzing the target 
genre in sample texts supported 
by an analysis and writing tool
and with the help of practical, 
subject-specific explanation of 
the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-
class context, then awareness 
raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to 
develop knowledge of the goal, 
structure and linguistic features of 
the target genre  

Status: confirmed 

EO2 III Joint construction, Lessons 4 and 5 

Prospective focus 
As in EO1, the third TLC phase, or ‘Joint construction’, was dealt with in 
lessons 4 and 5. The goal was to develop students’ skills in writing event 
proposals. In this intervention, the experience with EO1 was drawn on to test 
the design and theoretical conjectures (see Table 5.27) in practice. As 
explained in the section on the Deconstruction phase, the analysis and writing 
tool had been added to the design conjecture as a designed scaffold.   

Table 5.27 
Conjectures for the Joint construction phase in EO2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups 
engage in jointly rewriting their 
own texts in the target genre 
supported by an analysis and 
writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating 
genre-specific formulations are 
likely to occur

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their skills in 
writing texts in the target genre 

In line with lessons 2 and 3, lessons 4 and 5 are now described chronologically 
as a design narrative. The lesson descriptions are followed by reflections on the 
conjectures in Table 5.27. 

EO2 Lesson 4 

Three instructional activities were planned for lesson 4. As most students were 
unfamiliar with the use of mood-setting vocabulary to describe an event 
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filmically (see Chapter 4), an activity on describing mood was developed and 
planned, drawing inspiration from experiential learning theory (Kolb & Kolb, 
2005). A short discussion activity on the writing process was also planned to 
prepare students for writing collaboratively. The third activity would be a 
rewrite and evaluation of student event proposals (or a section of them). As 
opposed to the rewriting assignment in lesson 4 of EO1, it was considered more 
useful and motivating to have students rewrite their own event proposals, 
which they were currently writing in groups in parallel content-focused EO 
class lessons. The activity was designed to be carried out by small groups, as 
(re)writing in a whole-class context proved difficult to implement (see EO1). 
However, for the evaluation of the rewritten texts, students were to work 
together as a class. Table 5.28 shows the plan for lesson 4.  

Table 5.28 
EO2 Lesson plan 4

EO2 Lesson 4: Design (01-10-2015)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) an event 

proposal
Instructional activities 1. Experiential activity on describing mood 

2. Discussion on writing process 
3. Rewriting and evaluating (part of) event proposals 

Instructional materials Slide presentation, students’ own event proposals, analysis and 
writing tool

Actual focus 
The experiential activity on describing mood was carried out in the whole-class 
context. Based on photographs showing the lounges at eight different event 
venues, one student was asked to describe the mood of one particular lounge by 
using mood-setting vocabulary, based on which the other students had to guess 
the right picture. Subsequently, students were asked to reflect on this 
experience in an attempt to conceptualize what they observed (see Kolb & 
Kolb, 2005), that is, the impact of language in describing mood. In the next 
activity, a class discussion about the writing process, the lecturer first elicited 
input by asking students about their approaches to writing. Then, she 
elaborated on the importance of planning and revising texts, stressing the 
process-oriented approach to writing. For the third activity, the lecturer asked 
students to rewrite part of their event proposals in pairs, using the analysis and 
writing tool as a scaffold. Subsequently, she asked one student group to present 
their rewritten text section before the class so other students could discuss and 
evaluate it. 

Broadly speaking, the lecturer initiated all interactions in the first and second 
activities. After the students had provided input, she frequently recapped the 
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most important learning point of the interaction, as the following example 
illustrates: 

L : So, after you’ve finished writing your text, what do you do? Just 
send it? 

S5 : Yes, sometimes. 
S8 : Most of the time, yes (laughing). 
L : But what if it’s a really important text? 
S8 : Then I generally take a second look. 
L : Okay, you take a second look, and then what? 
S8 : Then I change about half of it. 
L : Then you change about half of it. 
S8 : (laughing) 
L : You are smiling, but that’s very good. That’s how writing works! 

Ideally, planning your writing takes about 40% of your time, and then 
you spend about 20% of your time on the actual writing of your text. 
And then, ideally, you spend 40% of your time on revising it. So, you 
are continually involved in evaluating and adapting your text in order 
to achieve your goal. 

As this excerpt demonstrates, the lecturer’s questions were fairly leading and 
mainly intended to reveal the students’ (inadequate) approaches to writing so 
she could advocate the process-oriented approach. In other words, she assumed 
the role of a more knowledgeable other. During the rewriting activity, the 
lecturer generally took on the role of the reader in eliciting student input.  
She walked through the room and evaluated student writing at her own 
initiative and on students’ request. In this way, she could directly promote 
students’ writing development from the reader’s perspective, as the following 
excerpt illustrates: 

L : Have a look at this sentence, from ‘the theme is international’ to 
‘feeling’. Who does this [sentence] focus on? What’s your 
relationship to your reader? What kind of position do you take here? 

S3 : What do you mean? 
L : Well, we talked about the relationship between reader and writer 

and how to express this in an appropriate way, right? Otherwise, you 
won’t impress [the reader]. So, my question is ‘what kind of role do 
you assume here?’ 

S3 : Well, am I kind of bossy? 
L : That’s right. You wrote ‘We want to…’, but it’s not your place to 

‘want’ things. So, I suggest you rephrase this sentence, because so 
far, as a writer, you have made it all about you, as if it is your event. 
But of course it isn’t.  

This excerpt shows how the lecturer provided support to the students as needed 
based on a diagnosis of their texts. By discussing and evaluating phrases 
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reflecting the relationship between writer and reader, students learned that 
certain choices are preferable to others in a given context. 

Reflective focus
Student learning 
The aim of this lesson and the following one was to develop students’ writing 
skills in the target genre. Data indicated that a majority of students did indeed 
begin to improve in this lesson. As observed, most students were able to come 
up with appropriate wording when rewriting their event proposals in pairs 
during the rewriting activity, sometimes without the lecturer’s support, and 
sometimes with some prompting, as in the excerpt above. Nevertheless, a 
number of students continued to struggle when rewriting their texts. It became 
clear that some students thought rewriting just meant correcting mistakes rather 
than reshaping their texts to better achieve the intended writing goal. Similarly, 
some students appeared to see writing as a one-off activity rather than a 
process. Such views on writing and rewriting may reflect existing practices in 
writing instruction and assessment at the HBS (see Chapters 1 and 4). 
Evidently, these views are counterproductive to joint construction activities. 
Another observation made was that most students seemed capable of using 
mood-setting vocabulary orally, but had difficulty applying it in writing.   

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
As far as the designed scaffolding went, the experiential activity in describing 
mood worked well. Students got involved and experienced the importance of 
using appropriate vocabulary to appeal to the reader’s imagination. The 
analysis and writing tool did not work as well as a scaffold. Not all the students 
used it as intended in the rewriting activity. A possible explanation for this is 
that the lecturer had neglected to explicitly demonstrate before the entire class 
how to use the tool. On a positive note, it proved helpful to have students 
rewrite their own texts instead of working on a fictitious rewriting assignment. 
The students seemed more involved and motivated to rewrite, as it offered 
them direct benefits. 

Most interactions in the interactional scaffolding went smoothly, as the lecturer 
and students seemed to understand each other clearly. However, most were still 
largely teacher-led, even though in this phase the lecturer is expected to hand 
over more responsibility to students. Furthermore, the lecturer missed a few 
opportunities for scaffolding in this lesson, as she admitted in her SRI and 
logbook: 

“When evaluating student Sarah’s rewritten text in the classroom context, one 
student said she was ‘struggling to read it’. It would have been good if I had 
sought some clarification by asking ‘why’ or ‘how come’ but I didn’t. I wasn’t 
on the ball there.” 
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During the interview, the lecturer reported having felt time pressure at the end 
of the lesson, which kept her from initiating and extending interactions on the 
quality of student writing. This again reflects the demanding nature of 
responding to student input on the spot. 

Adjustments and challenges 
Reflecting on the lesson, two challenges were identified. The first concerned 
the lecturer’s attitude and lack of confidence in her own abilities. Although she 
seemed to have gained confidence in providing GBWI over the course of the 
lessons, she was still struggling with her confidence in her own ability to teach 
writing. The second challenge identified was time, just as in the previous three 
lessons and in the EO1 lessons. Having students rewrite and evaluate their own 
texts, or their peers’, turned out to be time consuming and therefore conflicted 
with the rather limited lesson time available. In order to cope with this problem 
in the next lesson, students were asked to submit their rewritten event proposals 
in advance of lesson 5 to allow enough time for evaluating the texts in the 
lesson. 

EO2 Lesson 5 

Prospective focus 
Three instructional activities were planned for lesson 5. To warm up and set the 
context, the class would begin with a sentence evaluation exercise similar to 
the exercise in lesson 1. This was expected to refresh the students’ 
understanding of appropriate and inappropriate language use in writing event 
proposals. The second activity planned was class feedback and discussion of 
students’ submitted rewritten texts. The third activity would involve further 
revision of students’ event proposals, based on the feedback provided and with 
the support of the analysis and writing tool. Table 5.29 shows the full plan for 
lesson 5.

Table 5.29 
EO2 Lesson plan 5

EO2 Lesson 5: Design (06-10-2015)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) an event 

proposal
Instructional activities 1. Class sentence evaluation exercise 

2. Class feedback on rewritten texts 
3. Rewriting and evaluating (part of) event proposals

Instructional materials Slide presentation, students’ own event proposals, analysis and 
writing tool
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Evaluating Sentence Pairs: Select the Best Option 

1a. First, there was a meeting and then, I drew up this proposal. 
1b. Based on our pleasant meeting, you receive this proposal. 

2a. You have indicated a wish to organize a nice farewell party for a 50-year 
anniversary. 
2b. The client wants to organize a cool party for a 50-year anniversary. 

3a. Upon arrival, the guests are immersed in a tropical setting created by music, the 
aroma of coconuts, and hostesses wearing colorful, tropical gowns.  
3b. The room is decorated in tropical style. The hostesses are dressed in tropical 
style as well.   

Actual focus 
The class exercise was enacted as a game, similar to the enactment in lesson 1, 
which had been evaluated favorably. Students were shown several sentence 
pairs (taken from their own event proposals) in a slide presentation (see Figure 
5.11 for examples), from which they had to choose the better option and 
explain their choice. 

Figure 5.11 Sample sentence pairs for the evaluation activity EO2 lesson 5  

The lecturer took a similar approach to the second activity (i.e., feedback on 
students’ rewritten texts) as she had to the first. She read out several 
appropriate and inappropriate student sentences for each genre concept that 
were also projected on the whiteboard, and asked students to evaluate the 
sentences (e.g., “Do you think the language in this sentence is appropriate for 
the field?”). In addition, she provided feedback on the sentences, thereby taking 
a modeling role (e.g., “I would use more signal words here, like ‘first’, then’, 
‘subsequently’, to demonstrate the chronological order of the different aspects 
of the event program”). In the third activity, students were asked to continue to 
improve their event proposals in pairs as in lesson 4. The lecturer walked 
around and intervened wherever she felt it was necessary and when students 
asked her to do so. Due to time constraints, the planned evaluation of (part of) 
students’ rewritten proposals could not be carried out in a whole-class context. 
Such evaluation instead took place in the teacher-student pair interactions. 

During the interactions in the first and second activities, the lecturer tried to 
leave students ample room for discussion, thereby assuming a less prominent 
role than in earlier lessons. Such a shift in responsibility, away from the 
lecturer and toward the students, is necessary in the Joint construction phase to 
prepare students for independence. The following excerpt taken from the first 
evaluation activity is an example of such student-led interaction. 
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L : You all chose the first one, and what about you? 
S6 : Somewhere in between. 
L : Why? 
S6 : Well I like the first one because you can picture it. On the other 

hand, it’s a very long sentence. And the second one is good in itself, 
but it doesn’t appeal to your imagination so much. 

L : Ah, you’re saying some nice things there: the second one lacks 
imaginative power. What causes that? 

S2 : Because of the lack of adjectives or something? 
L : Hmm… 
S11 : It says very little actually. Too few details, so you still don’t know 

what it will be like. 
L : Right, like the word tropical. What does that mean? Maybe my 

interpretation of that word is very different from yours. In the first 
sentence, tropical has been made more concrete. I also like what you 
said about the sentence length; I think you’re saying you would 
choose the first sentence but then in a shorter version? 

S11 : Yes, indeed. 
S3 : About that word ‘tropical’; I would write something like ‘beautiful 

gowns’ or something instead of ‘tropical gowns’, because ‘tropical’ 
appears twice. 

L : That’s right, it’s better not to use the same words too often, good 
point. 

This excerpt demonstrates how the lecturer tried to limit her interventions as 
much as possible (e.g., “Hmm…”) in order to foster student responsibility. The 
interaction also shows students’ increased awareness of, and critical attitude 
toward, appropriate and inappropriate wording (i.e., “somewhere in between”). 
In evaluating the wording, the students referred to typical event proposal 
features and phrases like ‘picture it’, ‘appeal to the imagination’ and 
metalanguage such as ‘adjectives’.  

The interactions that took place during the rewriting activity were initiated both 
by the students and the lecturer, who was therefore providing solicited and 
unsolicited advice. An example of the latter can be seen in the following 
excerpt: 

L : Could you actually write that sentence in an event proposal: “The 
aim is to gain more experience”? To a client? 

S5 : (silence) 
L : Imagine I am the client and I am considering having you organize 

my event, and you write ‘I want to gain more experience’……. 
S5 : You mean that we want to gain experience, but that doesn’t matter 

to the client, does it? 
L : Well, it would actually scare me off as a client, because you are 

unexperienced! Can I trust you to organize my event properly? 
S5 : Oh okay, but he knows we’re unexperienced, right? 
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L : Well, that may be so, but I definitely would not remind him of that 
in the event proposal. 

S5 : Maybe we could write that our aim is to “offer the guests an 
unforgettable event”? 

L : Yes, that is what you would like to do in the end. 

This excerpt shows how the lecturer intervened by assuming the role of the 
reader so she could provide students with feedback. It also illustrates how the 
lecturer refrained from giving answers and posed several questions instead. As 
a result, students seemed to grasp at some point in the interaction that they 
should not write as students but as professional event organizers and this 
helped them find more appropriate wording. 

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Most students to some extent fulfilled the aim of developing their skills in 
writing event proposals. In the first and second activity, students displayed this 
development orally in discussing and evaluating their own sentences and those 
of their peers. In the second activity, however, feedback and evaluation of 
sentences also had a negative side effect, as some students indicated it made 
them insecure about their writing: 

“The feedback was helpful, although it also made me feel like I had to 
reconsider every word I had written.” 

This response may be at least partly due to existing writing instruction and 
assessment practices at the HBS. When this research was conducted, it was not 
common practice to explicitly discuss and evaluate students’ linguistic choices 
in light of a text’s communicative goal, and certainly not in subject-specific 
courses. During the third activity, in which students rewrote their texts, student 
learning was observed several times, for example in the following interaction: 

L : Do you understand why this wording [wording: But first, every 
graduate is put in the spotlight personally, so please wait!] does not 
suit your text? 

S6 : Yes, I guess it’s more like spoken language. I should phrase it more 
formally and leave out the ‘so please wait’, right? 

L : Yes, that would be an improvement. 

However, some students still had difficulty with the role they were supposed to 
assume when writing the event proposal. As the previous excerpt shows, these 
students still failed to grasp that they were expected to write as a professional 
rather than as a student. Such confusion about writerly roles is common in 
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higher education, especially when students are required to do writing 
assignments that prepare them for professional practice (see Chapter 2). 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
The first two activities proved successful for two reasons: the use of students’ 
own material (instead of fictitious material), and the game aspect. Both factors 
seemed to motivate students to participate fully.  
With regard to the designed scaffolding, one problem was that many students 
had not brought their analysis and writing tools to class. As the lecturer stated 
in the SRI, “I was referring to the tool in my explanation and realized that I 
could envisage it, but they couldn’t”. This is unfortunate, as using the tool as a 
designed scaffold can contribute to structuring and mediating learning, as 
indeed appeared to be the case for some student pairs. 

During interactions, the lecturer’s guiding role (rather than a leading role) 
proved suitable to this TLC phase. Another aspect of the interaction that 
worked well was the lecturer’s modeling. The lecturer used this type of 
scaffolding to suggest alternative wording during the class feedback activity. 
She also used modeling to demonstrate the use of the analysis and writing tool 
later on, after it became clear in lesson 4 that students were making only 
limited use of the tool. In so doing, she spoke in the first person (e.g., “When I 
want to write an event proposal, I first write down….” and “When I have 
finished my draft, I check my text for…”), which emphasized her professional 
experience in writing event proposals, while illustrating the nature of writing as 
a process of drafting, writing and evaluating (see also EO1).  

Adjustments and challenges  
The main challenge in this lesson was insufficient time. Although students had 
several opportunities to discuss, write and evaluate text passages, more time 
and opportunity to do so would presumably have contributed to their learning 
and, ultimately, autonomy. This time aspect, in particular in relation to the Joint 
construction phase also came to the fore in EO1. 

Reflection on the Joint construction conjectures 
The design and theoretical conjectures for this phase were both confirmed (see 
Table 5.30). Based partly on what was learned in EO1, the Joint construction 
activities were designed differently in this intervention (i.e., focus on rewriting 
own texts instead of writing a new text, and focus on small groups instead of 
whole-class structures). The analysis and writing tool as a designed scaffold 
was also added to these activities. In lessons 4 and 5, the designed activities 
and materials indeed elicited the mediating processes of modeling, negotiating 
and evaluating as intended. These mediating processes contributed to student 
skills in writing texts in the target genre, as intended. However, this effect 
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might have been more pronounced if there had been enough time for students 
to go through more writing and rewriting iterations. 

Table 5.30 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Joint construction phase in EO2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups engage 
in jointly rewriting their own texts 
in the target genre supported by 
an analysis and writing tool, then 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations are likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, 
students are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the target 
genre 

Status: confirmed 

Characterization of EO2 Interactional Scaffolding  
Similar to EO1, the types of interactional scaffolding used by the subject 
lecturer throughout the lessons, were identified in retrospect (see Figure 5.12) 

Figure 5.12 Types of interactional scaffolding in EO2 (100%=689) 

Figure 5.12 demonstrates a rather evenly spread pattern of used types of 
interactional scaffolding as in EO1: appropriating student input is used most 
frequently, followed by questioning through cued elicitation and increasing 
prospectiveness. Further, recapping is mainly used in the lessons 2 and 3, 
related to the recap of new knowledge on the features of the event proposal. 
Modeling by contrast is mainly used in the final two lessons, related to writing 
and rewriting activities. Figure 5.12 also shows that similar to EO1, the subject 
lecturer used ‘linking’ only few times, and recasting even less.  
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Summary of EO2 Enactment  
Table 5.31 provides an overview of the different design and theoretical 
conjectures tested in the EO2 lessons.  

Table 5.31 
Status of the EO2 design and theoretical conjectures  

I Building the field If students in the whole-class context 
engage in sharing their knowledge of 
the field elicited by multimodal input 
and guiding questions, then 
diagnosing of student current 
knowledge as well as discussing and 
building this knowledge are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed

If interaction in terms of 
diagnosing, discussing and 
field building occurs, a 
common student 
understanding of the field in 
which the target genre is used 
and of the accompanying 
language is likely to develop 
Status: confirmed

II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage in 
analyzing the target genre in sample 
texts supported by an analysis and 
writing tool and with the help of 
practical, subject-specific explanation 
of the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-class 
context, then awareness raising and 
modeling of the target genres’ text 
features are likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and 
modeling occurs, students are 
likely to develop knowledge 
of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the 
target genre  

Status: confirmed 
III Joint construction If students in small groups engage in 

jointly rewriting their own texts in the 
target genre supported by an analysis 
and writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the 
target genre 
Status: confirmed 

Table 5.31 shows that the design and theoretical conjectures informed by the 
enactment of EO1 and supplemented with the analysis and writing tool were all 
confirmed in the present intervention. As a whole, the designed and 
interactional scaffolding in the enactment of the GBWI lessons worked as 
intended and had the desired intervention outcome. 

In the enactment of the lessons, several challenges that had already been 
identified in the design narrative indeed reared their heads. The main 
challenges are related to the students’ and the lecturer’s knowledge, skills and 
attitude and to contextual factors. The problems partially overlap with those 
identified in the enactment of EO1, as the following overview shows:  

Challenges related to students’ knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Insufficient grasp of the genre concepts 
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- Misperception of writing as a one-off activity 
- Loss of confidence following feedback and evaluation 
- Misunderstanding the role of the writer (as a professional rather than a 

student) 

Challenges related to subject lecturer’s knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Insufficient explanation of genre concepts 
- Insufficient communicative competence and interaction skills 
- Difficulty with gradual release of control and increasing student input in 

interactions 
- Lack of self-confidence in providing GBWI 
- Insufficient attentiveness and responsiveness to scaffolding opportunities 

Challenges related to contextual factors  
- Number of lessons available for the intervention 
- Existing language policy and practices at the HBS 

Following the above described enactment of EO2, the evaluation of this 
intervention on students’ proficiency in writing an event proposal is elaborated 
upon in the next section. 

5.4.4 Evaluation: Data Collection and Analysis 
To evaluate the increase in students’ proficiency in writing an event proposal in 
this intervention, data were gathered through pretests and post-tests. Just as in 
EO1 (see Section 5.3.4), writing assignments and a genre-based analytic 
scoring scheme were used to collect the data.  

Data analysis was done the same way as in EO1. To verify the scoring 
reliability, the researcher (first rater) randomly assigned approximately 20% of 
the texts (n=6) to a second rater. A weighted kappa test identified an interrater 
agreement of .72, indicating a substantial level of consistency (Landis & Koch, 
1977). 

5.4.5 Evaluation: Results 
A comparison of students’ total scores on the pre- and post-tests was used to 
measure the effect of GBWI on students’ proficiency in writing an event 
proposal. This comparison yielded statistically significant differences in 
writing proficiency (Z=-3.187, p < .05, d=1.40). All thirteen students had a 
higher total score on the post-test than on the pretest, although the level of 
improvement varied from 1 to 10 points (on a scale of 0-30 points). Table 5.32 
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shows the minimum and maximum total scores and medians on the pre- and 
post-tests.

Table 5.32 
Results of EO2 pre- and post-tests (n=13, scale 0-30) 

Min. Max. Median
Total score on pre-test 10 19 11
Total score on post-test 11 23 19

To enable comparison across genre features, the relative change (increased or 
decreased score) for each feature was calculated as a percentage, just as in EO1 
(see Section 5.3.5). Table 5.33 shows the relative change for each feature. 

Table 5.33 
Relative change per feature from EO2 pre-test to EO2 post-test 

Relative score
on pre-test 

Relative score 
on post-test 

Relative change

Overall structure 15.38% 50.00% 225%
Field 60.58% 77.88% 29%
Mode 65.38% 76.92% 18%
Tenor 37.69% 60.00% 59%
Mechanics 24.36% 16.67% -32%

Table 5.33 shows that the relative change in overall structure was the largest, 
echoing the results from EO1. Apparently, students were able to incorporate 
the four moves in their event proposals after having learned these in GBWI 
lessons. The change in the representation of tenor was also relatively large. As 
in EO1, this change generally concerned improvements in writing in a more 
receiver-oriented rather than sender-oriented way by explicitly referring to the 
relationship with the client. It also related to describing the event from the 
guests’ perspective, as the sample excerpts below show. Excerpts 1a and 1b 
were copied from one student’s pre- and post-test, respectively: 

1a) You should picture it like this: lecturers will be treated as real VIPs. This 
will be achieved by a VIP coach transport from the hotel and back. At the 
hotel, there will be a red carpet to walk on and photographers for photo shoots. 

 1b) The lecturers will be transported by a beautiful, big VIP coach. Their trip 
from Saxion to the event venue will take approximately 10 minutes. On 
arrival, the lecturers will be welcomed like real Hollywood stars. They will 
enter the venue by way of a plush red carpet, after which a professional 
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photographer will take pictures of them in the same way genuine celebrities 
are photographed. 

Excerpt 1b is written from the guests’ perspective to help the reader imagine 
what the event will be like. This kind of wording is considered appropriate in 
event proposals (see Chapter 4). By contrast, excerpt 1a directly addresses the 
reader (“you”) and is not written from the guests’ perspective. What the two 
excerpts also demonstrate is the difference in the use of action verbs, and 
mood-setting adverbs and adjectives in describing the event. This difference in 
language use in describing the event has to do with ‘field’, a genre feature that 
students also showed a relatively substantial improvement in, as they had in 
EO1. 

Regarding ‘mode’, the change between pre- and post-test was slightly bigger 
(18%) than in EO1 (11%), but was still relatively small compared to other 
changes. As in EO1, students in EO2 scored fairly well on the pretest in the use 
of reference and signal words in writing the event proposal.  

Finally, the relative change in mechanics in EO2 turned out to be negative, 
unlike EO1 in which students improved slightly on this feature. In other words, 
students in EO2 made more spelling, grammar and punctuation errors on the 
post-test than they had on the pretest. One explanation for this may be that by 
increasing their focus on representing the genre features properly, students in 
EO2 lost sight of mechanics. 

Summary of EO2 Evaluation 
Overall, the comparison of students’ pre- and post-tests have demonstrated 
statistically significant growth in writing proficiency. All thirteen students 
showed improvement in their post-tests compared to their pre-tests. The 
relative change within the genre features differed considerably, however, with 
large improvements in overall structure and tenor, and fairly small 
improvements in field and tenor. The students achieved maximum total scores 
on the pre-test and post-test of 19 and 23, respectively, out of 30 obtainable 
points. Their median scores were 11 (pre-test) and 19 (post-test).

5.5 EO3 Intervention 
The EO3 intervention took place between February and March 2016, 
approximately five months after the enactment of EO2. The design of this 
intervention was informed by the results of EO1 and EO2. As all design and 
theoretical conjectures were confirmed in EO2, EO3 functioned mainly as a 
means of consolidating these conjectures. 
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5.5.1 Participants 
Nine first-year students participated in this intervention. These students 
completed their pre- and post-tests and attended the writing support lessons. 
Initially, 15 students were involved, but several dropped out of school during 
the course of the intervention. As in EO1 and EO2, all students gave informed 
consent to participate in the intervention by completing a consent form. The 
anonymity of all participants was guaranteed. 

One-third of the participating students were male, and two-thirds were female. 
They ranged in age from 17 to 25, and their average age was 20.22 (SD 2.386). 
All but one of the students were native speakers of Dutch. A slight majority 
had completed secondary vocational education (55.6%; mbo), while 44.4% had 
a general secondary education diploma (havo). Their final grades in Dutch 
ranged from 5 to 7 (on a 1-10 scale) and their average grade in Dutch was 6.44 
(SD.726).

The lecturer who enacted the intervention was the same person who had 
enacted the previous two interventions (see Section 5.3.1). 

5.5.2 Enactment: Data Collection and Analysis 
During the enactment of the GBWI lessons, the same types of data were 
collected as in EO1 and EO2. Data analysis was also conducted in the same 
way as in the previous two interventions (see Section 5.3.2 for details).  

When the interactional excerpts in the EO3 lesson transcripts were coded, a 
second researcher was asked to code a random selection of these (20 excerpts 
per lesson), just as had been done in EO1 and EO2. This resulted in an 
interrater agreement of .802, indicating an almost perfect level of consistency 
(Landis & Koch, 1977). Interrater reliability of the qualitative analysis of data 
drawn from the reflection on enactment was also checked for (see Section 
5.3.2). This resulted in a kappa score of .744, indicating a substantial level of 
consistency (Landis & Koch, 1977). 

5.5.3 Enactment: Results 
The following sections describe the results of the lessons enacted in GBWI 
intervention EO3. The enactment of lessons in the first two interventions was 
described from prospective, actual and reflective viewpoints, driven by design 
and theoretical conjectures at the level of the three TLC phases. As EO3 was 
used mainly to consolidate these conjectures, the lesson enactment required a 
less detailed description. EO3 is therefore described by TLC phase rather than 
lesson-by-lesson. The lessons are also described more concisely by combining 
the actual and reflective viewpoints. At the end of the lesson, a reflection on the 
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design and theoretical conjectures is presented as well as a summary of the 
challenges identified. 

EO3 I Building the field, Lesson 1  

Prospective focus 
The conjectures in Table 5.34 were about building students’ knowledge of the 
field while developing the appropriate language. These conjectures were also 
used as a guideline in the enactment of the lesson. 

Table 5.34 
Conjectures for the Building the field phase in EO3 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

The plan for this lesson was copied from the lesson plan for the same phase in 
EO2 (see Table 5.35).  

Table 5.35 
EO3 Lesson plan 1 

EO3 Lesson 1: Design (18-02-2016)
TLC phase Building the field
Learning goal Students develop a general understanding of the field of event 

organization in which event proposals are used 
Instructional activities 1. Class feedback on pre-test writing assignment  

2. Class discussion on event organization and the accompanying 
language, prompted by watching a video of an exploratory 
meeting 

3. Class exercise in evaluating student sentences from the pre-test
Instructional materials Slide presentation, video of exploratory meeting

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
There were several indications during the interactions in this lesson that 
students made progress building their knowledge of the field and the 
appropriate vocabulary. The following teacher-student interaction illustrates 
how students developed their understanding of the aim of event proposals: 

L : You just mentioned that an event proposal is not meant to be 
objective like a research paper is. Why not actually? 
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S1 : Because a particular client has asked how he should organize his 
event. 

S7 : You have to inform him, but not too much. 
S9 : You have to ‘dress up’ your idea with words. 
L : Why do you have to dress up your idea for the event with words? 
S9 : Well, you have to sell the event on paper. 
L : Right, your aim is to sell your idea for an event, so you have to 

convince the client. And that makes the event proposal a subjective, 
persuasive text, which is indeed different from a more objective, 
informative text. 

This interaction demonstrates the development of a shared understanding of the 
event proposal as a text to “sell an event” while also teaching tenor (e.g., “a 
particular client has asked how he should organize his event”). Students 
appeared capable of discerning differences between the spoken language used 
in exploratory meetings and the written language used in an event proposal. As 
one student put it: “You can’t make facial gestures and you can’t see the 
client’s face when writing. You only have words to convey your message in the 
proposal”. Most students were able to point to (in)appropriate wording in the 
event proposals taken from their own and peers’ pretests. The following 
excerpt illustrates one such discussion: 

L : What do you guys think of this sentence: “I am curious what you 
think of our idea”. 
(Students walk to the left or right side of the classroom to indicate 
whether they think the sentence is appropriate.) 

L : Why do you think this is an appropriate sentence? 
S5 : It’s clear and direct. 
L : Ok. And you guys feel it’s not appropriate. Why not? 
S9 : You want to sell it. 
S1 : Yes, saying ‘our idea’ is giving an opinion, which is not relevant to 

the reader. 
L : Ah, okay. 
S5 : But you do want to convince him of your idea 
S9 : Yes, but maybe something should be added to leave the choice to 

the reader. 
L : Right, that’s a good suggestion; you have to leave the reader a 

choice as you are only a consultant. 

As this excerpt demonstrates, students initially disagreed on the 
appropriateness of the sentence. By the end of the interaction, however, they 
had developed a shared understanding, which the lecturer briefly summarized. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
On reflection, the lecturer and researcher were unconvinced of the 
effectiveness of the video clip as a designed scaffold to elicit discussion on the 
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nature and register of briefings and event proposals. In EO2, the video had 
sparked interest and discussion among students, but in EO3 it caused 
annoyance among students because of its low-quality recording. Several 
students did not contribute to the discussion afterwards. The evaluation game at 
the end of the lesson worked well, as it had in EO2. Most students got involved 
and seemed interested in learning why certain word choices were perceived as 
more appropriate. In this activity, students immediately applied the feedback 
that the lecturer had provided to the entire class at the beginning of the lesson. 
The strength of this interactional activity seemed to be the fact that it referred 
to the students’ own work, and that the students were required to take action in 
both a cognitive and physical sense. 

There were a fair number of extensive interactions between the lecturer and 
students, similarly to EO2. While it was the lecturer who initiated most 
interactions, students contributed substantially (more than one- or two-word 
utterances) on several occasions: 

L : We just stated your role should be advisory. Do you understand 
why? 

S2 : Because you have knowledge of the business.
S8 : I don’t think you should make recommendations, because you are 

just outlining an idea for the event and it’s up to the client to decide 
what to do with that idea. 

S2 : Okay, but he doesn’t know exactly what is possible when organizing 
an event, so that’s why you should give advice. 

L : Indeed, well done. So, actually you’re saying that as an event 
organizer, you are the expert. And you can’t force a client to do as 
you propose, but you can make recommendations based on your 
professional expertise. 

This interaction shows how the lecturer posed an initial question to diagnose 
student knowledge, after which students jointly extended the talk without the 
lecturer intervening. After both students had shared their views, the lecturer 
summed up the main learning point on the role students are expected to assume 
when writing an event proposal. Such student-dominated, extended interactions 
are generally more common in later phases of the TLC. Presumably, students’ 
current knowledge based on prior education or experience stimulated them to 
contribute actively on this matter. By contrast, lecturer’s attempts to elicit 
interaction in other parts of the lesson did not always succeed. For example, 
students did not actively participate in classroom talk after the screening of the 
video clip. Apparently, some activities and tasks provoke a stronger response 
than others.  
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Adjustments and challenges 
The first challenge identified was that some students appeared to take a 
reluctant attitude at times. The lecturer attempted to address this issue in the 
lesson by consistently underlining the benefits of taking part in activities and 
interactions. This sometimes had the desired effect, but not always. The 
lecturer also raised a second challenge: her time management of the various 
activities during the lesson. As she wrote in her logbook: “I spent quite some 
time on trying to elicit discussion after the video clip, while I should have been 
more responsive and moved on to the next activity and spent more time on 
that.” This statement exemplifies the lecturer’s often difficult choice between 
sticking to the plan and responding to the circumstances at hand. 

Reflection on the Building the field conjectures 
The design and theoretical conjectures for the phase of Building the field were 
both confirmed based on the actual and reflective data discussed (see Table 
5.36). Although not all the students consistently participated in the interactions, 
the activities and teaching materials generally seemed to elicit interaction on 
the field and vocabulary of event organization and event proposals. The 
interactions seemed to have helped most students to develop a shared 
understanding of the role of event proposals in event organization and the 
vocabulary associated with this genre. 

Table 5.36 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Building the field phase in EO3 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

Status: confirmed 

EO3 II Deconstruction, Lessons 2 and 3  

Prospective focus 
Lessons 2 and 3 were meant to develop students’ knowledge of the goal, 
structure and linguistic features of the event proposal. The design and 
theoretical conjectures on the Deconstruction phase were used as guidelines, as 
tested and refined in EO1 and EO2 (see Table 5.37).  



Chapter 5 

166

Table 5.37 
Conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in EO3 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups 

engage in analyzing the target 
genre in sample texts supported 
by an analysis and writing tool 
and with the help of practical, 
subject-specific explanation of 
the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-
class context, then awareness 
raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are 
likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to develop 
knowledge of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the target genre  

Table 5.38 shows the integrated plan for lessons 2 and 3. These plans were 
copied from lessons 2 and 3 of EO2. 

Table 5.38 
EO3 Lesson plans 2 and 3 (integrated)

EO3 Lessons 2 and 3: Design (25-02-2016 and 08-03-2016)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic 

features of the event proposal 
Instructional 
activities 

1. Short recap of field knowledge                                  (lesson 2) 
2. Joint analysis of sample text 1, without tool              (lesson 2) 
3. Explanation of GBWI                                                (lesson 2) 
4. Joint analysis of sample text 1, with tool                   (lesson 2) 
5. Recap of GBWI and event proposal features             (lesson 3) 
6. Analysis of sample text 2                                           (lesson 3) 
7. Comparison of sample texts 1 and 2                          (lesson 3)

Instructional 
materials

Slide presentations, analysis and writing tool,  
sample texts 1 and 2

Reflective focus 
On reflection, there were indications of student development regarding the 
goal, structure and linguistic features of the event proposal. Students gained 
some understanding of the nature of the event proposal during the lessons. 
While they initially thought an event proposal was a kind of price quote (see 
also EO2 and EO1), they gradually acquired a different view of the target 
genre. Eventually they saw the event proposal “as a kind of narrative about 
your ideas to convince the reader”. By means of text analysis and discussion of 
their findings, students gradually developed their knowledge of the textual 
features that are typical of event proposals. The following two excerpts, taken 
from lesson 2, are examples of such discussions: 
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L : How do you know what the event is all about? And what kind of 
event it is? 

S3 : You get a good impression from the text. 
L : Okay, but what words characterize the event and its mood? 
S3 : Fancy words like special treatment, limousines, catwalk, VIP 

lounge, gourmet dinner 

L : And you used the tool to look for words that guide the reader. What 
did you find? 

S5/S7 : We found words like ‘first’, ‘based on’, ‘on arrival’, ‘subsequently’, 
‘in the meantime’ etc. 

L : Okay, well done, but how do these words help you as a reader? 
S5/S7 : They help me imagine the event, how exactly it will go. 
L : Indeed, those words enable you to imagine the event as if you were 

there. 

Both excerpts show how students were able to point out particular words in 
sample text 1 that represented the genre concepts of field and mode. The 
second excerpt demonstrates that students also understood the function of 
particular words in the event proposal. In lesson 3, students showed another 
kind of awareness of language use. That is, they were not only aware of typical 
event proposal vocabulary (at word-level), but also of various phrases and 
grammatical structures and style in the text. The following excerpt, in which a 
student presented his analysis of sample text 2 to the class, illustrates this 
observation: 

S6 : If you look at the writing style throughout the proposal, you mainly 
see a formal writing style. The description of the event is the only 
part of the text that is written more from the guests’ perspective, 
focusing on their experience. 

L : But how is this change in writing style related to the four different 
moves? 

S6 : Well, the introduction, for example, in which you describe the 
client’s requirements, cannot be written from the guests’ experience. 
But later on, when you are describing the event, there is more guest 
experience involved. 

L : Right. So, that requires a different writing style. And what about the 
terms and conditions at the end of the proposal? 

S6 : Those are written in a very formal style. 
L : That’s true. That’s not about mood or experience anymore. That’s 

about who is going to pay for what and who is responsible for what. 
Then you get phrases like “The client is responsible for…” and 
“General terms and conditions apply…”. 

S6 : Yes, and that part is written very matter-of-factly. 

This teacher-student interaction shows that the student had identified different 
writing styles in the event proposal, all of which were related to the differences 
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in focus of the four moves. Clearly, such awareness and understanding of 
different linguistic features across the proposal was very valuable, particularly 
in view of the writing students would be required to do in the next TLC phase. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
The direct link the lecturer made between GBWI and the sample texts worked 
well, as it had in EO2. By establishing this link, the lecturer could orally model 
some words and phrases that are typical of event proposals (e.g., “Aside from 
referring to the guests, it is common to explicitly mention other participants in 
the event such as the hostesses and speakers, as you can see on page 3 of the 
sample text”). Just as in EO2, having students analyze sample texts with the 
analysis and writing tool worked well. The tool seemed to foster a sense of 
responsibility in students and an ability to start analyzing texts independently. 
The lecturer wrote in her logbook that “If the tool is explained clearly and 
properly, not much further instruction is needed to put students to work”. This 
observation emphasized the tool’s power as a mediational artifact that 
structures and mediates student learning towards independence. Another factor 
that contributed to students’ sense of responsibility was the requirement to pair 
up and present their text analysis findings to the class. 

In general, interactions went well, as they also had in this phase in EO2. In 
most cases, the lecturer appeared able to extend IRF interactions by posing 
appropriate questions and handing responsibility back to students. She also 
appeared better able to react responsively to student input and to provide the 
desired support. During the SRI on lesson 3, she said: 

“The funny thing is that it is far easier now than before to keep the 
interactions going. I don’t need to prepare everything in advance anymore, 
like ‘What should I ask here?’, it’s more like something is said and then I 
react to that.” 

The following excerpt, in which students presented their analyses on tenor, 
shows the lecturer giving her students more responsibility and intervening only 
when necessary. It also shows the students taking responsibility for giving 
input. 

L : Okay, on the relationship between writer and reader, what did you 
find? 

S4 : About ‘The writer assumes an advisory role’, that is apparent in the 
second paragraph of the introduction: ‘you have asked us to make a 
proposal for your event’ and ‘below, you will find our first ideas on 
your event’. Well, that kind of wording make clear that the writer’s 
role is advisory. And about the other feature ‘Does the writer write as 
if he/she knows the reader?’, there are instances of that in the same 
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paragraph, such as ‘happy to continue to discuss ways of making your 
event a success’. 

L : But where exactly do you see that? What words make you think 
they know each other, that they’ve met before?  

S4 : Well, ‘happy to continue to discuss ways….’, when I read that, it 
feels like there has already been a first meeting. 

L : That’s right, and it shows a positive attitude toward the reader. 
S4 : Yes, that they’re eager to collaborate with the reader. 
L : And how else does the writer relate to the reader? Does he take a 

dominant position with regard to the client, or a subservient position, 
or are they equals? 

S4 : More like equals. 
S1 : The writer refers to the client’s requirements, like ‘you indicated 

you would like such and such’, but he also presents his own ideas. 
L : Is that a good thing to do? 
S1 : Yes, you are a consultant after all, so it seems like the right thing to 

do. I do think it depends on the client a lot, on the requirements he 
expressed earlier. If the client wants you to come up with your own 
ideas, that’s what you do. But if the client already has outspoken 
ideas of his own, then you just go along with those and translate them 
into an event proposal. 

This interaction displays how the lecturer provided minimal support and 
control, and the students assumed responsibility. Although such a shift in 
control is desirable in this TLC phase, this had not yet been achieved with any 
consistency in the previous two interventions. 

Adjustments and challenges 
One problem identified in both lessons was the lecturer’s communicative 
competence. On several occasions, she struggled to find the right words when 
explaining a point. In the SRI, she said: 

“And then you see students getting the point, like ‘Oh, that’s what she means!’ 
What I didn’t say, but should have said was ‘composing’, because I think that 
would have made it easier for them to understand my explanation on the 
moves of the text.” 

The lecturer also mentioned having had difficulty formulating clear questions. 
Apparently, her communicative competence continued to be an issue (see also 
EO1 and EO2), while at the same time, she felt increasingly confident and able 
to react responsively to students’ input.  

Reflection on the Deconstruction conjectures 
Based on the enactment of lessons 2 and 3 and the reflections on that 
enactment, the conjectures for the Deconstruction phase were both confirmed 
(see Table 5.39). The planned activities and materials indeed elicited the 
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intended interactions, which in turn contributed to student development 
regarding the goal, structure and linguistic features of the event proposal. 

Table 5.39 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in EO3

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups 

engage in analyzing the target 
genre in sample texts supported 
by an analysis and writing tool 
and with the help of practical, 
subject-specific explanation of 
the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-
class context, then awareness 
raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to develop 
knowledge of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the target genre 

Status: confirmed  

EO3 III Joint construction, Lessons 4 and 5  

Prospective focus 
As in EO1 and EO2, lessons 4 and 5 were aimed at developing students’ skills 
in writing event proposals. The design and theoretical conjectures for the Joint 
construction phase, which were tested and refined in the previous interventions, 
were used as guidelines in the lessons (see Table 5.40). 

Table 5.40 
Conjectures for the Joint construction phase in EO3 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups 
engage in jointly rewriting their 
own texts in the target genre 
supported by an analysis and 
writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating 
genre-specific formulations are 
likely to occur

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their skills in 
writing texts in the target genre 

Table 5.41 shows the integrated lesson plan for both lessons, which was largely 
copied from lessons 4 and 5 of EO2. Unlike EO2, the lecturer’s feedback to the 
class on student texts was scheduled for lesson 4 instead of 5. This was because 
it was expected that the students would feel more motivated to rewrite their text 
after having received feedback in the beginning of this phase. Another change 
to lesson 5 was the class summary of genre features. As students had shown 
little responsibility and involvement in lesson 4, this student-led recapping 
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activity was planned for lesson 5. The activity was expected to heighten 
students’ sense of responsibility for gaining the field and linguistic knowledge 
necessary to write an event proposal.  

Table 5.41 
EO3 Lesson plans 4 and 5 (integrated)

EO3 Lessons 4 and 5: Design (15-03-2016 and 22-03-2016)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) an event 

proposal
Instructional activities 1. Experiential activity on describing mood                 (lesson 4)

2. Class feedback on student texts                                (lesson 4) 
3. Discussion on writing process                                  (lesson 4) 
4. Rewriting and evaluating (part of) event proposals (lesson 4) 
5. Class summary genre features                                  (lesson 5) 
6. Class exercise on evaluating sentences                    (lesson 5) 
7. Rewriting and evaluating (part of) event proposals (lesson 5)

Instructional materials Slide presentations, students’ own event proposals,  
analysis and writing tool

Reflective focus 
It was possible, to some extent, to diagnose most students’ skills in writing 
event proposals. This implies that not all students’ skills could be diagnosed. 
However, interactions during the rewriting and evaluating activities yielded 
several indications of student learning, as illustrated in the following excerpt:  

L : One of you just indicated having problems showing enthusiasm in 
the event proposal without being too pushy, right? 

S5 : Yes, I think it’s easier to express enthusiasm orally than on paper. 
When you write it down, it quickly becomes too informal. 

L : True, and that’s not what you’re trying to achieve, right? 
S5 : No, not at all. 
L : So, how would you phrase it then? 
S5 : Well, you have to stay formal, because when you phrase it too 

informally you can end up sounding like a friend, which is obviously 
not my aim. 

L : Clearly not, but how could you rewrite it more formally? 
S9 : Maybe something like ‘We look forward to organizing your event’? 
L : But you don’t know yet whether you will be asked to do so, do you? 
S9 : That’s true. So maybe a phrase like ‘We would welcome the 

opportunity to organize your event’? 
L : That’s better, but you can still improve it by focusing more on the 

client and less on yourself. 

This interaction shows how students with some support from the lecturer were 
able to think of more suitable phrasing. Still, their wording also shows how 
difficult they find it to produce receiver-oriented rather than sender-oriented 



Chapter 5 

172

texts and to shed their student role in favor of a professional event organizer’s 
role. These difficulties were identified in EO1 and EO2 as well, and also in the 
problem analysis of students’ event proposals (see Chapter 4). During the class 
evaluation of students’ rewritten event proposal passages, it became clear that 
several students had developed their ability to represent action and mood. They 
also demonstrated this during the experiential activity, giving detailed mood-
setting descriptions of the event venue’s lounges in the photographs. However, 
some students continued to have trouble with the concept of field. In the class 
summary activity at the start of lesson 5, students were asked to explain how 
the different genre concepts, including field, could be represented 
linguistically: 

L : When you talked about ‘warm colors’ in the previous lesson, we 
came to a kind of conclusion about using mood-setting language. Can 
you explain it to your classmates? 

S4 : That you should describe the event in a way that enables the reader 
to really imagine how it looks and what happens? 

L : Right, and how could we achieve this linguistically again? 
S4 : Eh, I don’t know actually. 
L : There were two aspects… 
S4 : I still don’t remember. 
L : Well, you just mentioned ‘warm colors’ which indicated the mood 

but didn’t make it concrete, but the addition of more explicit language 
like ‘warm colors like red and orange’ completes the picture. 

S4 : So, more details? 
L : Yes, [supplying] concrete details to express what the mood is like in 

order to communicate this as clearly as possible to the client. 

This excerpt shows how hard the student found it to explain how mood-setting 
is typically achieved, even though he did seem to understand its purpose. In 
previous interventions, too, it was observed that students lacked the ability to 
explain the use of appropriate vocabulary at word-level. In the lesson, some 
students seemed unwilling to hear more feedback. As one student put it: “We 
already got feedback before, it should be okay by now”. This statement 
reflected student views on writing and rewriting that also emerged in the 
discussion on the writing process. Presumably, these views are related to the 
existing writing policy and practices at the HBS, which only allow for a small 
amount of feedback and few rewriting opportunities (see also EO2 and Chapter 
4). 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
Having students work with their own texts instead of doing fictitious 
(re)writing assignments worked well, just as it had in EO2. The lecturer and 
researcher also agreed that the analysis and writing tool worked well as a 
designed scaffold. Even more so than in EO2, students used this tool as a 
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helpful source of meaning making in analyzing and rewriting texts in small 
groups. Students generally got involved in most activities (e.g., describing 
mood, evaluating sentences), the one exception being the rewriting activities. 
On those, some students were reluctant to take part.  

Most interactions went smoothly. The lecturer generally posed the kind of 
questions that can extend interactions and she refrained from providing answers 
(see earlier excerpts). She repeatedly used imperatives in discussing and 
evaluating students’ wording (e.g., “Please explain further”, “Try again”, “Go 
on”) to show students that she expected more input from them. This method of 
providing minimal support through the use of imperatives as open invitations is 
in line with what is advocated in this TLC phase to foster students’ 
development as autonomous writers (see Chapter 2). 

Adjustments and challenges 
One clear challenge was the attitude of some students, which disrupted the 
lessons. Some of the students appeared to lack motivation and to feel resistance 
when called to action, mainly during the feedback and rewriting activities. Two 
other challenges had to with the lecturer’s performance. The first were the 
lecturer’s statements about what she considered to be the separation between 
language and content (e.g., “First, you have to focus on the content of your 
proposal, and then on the language. If you focus on both at the same time, you 
may get frustrated.”). As stressed in EO2, such statements fail to account for 
the intertwinement of language and content and are therefore 
counterproductive. The second challenge was raised by the lecturer herself 
during the SRI on lesson 4: 

“When students don’t work hard, I work harder myself. That really is my 
pitfall.” 

This approach is clearly not conducive to students’ development toward 
autonomy, which is the ultimate goal of scaffolding (see Chapter 2).  

Reflection on the Joint construction conjectures 
The conjectures on design, mediating process and student learning in this phase 
were confirmed based on the data collected (see Table 5.42). However, not all 
students were actively involved in the rewriting activities and the 
accompanying interactions, which may have hindered their development of 
event proposal writing skills. In Section 5.5.4, students’ scores on the pre- and 
post-tests are compared to determine if they have made progress. 
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Table 5.42 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Joint construction phase in EO3

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups 
engage in jointly rewriting their 
own texts in the target genre 
supported by an analysis and 
writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating 
genre-specific formulations are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their skills in 
writing texts in the target genre 

Status: confirmed 

Characterization of EO3 Interactional Scaffolding  
As in the previous two interventions, the subject lecturer’s interactional 
scaffolding was characterized after the intervention based on the lesson 
transcripts (see Figure 5.13).  

Figure 5.13 Types of interactional scaffolding in EO3 (100%=967) 

In Figure 5.13, it is shown that the pattern of types of interactional scaffolding 
used was fairly consistent throughout the lessons. The subject lecturer used 
appropriating student contributions most frequently, similar to the findings in 
EO1 and EO2. In contrast to these findings, however, the subject lecturer used 
questioning through ‘increasing prospectiveness’ second most frequently in 
EO3, followed by ‘cued elicitation’. This may be interpreted as an indication of 
the lecturer’s ability to place more responsibility on students. Figure 5.13 
further demonstrates that recapping was used fairly frequently, in particular in 
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the beginning phases where new knowledge was introduced. Modeling by 
contrast was used only few times, mainly in the joint construction lessons. 
Linking and recasting were, similar to EO1 and EO2, used least frequently. 

Summary of EO3 Enactment  
In summary, all the design and theoretical conjectures tested in this 
intervention could be confirmed (see Table 5.43). The designed activities and 
materials in the various TLC phases generally appeared to elicit the mediating 
processes as intended and contributed to most students’ development.

Table 5.43 
Status of the EO3 design and theoretical conjectures  

I Building the field If students in the whole-class context 
engage in sharing their knowledge of 
the field elicited by multimodal input 
and guiding questions, then 
diagnosing of student current 
knowledge as well as discussing and 
building this knowledge are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed

If interaction in terms of 
diagnosing, discussing and 
field building occurs, a 
common student 
understanding of the field in 
which the target genre is used 
and of the accompanying 
language is likely to develop 
Status: confirmed

II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage in 
analyzing the target genre in sample 
texts supported by an analysis and 
writing tool and with the help of 
practical, subject-specific explanation 
of the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-class 
context, then awareness raising and 
modeling of the target genres’ text 
features are likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and 
modeling occurs, students are 
likely to develop knowledge 
of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the 
target genre  

Status: confirmed 
III Joint construction If students in small groups engage in 

jointly rewriting their own texts in the 
target genre supported by an analysis 
and writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the 
target genre 
Status: confirmed 

Just as in EO1 and EO2, several challenges were identified in the EO3 
intervention. These had to do with the students’ knowledge, skills, and attitude, 
the lecturer’s knowledge, skills, and attitude, and contextual factors. Because 
the interventions were largely iterations, the challenges identified in EO3 
overlap to a large extent with those identified in the enactment of EO1 and 
EO2. 
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Challenges related to students’ knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Insufficient grasp of the genre concepts 
- Misperception of writing as a one-off activity 
- A reluctance to participate in activities (mainly Building the field and Joint 

construction) 

Challenges related to the subject lecturer’s knowledge, skills and 
attitude 
- Insufficient communicative competence  
- Difficulty with gradual release of control  
- Insufficient responsiveness to scaffolding opportunities under time pressure 

Challenges related to contextual factors  
- Current language policy and practices at the HBS 

In the next section, the evaluation of the effect of the enacted GBWI lessons on 
students’ proficiency in writing an event proposal is discussed.  

5.5.4 Evaluation: Data Collection and Analysis 
Data from pre-tests and post-tests were collected to evaluate students’ 
increased proficiency in event proposal writing in this intervention, just as in 
EO1 and EO2 (see Section 5.3.4). Here too, writing assignments and a genre-
based analytic scoring scheme were used to collect the data.  

Data analysis was conducted in the same way as in EO1 and EO2. To verify the 
scoring reliability, the researcher (i.e., first rater) again randomly assigned 
approximately 20% of the texts (n=4) to a second rater. A weighted kappa test 
identified an interrater agreement of .77, indicating a substantial level of 
consistency (Landis & Koch, 1977). 

5.5.5 Evaluation: Results 
A comparison of students’ total scores on the pretests and post-tests yielded 
statistically significant differences in writing proficiency (Z=-2.375, p < .05, 
d=0.84), similarly to EO1 and EO2. Out of the nine students, seven achieved a 
higher total score on the post-test than they did on the pretest. The other two 
students scored the same on both tests. The level of improvement of the nine 
students varied from 1 to 10 points (on a scale of 0-30 points). Table 5.44 
shows the minimum and maximum total scores and medians on the pre- and 
post-tests. 
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Table 5.44
Results of EO3 pre- and post-tests (n=9, scale 0-30) 

Min. Max. Median
Total score on pre-test 6 18 14
Total score on post-test 10 21 16

To enable comparison across the genre features, the relative change for each 
feature was calculated as a percentage, as in EO1 and EO2 (see Section 5.3.5). 
Table 5.45 shows the results for each feature. 

Table 5.45 
Relative change per feature from EO3 pre-test to EO3 post-test  

Relative score on 
pre-test 

Relative score 
on post-test 

Relative change

Overall structure 16.67% 22.22% 33%
Field 66.67% 84.72% 27%
Mode 72.22% 80.55% 12%
Tenor 35.55% 47.78% 34%
Mechanics 12.96% 12.96% 0%

Table 5.45 shows that the relative change in tenor was the largest (33%), 
although this changed even more during EO1 and EO2 (44% and 59%, 
respectively). Improvements in tenor had mainly to do with students’ use of 
sender-oriented, informal voice, which they later replaced with more receiver-
oriented, formal voice. An example of this kind of change, which was also 
found in previous interventions, can be seen in examples 1a and 1b. These were 
taken from one student’s pre- and post-test, respectively: 

1a) First, I would like to thank you for this nice and interesting quotation 
request. After our first meeting, my team and I immediately started thinking of 
ideas for the company party named “You make the difference at HBS”. My 
New Events team and I are very enthusiastic about this event. 

1b) Following your briefing, we hereby send you our proposal. It provides 
insight into what the event could look like, as developed by our Dream Events 
team. We look forward to collaborating with you. 

In example 1a, the focus is clearly on the writer (e.g., “I”, “my team and I”, 
“My New Events team and I are very enthusiastic”), and his process in 
preparing the proposal (“my team and I immediately started thinking of ideas”). 
In 1b, this focus has shifted more towards the reader and to the proposed 



Chapter 5 

178

collaboration (“look forward to collaborating with you”). Another difference 
between the two sentences is the informal language use in 1a (e.g., “nice 
quotation request”) and the more formal wording in 1b (e.g., “Following your 
briefing”).  

The second largest relative change (33%) between the pre- and post-tests was 
the inclusion of the four moves in the event proposal (i.e., overall structure; see 
Table 5.45). However, this change was limited in comparison to the relative 
change of this genre feature in EO1 and EO2 (respectively 233% and 225%). A 
comparison between the pre- and post-tests showed that only two out of the 
nine students improved on this feature. On the post-test, most students 
appeared to have forgotten to include the fourth move of mentioning terms and 
conditions in the closure of their event proposals. Some students also forgot to 
explicitly mention the event proposal’s theme (i.e., move 2). The lecturer may 
have neglected to sufficiently discuss these two moves or the four-moves 
structure of the event proposal during this intervention. 

Field was the third feature with a fairly large relative change (27%), as in EO1 
(24%) and EO2 (29%). The most important improvement in this regard was 
students’ increased use of mood-setting vocabulary (e.g., “warmly welcomed”, 
“sparkling evening”, “luxury look”).  

Improvements in mode were minimal (12%), as occurred in EO1 and EO2 
(11% and 18%, respectively). Here too, students had already scored relatively 
well on the pretests in the use of reference and signal words that guide the 
reader through texts. With respect to mechanics, there was no change between 
students’ pre- and post-tests, indicating that their spelling, grammar and 
punctuation had neither improved (as in EO1), nor deteriorated (as in EO2). 
However, as Table 5.45 shows, writing appeared to be a continuous and serious 
problem for most students, as was found in EO1 and EO2.  

Summary of EO3 Evaluation 
In sum, the aforementioned results have demonstrated a statistically significant 
improvement in student writing in terms of using the typical genre features 
within the event proposal. Most but not all (i.e., seven out of nine) students 
appeared to write better event proposals after the intervention, although 
differences between students were considerable. In addition, different levels of 
improvement were achieved in the genre features with relatively large 
improvements in tenor and overall structure and small to very small 
improvements in field and mode. The students achieved maximum total scores 
on the pretest and post-test of 18 and 21, respectively, out of 30 obtainable 
points. Their median scores were 14 (pretest) and 16 (post-test).  
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5.6  Discussion and Conclusion EO Interventions 
As announced at the beginning of this chapter, the findings of the interventions 
EO1, EO2 and EO3 are discussed in the present section. First, the observations 
made on enactment are discussed with an eye to answering subquestion b) 
“How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted?”.
Second, the results on the effect of the GBWI course are discussed to answer 
subquestion c) “What effect does subject-specific genre-based writing 
instruction have on first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific 
genres?”. 

5.6.1 Enactment EO Interventions 
This section describes the results of the interventions from three perspectives: 
designed scaffolding, interactional scaffolding and student learning. The 
challenges identified during the interventions are integrated into the 
descriptions below. Implications for the concept of GBWI are discussed in 
Chapter 7. 

Designed scaffolding 
In the three EO interventions, the TLC instructional framework generally 
functioned well in guiding students through their development towards genre 
proficiency (Gibbons, 2002, 2009). The various activities throughout the three 
phases – Building knowledge of the field, Deconstruction and Joint 
construction – enabled the lecturer to gradually hand over control to students to 
prepare them for Independent construction, the fourth TLC phase.  

The enactment of mainly talking activities in the first TLC phase, aimed at 
diagnosing and building students’ field knowledge, proceeded largely as 
intended. However, some students showed reluctance to engage in these 
activities. This may be attributable to students’ unfamiliarity with such 
preparatory talking activities which Kongpetch (2006) also found. Others 
factors that may have played a role include class size, a factor also identified in 
other research projects (Emilia, 2005; Payaprom, 2012), and social norms, a 
factor discussed in studies by Cobb and Yackel (1996) and Smit et al. (2016).  
Student understanding of the field was enhanced by the use of a variety of 
sources – including questions and statements in slide presentations, video clips 
and a game in which students evaluated examples of writing taken from the 
pretest – as other researchers recommended (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005; 
Kongpetch, 2006).  

The analysis of sample texts in the Deconstruction phase worked well in all 
three interventions, in line with other GBWI studies (Humphrey & Macnaught, 
2011). After introducing GBWI and its concepts (Yang, 2012b), the lecturer 
raised students’ awareness of the target genre and its features by having them 
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deconstruct two sample texts in order to explore how texts work (Derewianka, 
1990). As both the subject lecturer and students perceived the genre concepts 
as difficult, an analysis and writing tool was introduced in EO2. This designed 
scaffold was developed to support students in the analysis and writing phase 
and would later be eliminated in accordance with the temporary nature of 
scaffolding (Sandoval, 2014; Wood, 2003). The tool functioned as a subject-
specific, concrete, mediational artifact offering written and visual support to 
structure and mediate learning (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). Although many 
students seemed to benefit from the tool right away, it became clear that some 
students needed explicit instruction on its use and repeated references to it (see 
also Gibbons, 2009; Smit & Van Eerde, 2013).  

In the Joint construction lessons in the EO2 and EO3 interventions, a change 
was made in designed scaffolding. That is, whole-class joint writing activities 
in which students were to produce new texts were replaced with joint rewriting 
activities in which the students worked in small groups on revising their own 
texts. In-class joint writing activities had met with resistance from several 
students, echoing the findings in other tertiary GBWI studies. This may be due 
to students’ familiarity with traditional, one-off writing tasks (i.e., write a 
single and final copy in one go; Gibbons, 2002), or to the fact that many 
students view joint construction as boring or spoon-feeding (Humphrey & 
Macnaught, 2011; Kongpetch, 2006). Another possible cause is students’ 
assumption that learning requires them to merely take in information but not to 
actively contribute to the process (Emilia, 2005). The change from writing in a 
whole-class context with the lecturer acting as a scribe, to rewriting in small 
groups with the lecturer acting as a facilitator (see also Chaisiri, 2010), lowered 
the students’ resistance to a degree. 

Interactional scaffolding 
In all TLC phases, the lecturer elicited and extended interactions so as to 
mediate student learning (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). While interacting with 
students, the subject lecturer took an encouraging approach to enhance the 
students’ self-confidence and willingness to contribute (Benko, 2013). During 
interactions, the lecturer most frequently used interactional scaffolding feature 
was ‘appropriating’ student contributions. This was followed by questioning 
through ‘cued elicitation’ and ‘increasing prospectiveness’. She used the more 
supportive type of questioning, or ‘cued elicitation’, second most frequently in 
EO1 and EO2, and the less supportive type, ‘increasing prospectiveness’, 
second most frequently in EO3. This shift in types of interactional scaffolding 
used was interpreted as an increase in the subject lecturer’s ability to shift more 
responsibility to students (Dansie, 2001).  

The usual IRF pattern as identified by Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) was 
frequently found, especially in the beginning stages of the interventions and 
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when the lecturer did quick revisions during the lessons (Hammond & 
Gibbons, 2005). Extended classroom talk mainly occurred in the 
Deconstruction and Joint construction lessons. There was a shift from relatively 
short, teacher-led classroom interactions to longer, more shared interactions 
(Dansie, 2001). However, there were several factors that hindered the 
elicitation and extension of interactions. These included social norms and 
lecturer-related problems (i.e., genre and GBWI knowledge, interactional 
skills, timing, self-confidence, release of control), which are discussed in the 
following. 

Social norms that are required for meaningful interactions (Cobb & Yackel, 
1996; Smit et al., 2016) were not consistently adhered to in the interventions. 
As a consequence, some of the students did not contribute to these interactions 
and/or did not listen to other students’ contributions. Additionally, the subject 
lecturer’s limited genre awareness and knowledge hindered interactions at 
some instances. Lecturers must fully understand GBWI principles (Chaisiri, 
2010) and possess sound knowledge of the respective genre (Echevarria, 2007; 
Moyano, 2009) in order to elicit meaningful interactions. In addition, the 
lecturer also had difficulty phrasing clear questions and communicating clearly 
in a more general sense. Wood (2003) and Wilson and Devereux (2008) 
underlined both the relevance and difficulty of these scaffolding skills. Elbers 
(2011) pointed out that lecturers’ interaction skills are crucial for language-
sensitive content teaching.  

Another problem identified in the interactions was Wood’s (2003) notion of 
self-inhibition and timing. The subject lecturer struggled to allow students 
enough time to answer her questions and to refrain from answering the 
questions herself. Time also affected interactions in another sense; the subject 
lecturer sometimes rushed or even avoided interactions in order to save time. 
This is a common phenomenon among teachers (Dufficy, 2005; Gibbons, 2009; 
Wood, 2003), although research has shown that even two or three seconds of 
extra waiting time can elicit more extensive and complete input (Dillon, 1990). 
Avoidance of interactions can also be related to a lecturer’s lack of self-
confidence, a problem also identified in the present research. Interactional 
scaffolding in a whole-class context is demanding in itself because it requires 
on-the spot judgments of students’ input (Smit & Van Eerde, 2011) and proper 
responses. To lecturers who are unaccustomed to scaffolding student language, 
this is even more challenging (Blake & Pates, 2010; French, 2011).  

A final problem with respect to interactional scaffolding is the handover of 
control. The ultimate aim of scaffolding is that control is handed over to 
students (Smit et al., 2012). As mentioned before, the interventions in the 
present research did not fully achieve this aim. The lecturer found it hard to 
relinquish control, though she increasingly managed to do so over the course of 
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the interventions. Her increased use of ‘increasing prospectiveness’ was a clear 
indication of this. The importance of letting go of control and the fact that 
many lecturers have difficulty handing over responsibility to their students is 
also stressed in the scaffolding literature (Benko, 2013; Langer & Applebee, 
1986) and in the GBWI literature (Kongpetch, 2006). It could also be argued 
that particularly in time-constrained contexts like the present research project, 
solid control may still be required even during the Joint construction phase if 
learners are expected to construct a new, unfamiliar genre (Humphrey & 
Macnaught, 2011). 

Student learning 
At the beginning of all three interventions, the students’ knowledge of the field 
of event organization was diagnosed as generally adequate. Presumably, 
students had acquired this knowledge through their prior education or some 
form of exposure to event organization. However, their knowledge of the target 
genre, event proposals, was rather limited. Most students thought an event 
proposal was a kind of price quote, aimed at informing rather than persuading 
the reader. They were generally unfamiliar with the writing style used in event 
proposals, which includes filmic description and emotive language. This lack 
of familiarity had also been revealed by the problem analysis preceding the 
intervention (see Chapter 4). Most of the students had never explicitly 
considered the language used in the field of event organization or the 
differences between the language use in the spoken genre of an exploratory 
meeting and the written genre of an event proposal. Discussing these 
differences proved to be essential, as Gibbons (2009) also stressed. Such 
discussion made students aware of the distinction between spoken, informal 
language and written, formal language. However, since some students did not 
actively participate in discussions on this matter, this may have affected their 
development. These students apparently saw no need to discuss prior 
knowledge of the field of event organization, event proposals, or the 
accompanying vocabulary. Kongpetch (2006) described this lack of 
involvement in this first TLC phase as well. From a broader scaffolding 
perspective, students’ motivation level can clearly have an impact on their 
receptiveness to scaffolding and their interest in engaging with it (Belland, 
2014; Belland, Kim, & Hannafin, 2010). 

In the Deconstruction phase, an initial observation was that many students had 
trouble understanding the GBWI concepts of field, tenor and mode. Yang 
(2012b) also found that sensitizing students to the genre-based approach and its 
terminology can take a lot of time and explanation. Students appeared to have 
the greatest difficulty with the concepts of ‘field’ and ‘mode’, while they 
seemed to grasp ‘overall structure’ and ‘tenor’ better. Many students also had 
trouble understanding the purpose of the text, and how particular language use 
in the text contributed to achieving it. This was not surprising, because it was 
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not common practice at the HBS to take such a functional approach to texts 
(Halliday, 1994), especially in subject-specific courses (see Chapter 4). 
Through their deconstruction of two sample texts of the same target genre 
(Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011), most students appeared to gain an 
understanding of how event proposals ‘worked’ to achieve their goal of 
persuading the reader (Derewianka, 1990). The analysis and writing tool 
(introduced in EO2) appeared to support the learning process of the majority of 
students who used it consistently. Overall, most of the students seemed to like 
the role of text analyst because it provided them with explicit guidelines as to 
what they were expected to deliver (Hyland, 2007). The potential usefulness of 
analyzing sample texts had also become apparent in the student focus groups 
organized before the intervention. In these focus groups, students had indicated 
they needed such explicit support (see Chapter 4). A factor that may have 
enhanced student progress in this TLC phase was the inclusion of more 
iterations of Deconstruction, involving more sample texts containing a wide 
variety of textual features (Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011). 

Improving the students’ writing skills in the Joint construction phase turned out 
to be rather challenging. Several students resisted joint, in-class writing 
activities. Once these activities were replaced by rewriting activities in smaller 
groups focusing on the students’ own texts, the students seemed more engaged. 
In this changed setting, they also had the opportunity to ask the lecturer for 
individual support on the spot (Emilia, 2005). Here, there were clear 
indications of student learning about event proposal writing, mainly in terms of 
representing tenor (e.g., taking on an advisory role, addressing the reader 
properly) and field (e.g., using emotive language in describing the event). 
Students had apparently developed these skills through their work during the 
lessons, possibly by using the tool. These same skills had shown up as 
weaknesses in the subject-specific problem analysis (Chapter 4). Evaluating 
rewritten text in classroom discussion also contributed to the students’ writing 
skills (see Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011). By negotiating and evaluating 
certain language choices, students developed their understanding of the 
appropriate language in event proposals. At the same time, such discussions 
also made some students overly cautious about writing, a problem Yang 
(2012b) had also identified in his GBWI study. The classroom discussions also 
revealed students’ problems with writing correctly. This had also been 
identified in the general first-year context (see Chapter 4) and in the national 
(e.g., Herelixka & Verhulst, 2014) and international contexts (e.g., Davies et 
al., 2006). Reflecting on student learning in this phase, it is concluded that 
more iterations of joint construction, offering more writing opportunities, might 
have been beneficial. Humphrey and Macnaught (2011) reached the same 
conclusion in their GBWI research in the tertiary context. 



Chapter 5 

184

In response to subquestion b) “How can subject-specific genre-based writing 
instruction be enacted?”, it is concluded that this enactment requires a well-
designed, context-specific scaffolding program offering sufficient learning 
opportunities combined with adequate, interactional scaffolding to elicit 
mediating processes and thereby contribute to student learning. Based on the 
research in this project, it is also concluded that the subject lecturer’s role in 
this enactment is crucial, both in terms of carrying out the designed scaffolding 
and in offering adequate support during interactions with students.  

5.6.2 Evaluation EO Interventions 
As outlined before, comparison of students’ pre- and post-test total scores 
throughout the three interventions yielded statistically significant results, based 
on Wilcoxon Signed Rank tests for related samples. Nevertheless, the 
interventions differed with respect to the maximum, minimum and median total 
scores as depicted in Table 5.46. 

Table 5.46
Results of pre- and post-tests in EO1, EO2 and EO3 (scale 0-30) 

Min. Max. Median
EO1 Intervention 
Total score on pre-test 6 19 11
Total score on post-test 10 21 15
EO2 Intervention  
Total score on pre-test 10 19 11
Total score on post-test 11 23 19
EO3 Intervention 
Total score on pre-test 6 18 14
Total score on post-test 10 21 16

Table 5.46 shows that the minimum and maximum total scores on the EO2 pre- 
and post-tests in were higher than in EO1 and EO3. However, the median score 
on the pretests was lower in EO2 than in EO3 (11 and 14), whereas the median 
score on the EO2 post-tests was the highest of the three interventions (19). This 
implies that most total scores on the EO2 pre-tests were relatively low (i.e., 
close to the minimum score) and increased significantly on the post-tests. This 
also explains why effect size identified in EO2 (d=1.40) was relatively larger 
than that of EO3 (d=0.84) and EO1 (d=1.16). The high scores in EO2 may have 
resulted from the designed and interactional scaffolding enacted in that 
intervention, but may also be linked to students’ educational background, 
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attitude and involvement, to the lecturer’s self-confidence, and to contextual 
factors such as scheduling and class size.  

Across the three interventions, similar patterns were discerned with respect to 
students’ relative change per feature on the pre- and post-tests (see Table 5.47).  

Table 5.47 
Relative change per feature on pre- and post-tests in EO1, EO2 and EO3 
Features Relative change EO1 Relative change EO2 Relative change EO3
Overall structure 233% 225% 33%
Field 24% 29% 27%
Mode 11% 18% 12%
Tenor 44% 59% 34%
Mechanics 14% -32% 0%

As Table 5.47 shows, the students’ relative change in overall structure (i.e., 
using the four moves) was by far the greatest in EO1 and EO2 and nearly the 
greatest in EO3. The students’ relative change in tenor was the second biggest 
in EO1 and EO2 and the greatest in EO3. Field took third place in all three 
interventions, with the students showing a relative change that ranged from 
24% to 29%. By contrast, the students showed little improvement on mode 
from their pre-test to their post-test, though their initial scores on this feature 
were already relatively high in all three interventions (see Sections 5.3.5, 5.4.5 
and 5.5.5). Finally, students’ relative change in terms of mechanics was erratic. 
While they slightly improved on this feature in EO1, their scores fell in EO2, 
and they did neither better nor worse in EO3. More generally, students’ relative 
scores on mechanics in the pre- and post-tests were consistently low on all 
three interventions.  

In response to subquestion c) on the effect of the GBWI course, it can be 
concluded that there were statistically significant improvements in students’ 
event proposals in all three EO interventions, with effect sizes ranging from 
large (d=0.84 and d=1.16) to very large (d=1.40). The greatest relative changes 
were found in ‘overall structure’ and ‘tenor’, which indicates that the 
interventions had the most effect on the students’ acquisition of these features.  
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6 Interventions in ‘Introduction to Research’ 

“Gradually, I noticed I could better support students by being 
 their discussion partner instead of giving them answers” 

(Subject lecturer, SRI intervention IR1) 

6.1 Introduction 
As indicated before, subquestion a) was addressed in Chapter 4. This chapter 
discusses the following subquestions: 

a) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be prepared 
and designed? 

b) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted? 
c) What effect does subject-specific genre-based writing instruction have 

on first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

To examine how subject-specific GBWI can be enacted, this chapter describes 
two consecutive interventions in the subject of Introduction to Research (IR). It 
then goes on to evaluate the effect of these interventions on students’ 
proficiency in writing in the IR target genre (a case analysis). 

Just as in Chapter 5, this chapter begins with a brief sketch of the context and a 
description of how the interventions were incorporated into the Introduction to 
Research subject, followed by a short overview of the interventions (see 
Section 6.2). Then, the enactment and evaluation of the two interventions – IR1 
and IR2 – are discussed in Sections 6.3 and 6.4 respectively. Just as in Chapter 
5, each section is organized according to the same principle, inspired by the 
design and theoretical conjectures mapped out earlier (see Figure 6.1). So, each 
section first describes the intervention’s enactment. This description is based 
on the high-level conjecture embodied in the intervention’s design and worded 
as a design narrative. Then it describes how the design and theoretical 
conjectures formulated for and tested during EO1 and EO2 were evaluated. 
Here, interactional scaffolding is also explored in more detail. Each section 
concludes with a ‘crystallized’ description of enactment and an evaluation of 
the intervention’s effect on students’ ability to write a case analysis.  
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Just as in Chapter 5, the first cycle of interventions (IR1) is described in more 
detail than the second (IR2), as IR2 primarily served to consolidate IR1, that is, 
it was intended to explore the effect of a similar intervention in the same 
subject with a different group of students. Section 6.5 evaluates the findings of 
the two IR interventions in order to answer the aforementioned subquestions 
from the perspective of the subject of IR. A full answer to subquestions b) and 
c) follows in Chapter 7, where the IR findings are combined with the EO 
results from Chapter 5. As in Chapter 5, all excerpts from classroom 
interactions, participants’ contributions, instructional and assessment materials 
in Chapter 6 have been translated from Dutch. 

6.2  Subject Context 
The Dutch-taught subject of Introduction to Research (Kennismaking met 
Onderzoek) is a first-year compulsory course for all hospitality business 
students. It is the first of a series of courses taught throughout the curriculum 
on how to conduct practice-oriented research in the hospitality business 
context. The objective is to prepare students for professional practice and for 
entering a master’s degree program. As the name suggests, Introduction to 
Research is intended to introduce students to what it takes to conduct practice-
oriented research in the hospitality industry and to provide them with an 
opportunity to get some experience with such practice-oriented research. Prior 
to the GBWI intervention, IR was structured as a seven-week course, with two 
45-minute lessons per week in which students received classroom instruction 
and were expected to work on several assignments. To assess student learning, 
students were required to write three research-related texts, one of which is a 
case analysis based on a multi-criteria analysis. All three texts were written in 
groups of three to four students, and were therefore also graded at group level. 

Figure 6.1. Conjecture mapping in IR interventions
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For the purposes of the GBWI interventions in this research project, some 
aspects of the IR course were modified. A linguistic learning goal was added to 
the course’s general learning objective of introducing students to practice-
oriented research. This goal was worded as: “developing proficiency in writing 
texts in the genre of a case analysis”. To enable students to achieve this 
linguistic learning goal, seven 45-minute GBWI lessons were scheduled, 
replacing the regular 45-minute lessons in which students were expected to 
work independently on their assignments. In another change to the original set-
up, students were asked to write two individual case analyses, one in the first of 
the seven lessons and the other in the last of the seven lessons. These served as 
pre-tests and post-tests for this research project. 

Figure 6.2 shows the time frame in which the two IR interventions were 
implemented. As illustrated, both IR interventions were enacted after the first 
two EO interventions. It is therefore that the conjectures tested and experiences 
gained in enacting and evaluating the EO interventions have also been drawn 
on in the enactment and evaluation of the IR interventions (represented by the 
arrow from EO2 to IR1 in Figure 6.2). Hence, Chapter 6 occasionally also 
refers to the EO interventions. 

Time frame Interventions EO Interventions IR

February-March 2015 EO1 

September-October 2015 EO2 

November-January 2016 IR1 

February-March 2016 EO3 IR2 

Figure 6.2 Time frame of IR interventions  

6.3  IR1 Intervention 
The first IR intervention took place between November 2015 and January 
2016, right after EO2. As Figure 6.2 shows, it was the third intervention 
overall. 
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6.3.1 Participants 
Nineteen students participated in the IR1 intervention. A consent form was 
used to obtain informed consent from all participants and their anonymity was 
guaranteed. The majority of the participating students were female (63.2% vs. 
36.8% male). The students ranged from 17 to 23 years of age and their average 
age was 19 years (SD 1.563). All but one student were native speakers of 
Dutch. In terms of prior education, 57.9% of the students had a general 
secondary education diploma (havo) and 36.8% had a secondary vocational 
diploma (mbo). One student had completed a secondary pre-university 
education (vwo). Their final grades in Dutch ranged from 5 to 8 (on a 1-10 
scale) and their average grade in Dutch was 6.63 (SD .78366).  

The lecturer who took part both IR interventions was a 42-year old female 
Dutch native speaker with 1.5 years of experience teaching in higher 
professional education and several years of experience working as a research 
consultant. She had no previous experience giving embedded writing 
instruction through GBWI. She developed her GBWI-related knowledge and 
skills both before and during the intervention.  

6.3.2 Enactment: Data Collection and Analysis  

Data collection and instruments 
Just as in the EO interventions, three types of data were collected: prospective 
data, actual data and reflective data, using the same instruments (see Table 6.1). 
For a detailed description of the instruments and the types of data collected, see 
Section 5.3.2. 

Table 6.1 
Data collection before, during and after the IR interventions 

Types of data Instrument Research participant
Prospective data Design and theoretical conjectures 

Lesson plans 
Researcher 
Researcher

Actual data  Video recordings Researcher
Field notes Researcher
Teaching materials Researcher

Reflective data SRIs  
Logbooks 
Field notes

Lecturer and researcher 
Lecturer 
Researcher

Data analysis 
To analyze the actual and reflective data collected, the same types of analyses 
were conducted as in the EO interventions (see Section 5.3.2). To ensure the 
reliability of the coding used to retrospectively analyze the interactional 



Interventions in ‘Introduction to Research’ 

191 

scaffolding, a second researcher coded a random selection of interaction 
excerpts (20 excerpts per lesson). This resulted in an interrater agreement of 
.796, indicating a substantial level of consistency in coding (Landis & Koch, 
1977). The reliability of the coding used to analyze the qualitative reflective 
data was also established by having a second researcher code a 10% random 
selection of excerpts (for a detailed description of this procedure, see Section 
5.3.2). This resulted in a kappa score of .817, indicating an almost perfect level 
of agreement. 

6.3.3 Enactment: Results  
The results of the enacted GBWI lessons in IR1 are described in the form of a 
design narrative in the following section, in a similar way as in Chapter 5 (see 
Section 5.3.3).  

IR1 I Building the field, Lesson 1 

Prospective focus 
IR lesson 1 was intended to build students’ knowledge of the field and develop 
their knowledge of field-specific vocabulary. Specifically, this first lesson was 
intended to familiarize students with practice-oriented research in the 
hospitality business, teach them about the characteristics and methods of 
applied research in the context of the hospitality industry, and show them how 
to conduct such research (e.g., Altinay, Paraskevas, & Jang, 2015; Brotherton, 
2008). For this phase, the design and theoretical conjectures tested and 
confirmed in EO1 and EO2 were used as a guideline (see Table 6.2). 

Table 6.2 
Conjectures for the Building the field phase in IR1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

The design of this lesson was based on the first lesson of EO2 and included two 
discussion activities. These would enable the lecturer to diagnose students’ 
existing knowledge, to begin expanding that knowledge and to introduce the 
language appropriate for this subject. The second discussion activity was 
focused explicitly on this language, which is often characterized as academic 
register and which is quite distinct from everyday language (De Wachter et al., 
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Feedback on pre-test 

Language use  
• Personal → impersonal (not: you, me, I, our) 
• Spoken language → written language (not: kind of, best buy) 
• Vague → specific (not: expensive, little content) 
• Subjective → objective (not: seems good to me) 
• Wordy → concise  

Coherence 
• Focus on paragraph use, use of reference and signal words 
• Enable readers to follow your logic, not your process 

And 
• Pay attention to structure, conventions and mechanics 

2017; Schleppegrell, 2001). In addition, the lesson was to include a class 
feedback activity aimed at making students aware of genre and genre-based 
writing instruction and confronting students with their own level of proficiency 
in writing case analyses. The lesson would also include a whole-class 
evaluation of sentences the students had written in their pretests, because in the 
EO interventions this had succeeded in drawing students’ attention to the 
linguistic focus of GBWI. Table 6.3 shows the complete plan for this first 
lesson. 

Table 6.3 
IR1 Lesson plan 1  

IR1 Lesson 1: Design (25-11-2015))
TLC phase Building the field
Learning goal Students develop a general understanding of the field of practice-

oriented research in hospitality business in which the case analysis is 
used

Instructional activities 1. Class feedback on pre-test writing assignment  
2. Class discussion on case analyses as used in school and 

professional contexts 
3. Class discussion on the language of research, and differences 

between spoken and written language 
4. Class exercise on evaluating students’ sentences from their pre-

tests
Instructional materials Slide presentation

Actual focus 
The IR lecturer carried out the instructional activities largely according to plan. 
In the class feedback activity, she used a slide presentation (see Figure 6.3) to 
discuss the main issues apparent from the pre-tests. During the discussion 
activities, she used several guiding questions to elicit interaction (e.g., “What is 
the relevance of a case analysis, in school and in the industry?” and “What do 
you think of academic language?”). 

Figure 6.3 Class feedback, IR1 lesson 1 
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With respect to the case analysis as a genre, the lecturer stressed their use for 
professional purposes and mentioned their use in education. She talked about 
case analyses’ hybrid character and made clear that the students would be 
expected to assume a professional role and voice in some parts of a case 
analysis, and a more academic role and voice in others, a point that would be 
further elaborated in lesson 3. (For a discussion of the case analysis as a 
boundary object, see Section 4.3.2.) The whole-class exercise of evaluating 
sentences written by students in their pretests was enacted as a game, as it had 
been in EO2 (see Section 5.4.3). The game structure helped to vary the 
classroom setting and participation structure, and it spurred the students into 
action, both cognitively and physically. This was expected to enable the 
lecturer to diagnose students’ existing knowledge and to begin expanding that 
knowledge. 

In the discussion activities, the lecturer initiated most interactions and took the 
lead, which is normal for this phase in the TLC. Some interactions were short 
and followed the typical IRF pattern, but others were fairly long for this phase, 
because the lecturer asked additional questions after a student’s initial 
response, as the following examples show: 

L : What are the differences between spoken language and written 
language? 

S7 : The kind of words you use. 
L : That’s right, the kind of words you use.  

L : Why do you think the case analysis is relevant to the school 
context? 

S2 : To study. 
L : To study? 
S2 : To graduate. 
L : To graduate. Please elaborate.  
S2 : To graduate you have to write a research text for a professional 

client, right? 
L : Yes, in your thesis you report on the research you conducted, as 

commissioned by a professional client, that’s right. 

As these excerpts show, the lecturer sometimes tried to elicit fairly predictable 
responses (first excerpt), but sometimes she was more focused on diagnosing 
student understanding (second excerpt). In the latter, the lecturer pushed the 
student to explain his answer (“Please elaborate.”). This type of questioning 
reflects the lecturer’s high expectations of student input, which usually comes 
into play in the later phases of the TLC. In the final activity on evaluating 
student sentences, the subject lecturer also expressed her high expectations of 
student input by handing back the responsibility to students for discussing 
answers at several instances. This is illustrated in the following example: 
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L : (reads a sentence written by a student aloud) “But of course that 
comes with a hefty price tag” 

Students : (laughing) 
L : I hear laughter. Rosie, you’re laughing, why? 
S17 : Well, I’m not sure you would want to write this at all, but you 

certainly can’t write ‘a hefty price tag’. 
L : Right. So, … 
S17 : It’s just a weird sentence for a case analysis, I guess. 
L : But why is it weird for a case analysis? 
S17 : Well, ‘hefty price tag’, that’s just not appropriate. 
S3 : It’s someone’s opinion. 
L : Well…. 
S8 : It’s kind of spoken language I think. 
L : It’s spoken language? 
S8 : Yes. 
L : Right. The sentence doesn’t reflect the objective [point of view] nor 

the formal language we aim for here. So, [spoken language] indeed. 
Well done. 

This excerpt shows how the lecturer refrained from providing extra input after 
her initial question (except for little prods like “Right. So, ...” and “Well…”) 
and so encouraged students to elaborate on their input. Students ended up 
collaboratively discussing the appropriateness of the sentence provided which 
helped to increase their knowledge. At the end of this interaction, the lecturer 
recapped the linguistic features typical of academic research in general and 
case analyses in particular (e.g., objectivity, formal language). 

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Reflecting on the aim of this phase – building students’ knowledge of practice-
oriented research in the hospitality industry –, it was observed that the 
interactions offered several opportunities for diagnosing the students’ existing 
knowledge. For example, when asked about the relevance and nature of doing 
research in the hospitality industry, one student said: 

“If you want to purchase something, or actually, if your boss asks you to 
purchase something, you need to be able to compare different options for this 
product or service, and write that down properly.” 

However, it was not possible to diagnose every student’s existing level of 
knowledge because several students did not actively participate in the 
interactions. In terms of the language component, the students’ understanding 
of the appropriate language for case analyses improved slightly through the 
classroom discussions. Some students demonstrated they already had a good 
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understanding of this type of language, but others had a hard time getting a grip 
on this, as the following excerpts show: 

L : So, what is the appropriate register for writing about research? 
S5 : It means you have to be factual, and more so than when you’re 

talking. For example, to a friend you could say things like ‘it’s 
expensive’, but if you have to write that down in a research analysis, 
you’d sooner phrase it like ‘an advantageous price to quality ratio’, 
followed by numbers.

L : So, in a case analysis, you don’t write “I have done such and such” 
or “We have done research”, as the language of research is slightly 
different. 

S7 : But in what way then? I just don’t get it. 
L : It is more impersonal. 
S7 : But um …, how would you say that you’ve done research then? 
L : Well, [by writing] “Research on X has been carried out”, for 

example. 
S7 : Ah, okay! (laughing) 

The first excerpt shows the lecturer trying to diagnose this student’s 
understanding of the appropriate register and the student responding fairly 
extensively and showing he understood the importance of using factual and 
neutral language. The second excerpt shows that another student still lacked 
that understanding, but that the lecturer acted responsively and stressed and 
modeled the passive sentence structures used in research contexts. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
In terms of designed scaffolding, the instructional activities and materials – 
informed by those in EO1 and EO2 – worked well overall. Just as in the EO 
interventions, however, not all the students contributed in class. Just as in the 
EO interventions, the discussion activities took up a lot of the available time 
(see also Chapter 5).  

With respect to interactional scaffolding, it was observed that the IR lecturer 
could have elicited more interactions in order to diagnose and promote 
students’ knowledge of the field. Based on the lesson transcripts, it appeared 
that the subject lecturer quite frequently used non-interactive means of 
scaffolding, such as explanations and feedback instead interactive scaffolding 
such as questioning. In addition, the lecturer used many suggestive or closed 
questions (e.g., “Do you also think option A is the best option?” and “Do you 
agree?”). Such pseudo-questions can hinder accurate diagnosis of students’ 
level of knowledge and tend not to elicit productive and extensive student 
contributions, as had also been demonstrated in the EO interventions. Perhaps 
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this also explains why it was difficult to involve all the students in the 
classroom interactions. 

Adjustments and challenges 
Based on the reflections on the first lesson, no adjustments were envisioned for 
lesson 2, but there were a few issues with the lecturer’s approach that needed 
addressing. The lecturer was asked to allow sufficient time for interactions, 
because this is crucial for diagnosing students’ level of knowledge and 
promoting student learning (see Chapter 2). The lecturer was further asked to 
call students by their name when initiating interactions, as this might increase 
student involvement. A third issue was one the lecturer herself raised in the 
SRI. This concerned her insecurity about giving GBWI and the fact that, with 
hindsight, she could have prepared better:

“I think my uncertainty also had to do with not preparing well enough. I had 
not prepared every activity equally well and then I ran into trouble in the 
classroom. I should have put more, way more, time into preparation, because I 
know these lessons are not yet in my comfort zone, so to speak.” 

The EO lecturer had expressed similar insecurities about implementing GBWI 
as a new teaching strategy. It underscores the need for ongoing professional 
development, a point also made in the description of the EO interventions in 
Chapter 5. A fourth and final issue was the students’ unfamiliarity with 
integrated writing instruction. As one student put it: “At first I was like ‘are we 
in Dutch language class, or what?’ I simply hadn’t expected the focus in IR to 
be on language too.” This remark clearly reflects the existing language policy 
and practices at the HBS (see also Chapters 1 and 5). 

Reflection on the Building the field conjectures 
Based on the enacted lesson and reflections on this enactment, the design and 
theoretical conjectures for the present TLC phase were confirmed (see Table 
6.4). Data illustrated how the different instructional activities and materials 
indeed elicited interactions, at least among the majority of students. These 
students’ knowledge of the field could be diagnosed and promoted in the 
interactions, which seemed to have developed their knowledge of the field and 
its language. Some students however, did not actively contribute to the 
interactions. As a consequence, their knowledge could not be diagnosed 
properly based on the data collected. 
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Table 6.4
Reflection on the conjectures for the Building the field phase in IR1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

Status: confirmed 

IR1 II Deconstruction, Lessons 2 and 3 

Prospective focus 
The Deconstruction phase (lessons 2 and 3) was intended to develop the 
students’ knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features of the case 
analysis. In view of this aim, the design and theoretical conjectures tested and 
refined in EO1 and EO2 were adopted for this phase in IR1 (see Table 6.5).  

Table 6.5
Conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in IR1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage 

in analyzing the target genre in 
sample texts supported by an 
analysis and writing tool and with 
the help of practical, subject-
specific explanation of the genre 
concepts moves, field, tenor and 
mode in the whole-class context, 
then awareness raising and 
modeling of the target genres’ 
text features are likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to 
develop knowledge of the goal, 
structure and linguistic features of 
the target genre  

IR1 Lesson 2 
The design of lesson 2 was copied from EO2 lesson 2 and adjusted to the IR 
context. To reactivate the students’ knowledge of the field, the lesson would 
start with a short recap activity. Next, the class would jointly analyze a sample 
text, the lecturer would explain GBWI and the class would once again analyze 
the same text. This approach was intended to help students get a grip on the 
target genre and its features. This activity-explanation-activity-sequence was 
intended to make students aware of how helpful GBWI was for analyzing texts. 
Just like the students in EO, the IR students were given an analysis and writing 
tool. This designed scaffold or mediational artifact would provide students with 
another source of meaning making in addition to the lecturer’s oral 
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explanations and the slide presentations. Table 6.6 shows an excerpt of the tool. 
The complete tool can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 6.6
Excerpt of the IR analysis and writing tool  

Linguistic feature Question Sample phrasings
Text organization - Use of signal words? 

- Use of reference 
words? 

- Clear link between text 
and tables? 

- First, second, however, in sum 
- Criterion X is the most important. 

It… 
- Table X demonstrates, device X 

gained most points in terms of 
content (see Table X)

Table 6.7 shows the complete design for lesson 2. 

Table 6.7 
IR1 Lesson plan 2 

IR1 Lesson 2: Design (02-12-2015)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic 

features of the case analysis
Instructional activities 1. Short recap of knowledge of the field 

2. Joint analysis of sample text 1 
3. Explanation of GBWI  
4. Joint analysis of sample text 1, with the help of the tool

Instructional materials Slide presentation, sample text 1, analysis and writing tool

Actual focus  
After doing the short recap activity to refresh students’ memory, the IR lecturer 
asked students to scan the sample text in pairs and answer a number of guiding 
questions (e.g., “What is the text about?” and “What approach does the writer 
take toward you, the reader?”). The students’ responses were then discussed in 
a whole-class context. Next, the lecturer explained the concept of GBWI to the 
class and distributed the IR analysis and writing tool. Then the students were 
asked to once more analyze the same sample text in pairs and to pay explicit 
attention to the word level in analyzing field, tenor, and mode, and to the 
structure level in analyzing the moves in the text. Afterwards, the students 
again shared and discussed their responses in class.  

During the various instructional activities, it was generally the lecturer who 
initiated the interactions with the students. In some instances, she was strongly 
directive and steered the interactions toward their desired outcomes, as the 
following excerpt demonstrates: 
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L : What do you guys think of the structure of the text? 
S10 : I think it’s quite logical. 
L : Why is it logical? 
S10 : Well, first, it is about why you conducted the research, then what 

they aimed for, then those tables that clearly demonstrate what the 
best device is, and then the conclusion and the recommendations. 

L : So, what you are actually saying is that, when reading the text, the 
structure makes perfect sense? 

S10 : Yes, at least to me. 
L : Does everyone agree? Dan? 
S1 : Yes, I agree it’s logical. 
L : Did you also notice that the text was structured this way? 
S1 : Yes. 
L : Okay. 

This excerpt shows how the lecturer extended the interaction by asking rather 
closed and suggestive questions (e.g., “Does everyone agree?” and “Did you 
also…?”) once one student had provided useful input on the move structure of 
case analyses. Although such strong verbal hints may be considered 
inappropriate in interactional scaffolding, here they seemed primarily intended 
to draw more students in and to raise the students’ awareness (see Chapter 2). 
At other times in the lesson, the lecturer also used open questions to prolong 
teacher-student interactions: 

L : So, what actually determines the quality of a text? Of this sample 
text, or of texts in a more general sense? 

S5 : Whether it’s useful. 
L : But what makes it useful? 
S5 : When it’s about…. well, it might be a nonsensical text. 
L : And when do you consider a text to be a nonsensical text? 
S5 : When it is not about the thing you expect it to be about.  
L : So, the topic should be clearly addressed in the text? 
S5 : Yes. 
L : Okay. 

As this excerpt shows, the student’s initial contribution was rather brief and 
superficial, but the lecturer then pushed him several times to elaborate on his 
answer. Ultimately, this resulted in a shared understanding that the lecturer 
then summarized (“The topic should be clearly addressed”). Overall, the 
students’ contributions to the interactions in this lesson were mostly relatively 
brief. 
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Reflective focus 
Student learning 
The data gave some indications that the students were starting to understand the 
goal, structure and linguistic features of case analyses. With the help of the 
analysis and writing tool, several students were able to identify features of the 
sample text that were typical of case analyses. The following excerpt shows a 
student grappling with, and finally grasping, tenor:  

L  : Do you see words like ‘I’ and ‘we’ or are they absent? 
S8 : Here (on the analysis and writing tool), it says ‘impersonal 

language’. 
L : Right. So, are there any subjective sentences, because you said “I 

don’t see ‘I’ or ‘we’” 
S8 : No, I don’t see ‘I think’ or similar phrases 
L : So, is the text based on opinions or facts, do you think? 
S8 : Facts. 
L : Where do you find those then? 
S8 : Um ... well … (silence) 
L : I mean, apparently, the text gives you the impression it is based on 

facts, but how do know? Where do you see that in the text? Can you 
point to the words or the passage that confirms your impression? 

S8 : Here it says ‘based on comparative research’ 
L : Exactly, that’s a good [example]. Well done. 

This interaction between the subject lecturer and student shows how the latter 
was eventually able to pinpoint an example of the type of expression used in 
case analyses, even though it took quite a bit of firm guidance from the lecturer 
to get there. It demonstrates that the student still needed the IR lecturer as a 
more knowledgeable other or as a model to scaffold her learning process, and 
that she wasn’t ready to achieve this on her own (see Chapter 2). In the SRI, the 
lecturer indicated that her students seemed to find it hard to understand the 
genre concepts of moves, field, tenor and mode. This is in line with the 
observations made in the EO interventions and might be due to the nature of 
the genre concepts and the students’ general unfamiliarity with these. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
Two observations were made on designed scaffolding in this lesson. First, just 
as in the EO interventions, the time set aside to carry out the two text analysis 
activities was not enough, especially because it was the students’ first time. 
Second, many students found it difficult to use the analysis and writing tool. 
Just as in the EO2 intervention, this might have been due to the fact that the 
lecturer had not properly explained or modeled how to use the tool. 
Alternatively, the students may just have been struggling with the genre 
concepts and with applying these to the sample text. In the SRI, the IR lecturer 
said: 
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“Many students found it difficult to work with the tool. They had difficulty 
applying it to the texts, although it was meant to support them, of course.” 

As for the interactional scaffolding in this lesson, it was concluded that the 
lecturer should have recognized how sketchily the students understood the 
genre concepts and how to work with the analysis and writing tool, because this 
would have allowed her to provide more responsive support. The reasons the 
lecturer gave for not giving this support were time constraints and her 
assumption that students would automatically understand the use of the tool 
and its application to the sample text. A second observation made was that the 
lecturer’s instructions on the text analysis could have been clearer. In other 
words, she could have instructed the students more explicitly to look for 
particular words and phrases. She could also have given the students less 
freedom in performing this task. As the IR lecturer stated in the SRI: 

“I should have guided students more in carrying out the activity, maybe by 
reducing the analysis to a part of the text instead of the whole text or by 
providing more instruction, like ‘look for a particular type of word’.”

Looking back at the lesson, it also became clear that the lecturer had missed 
some scaffolding opportunities by neglecting to ask supplementary questions. 
In the SRI, she said that she had cut short some interactions because of time 
constraints. Another observation made was that the lecturer did not consistently 
explain key words in the interactions (e.g., “analyze”) while not every student 
seemed to understand what they entailed. Particularly in the earlier phases of 
the TLC, it is crucial that lecturer and students establish a shared understanding 
of the target genre and a metalanguage in which to discuss it.  

Adjustments and challenges  
Based on the reflections, several aspects of this lesson were identified that 
needed improvement. The first of these was the lecturer’s performance in 
eliciting and extending interactions. The lecturer was therefore asked to pay 
more attention to the way she asked questions and to check more frequently 
whether the students understood her instructions and explanations. The second 
issue identified was the students’ reading strategies. As the video transcript 
made clear and as one student explicitly confirmed (“I can’t read that fast, I am 
only at the second paragraph!”), some students needed help understanding and 
applying reading strategies in order to analyze a text. And the third issue, a 
contextual one, was time. The total amount of time per lesson (45 min.) was 
too short to properly execute all the activities planned. It was therefore decided 
to limit the number of activities per lesson to three in order to ensure proper 
implementation. 
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IR1 Lesson 3 

Prospective focus 
Lesson 3 was to include three instructional activities, and its structure 
mimicked that of lesson 3 in EO2. The recapping activity would increase the 
students’ understanding of the genre concepts and of case analyses as a genre, 
while the analysis activities were expected to increase the students’ knowledge 
of the textual features of case analyses. Table 6.8 shows the plan for lesson 3. 

Table 6.8 
IR1 Lesson plan 3 

IR1 Lesson 3: Design (09-12-2015)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic 

features of the case analysis
Instructional activities 1. Recapping GBWI and the case analysis features 

2. Analysis of sample text 2 
3. Comparison of sample texts 1 and 2 

Instructional materials Slide presentation, sample text 1 and 2, analysis and writing tool

Actual focus 
The lecturer used guiding questions in the slide presentation (e.g., “What is the 
topic of this text? And what words represent the topic?”) to carry out the 
recapping activity for the whole class. She paid specific attention to the 
distance between the writer and the reader, because in case analyses this 
distance varies, as this hybrid genre incorporates both academic and 
professional conventions (see Section 4.3.2). The lecturer’s oral explanation of 
the reader-writer relationship in different types of texts and contexts was 
supported with a visual representation of the various distances (see Figure 6.4).

Figure 6.4 Depiction of writer-reader distances, IR1 Lesson 3 

The lecturer explained that students were expected to use a professional or 
practitioner’s voice (i.e., partial and dynamic) at the beginning and end of a 
case analysis, and to use a more academic voice (i.e., impartial and analytical) 
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for the middle section discussing the design and implementation of the multi-
criteria analysis. 

After the lecturer had briefly explained and modeled the analysis and writing 
tool, she asked the students to analyze the second sample text in pairs. In 
response to the reading difficulties students had exhibited in the previous 
lesson, the lecturer also explained how to scan a text. The students’ findings 
were discussed in a whole-class context. At the end of the lesson, the class 
compared the two sample texts with the help of some guiding questions in the 
slide presentation (e.g., “What differences do you discern between the two 
texts?” and “Which text is better and why?”). 

Interactions during the recapping activity were generally initiated by the 
lecturer. She would ask questions (e.g., “What were the moves in the case 
analysis again?”) to jog the students’ memory. Where possible, she tried to 
extend interactions and to hand back responsibility for continuing the 
conversation to the students: 

L : So, first there is an introduction, then a list of requirements, and 
then? 

S9 : Um…the research. 
L : Well, yes, the options that are going to be explored are listed first, 

and then what? 
S9 : Compare them. 
L : That’s right, you’re going to compare them. And then what? 
S9 : Recommendations. 
L : Right, first you draw a conclusion and then you give your 

recommendations. 

This excerpt shows the lecturer persistently trying to increase the student’s 
input by asking additional questions, even though the student’s responses 
continued to be rather limited. Apparently, this student had not yet internalized 
the move structure of the case analysis. The interactions during the class 
discussion of the texts the students had analyzed in pairs were also primarily 
teacher-initiated. Generally, the lecturer did not cut the interactions short by 
immediately giving feedback after receiving a response from a student (as in 
IRF interactions). Whenever possible, she tried to prolong the talks, as the 
following example illustrates: 

L : About the relationship between the writer and the reader: Britney, 
what did you find? 

S7 : An impersonal style is used. 
L : An impersonal style. Where did you see evidence of that? 
S7 : The text is not written from the ‘we’ perspective. 
L : No, it isn’t, but how is it phrased then? 
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S7 : Um … it just gives information actually. 
L : Okay, but can you point to a particular sentence? 
S7 : “The ROC [name of organization in sample text] has listed the 

following requirements” 
L : That’s right, “The ROC has listed the following requirements” 

instead of ‘you’ or ‘they’. 

This interaction demonstrates that by prompting the student to elaborate on his 
responses, the lecturer generated a more productive interaction for all the 
students. The student initially provided a correct, but rather superficial answer. 
The lecturer’s efforts helped him to eventually pinpoint a phrase that 
exemplified his initial answer. 

Some of the interactions during this class activity were student-initiated. One 
student wondered out loud whether the frequent use of signal words that he and 
his peers had identified in the sample text, was deliberate or unconscious: 

S2 : Do the writers of such texts deliberately use so many signal words 
or…. 

L : That’s a great question. Would they do so by accident? What do you 
think, Emmy? 

S8 : I don’t think so. 
L : Would they use so much signposting on purpose? 
S2 : Yes, probably, to make things clear.  
L : Right, to make things clear. To guide the reader through the text. 
S2 : And is that an automatic thing or do you have to work on that? 
L : That’s another great question! You know Gary, I think this goes 

right to the heart of these writing support lessons. For most of us, that 
is not an ‘automatic thing’. Which is why we try to make you aware 
of this linguistic feature in these lessons, so you learn to use it when 
you write such a text.  

This interaction shows how one student (S2) became aware of how mode is 
represented in the target genre and how the lecturer reacted responsively to this 
in the whole-class setting. Clearly, the lecturer gauged correctly that this was 
an opportunity to increase all the students’ understanding by amplifying one 
student’s input and by modeling how signal words are used to guide readers 
through the text.  

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Based on the students’ input during the recapping activity, it was surmised that 
students understood the genre concepts better than before. Most of the students 
were able to name features of the target genre when the lecturer offered firm 
support, but had trouble recalling them without support. Apparently, the 
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students had not yet internalized their knowledge of GBWI and the case 
analysis’ features and needed more support to get there. In addition, some of 
the students still struggled with the linguistic focus of ‘field’. As the IR lecturer 
put it in the SRI: 

“They still need to reach a deeper understanding that ‘field’ is about words 
and phrases that represent the content of the text, that ‘field’ is not about 
where in the text the topic is introduced or something, or as one student said: 
‘The field is described in the first paragraph’.” 

Similar observations about students’ misconception of ‘field’ were made in the 
EO interventions. Clearly, the students that took part in this study found this 
concept complicated and had a hard time understanding and applying it 
correctly. Overall, it was concluded that several students had by now grasped 
what textual features are typical of case analyses. However, it was not possible 
to gauge whether all the students had reached this level, as some had not 
actively participated in the analysis activities and interactions. Furthermore, 
when comparing the two sample texts, the students’ input was quite superficial 
(e.g., “Text 1 is longer than text 2” and “The first text has more paragraphs 
than the second”). Based on these limited contributions, it was impossible to 
diagnose whether the students had increased their passive and active 
knowledge of the textual features of case analyses.  

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
In general, the instructional activities and materials used in lesson 3 worked 
well and served their purpose as designed scaffolding. Particularly the analysis 
activity, which had the students analyzing a sample text in pairs, activated the 
students and raised their awareness of case analyses’ textual features. 
Compared to lesson 2, most of the students were better able to use the analysis 
and writing tool during this activity, though this did not apply to every student. 
The comparison activity at the end of the lesson left something to be desired, 
however. More time, more student responsibility and more focused guiding 
questions at word level might have elicited more interaction and hence more 
useful student input.  

By comparison to the previous two lessons, in this lesson the lecturer had used 
more opportunities to provide interactional scaffolding, eliciting more 
interactions and offering more support. She had tried to check more 
consistently whether students understood the genre concepts and had responded 
to their need for more support both during the class and pair activities. For 
example, when some students said they did not understand what they were 
supposed to analyze when looking for ‘field’, the lecturer resorted to the 
everyday genre of recipes to explain that ‘field’ was about using the type of 
language (i.e., instructional) and vocabulary (e.g., ingredients, grams, mix) that 
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readers expect to see in this genre. It was also observed that the lecturer 
provided more interactional scaffolding in this lesson by calling on the students 
by name during the interactions in an attempt to involve all the students. The 
only aspect lacking from the interactional scaffolding in this lesson was a clear 
shift from teacher-led to student-led interactions, something that should 
become visible during the deconstruction phase. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Based on the reflections on designed scaffolding, no changes to the design 
needed to be made. Student behavior was an issue though. Several students 
were very easily distracted and the lecturer found it hard to involve them in 
activities. Something similar happened during the comparison activity. A 
number of students did not actively participate because they said they were 
unable to recall the first text’s features and had forgotten to bring this text to 
class. This behavior indicated that at least some of the students still did not feel 
responsible for actively participating in class or for working on their ability to 
write a case analysis. 

Reflection on the Deconstruction conjectures 
On reflection, the design and theoretical conjectures for the deconstruction 
phase were confirmed for a majority of the students in IR1 (see Table 6.9), 
namely for those who had actively participated, while they could not be 
confirmed for the students who had not actively contributed. The classroom 
activities had indeed resulted in interactions that made the students aware of the 
textual features characteristic of case analyses and where the lecturer modeled 
some of these features. These interactions therefore helped to increase the 
students’ knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic features of case 
analyses, at least for the students that had bothered to participate. 

Table 6.9 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in IR1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups 

engage in analyzing the target 
genre in sample texts supported 
by an analysis and writing tool 
and with the help of practical, 
subject-specific explanation of 
the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-
class context, then awareness 
raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to develop 
knowledge of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the target genre 

Status: confirmed  
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IR1 III Joint construction, Lessons 4 and 5 

Prospective focus 
The Joint construction phase, consisting of lessons 4 and 5, was intended to 
develop the students’ ability to write a case analysis. In view of this aim, the 
design and theoretical conjectures tested and refined in EO1 and EO2 were 
adopted for this phase in IR1 (see Table 6.10).  

Table 6.10 
Conjectures for the Joint construction phase in IR1 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups 
engage in jointly rewriting their 
own texts in the target genre 
supported by an analysis and 
writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating 
genre-specific formulations are 
likely to occur

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their skills in 
writing texts in the target genre 

IR1 Lesson 4 
Lesson 4 would include three instructional activities, copied from the design of 
lesson 4 in EO2. First, the class would discuss the writing process to get an 
idea of how the students looked at this process and to prepare them for joint 
writing. Then, the class would do a feedback activity on the case analyses they 
had written in groups in the parallel IR content-oriented lessons and handed in 
well before lesson 4. The lecturer would prepare feedback on these texts to 
promote the students’ writing proficiency. The third instructional activity 
would consist of rewriting and evaluating parts of the texts the students had 
handed in. Table 6.11 shows the complete plan for this lesson.

Table 6.11 
IR1 Lesson plan 4  

IR1 Lesson 4: Design (15-12-2015)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) a case 

analysis
Instructional activities 1. Class discussion on writing process 

2. Class feedback on students’ case analysis texts  
3. Rewriting and evaluating (part of) case analysis texts

Instructional materials Slide presentation, short video on writing process, students’ own 
group-written case analysis texts with feedback, analysis and writing 
tool
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Reader-Writer Relationship: Key Points 

Personal instead of impersonal style 
- You have asked us to write this text for you as you want our advice on the purchase of 

10 new devices.  

Subjective and vague instead of objective and specific style 
- It seems like this is the best option by far as it scores quite good with respect to 

convenience 

Written-like instead of spoken-like language 
- It is really thought this device is the best buy ever for organization X. 

Actual focus 
Lesson 4 started with the lecturer showing a short video on writing that 
emphasized that writing is not a one-off activity but a process. In the following 
class discussion, the lecturer explored how the students approached writing 
(e.g., “How do you go about writing a formal text?”). During the class 
feedback activity, the lecturer addressed the key points for each genre feature 
with the help of a slide presentation that summarized these points (see Figure 
6.5). In addition, students received written feedback on the group texts they had 
written. 

Figure 6.5 Feedback on tenor, IR1 Lesson 4 

During the rewriting activity, the lecturer asked students to rewrite part of their 
case analysis texts in pairs. She reminded the students that they could use the 
analysis and writing tool to scaffold their writing. At the end of the lesson, she 
asked the students to present the adjustments they made to their texts to the 
class and to explain their reasons for doing so, so the class could discuss and 
evaluate the changes.  

Interactions during the first two activities were generally initiated and led by 
the lecturer. In the class discussion on the writing process, the lecturer asked 
several questions to find out how the students approached the writing process. 
As the following excerpt shows, her questions were rather suggestive and the 
students’ responses relatively short: 

L : So, actually, you can’t write a case analysis in one go. Do you 
agree? 

Students : (nodding in agreement) 
L : Caroline, is that also how you do it? 
S19 : Usually. 
L : Britney, what about you? 
S7 : Yes. 
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L : I am not asking you if you know how you ought to do it, but 
whether you usually take the approach I explained? 

S3 : Well, not exactly, I just write down a text and then I’m done. 
L : Actually, you shouldn’t stop there, because there is still a lot to do, 

right? 
S3 : Actually, yes, I should. It depends, if I collaborate with other 

people, I do make that extra effort, but if it’s just my own text, then ... 
L : So, you kind of seek a balance every time? 
S3 : Yes. 
L : But do you agree that a text gets better if you do so? 
S3 : Um … yes. 

This excerpt shows the lecturer guiding her students toward a particular 
response (i.e., that they write in one go), in an attempt to convince them of the 
benefits of a multistage approach. The lecturer’s questions are pseudo-
questions rather than genuine questions aimed at uncovering new, unknown 
information (see also EO and Chapter 2). 

Interactions during the rewriting activity generally followed another pattern, 
with the lecturer walking around in the classroom and intervening in the 
writing process only when asked for or when she felt it was necessary. Her role 
in these interactions was decidedly less leading and more facilitating, as the 
following excerpt illustrates:  

S2 : But should we or shouldn’t we write something about the client in 
the introduction of the text? If we just write ‘Organization X 
has…’…. 

L : Well, I would indeed mention that organization X has asked you to 
… Take a look at the sample texts, how was it done there? When you 
read those introductions, you didn’t think they were odd, did you? 

S2 : No, that’s true. 
L : Well, then take your sample texts and check them. 
S2 : So, in the introduction we should write down what the client wants? 
L : Yes, but you don’t have to provide an extensive company 

description, as the client is aware of that information, right? 

This excerpt shows how the lecturer provided responsive support by modeling, 
asking questions and referring to the sample texts as models. In this way, she 
made the student look for an answer, as may be expected in this TLC phase. 
However, the interaction also shows that the student asked for explicit 
confirmation (which the lecturer eventually provided in a brief recap), because 
he lacked the confidence as yet to rely on his own knowledge of the genre. 
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Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Reflecting on the students’ improvements in writing a case analysis, it was 
observed that some but not all students improved their ability to write in the 
target genre, as the following excerpt from an interaction during the rewriting 
activity shows:

S1 : Why isn’t this correct? “For each device, a score will appear”? 
L : “A score will appear”. Well, that’s not what’s going to happen, as 

scores don’t just come out of thin air! Take another look. 
S1 : Um ... no…. 
L : How could you phrase that differently? 
S1 : Calculate the scores? 
L : Yes, right, you can calculate scores for each device. 

This interaction demonstrates that the student was not able to use the feedback 
received to come up with a better phrase. After discussing the existing wording, 
the student was eventually able to reword the sentence. Another student 
showed increased ability in reflecting on his own rewritten text passage: 

“First, we had written the introduction and we were fairly happy with it. But when 
I looked at it again later, I changed my mind. We then cut the entire introduction 
and redrafted it, because there was too much information and details on the 
client’s company that actually didn’t belong in the text. Now, the text contains less 
irrelevant information and is written more concisely.” 

This statement illustrates that this student developed his writing proficiency by 
evaluating and rewriting the text and making it more goal-oriented and concise 
(i.e., “too much information…didn’t belong in the text”). 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
Several observations were made in reflecting on the designed scaffolding in 
lesson 4. First, it was noted it worked well to combine oral feedback in a 
whole-class context with written feedback on the group-written texts. This 
combination brought home general points about writing a case analysis, but 
also particular points about their own writing. The different modes of 
communication helped to elicit negotiation and evaluation. It also worked well 
to have students rewrite their own texts in small groups with the help of the 
feedback on their drafts and the tool. Most of the students were actively 
involved and eager to improve their own texts. This format also allowed the 
lecturer to gauge the students’ need for support and respond on the spot by 
modeling, negotiating and evaluating. 
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Looking at the interactional scaffolding during the first class discussion, it was 
concluded that the lecturer could have used more genuine and open questions 
to elicit interaction. The lecturer had used rather suggestive and closed 
questions, and had done the same during the class feedback activity. She could 
and should have asked more questions to encourage the students to discuss and 
evaluate the inappropriateness of a sentence rather than explaining this to the 
students.  

During the rewriting activity, the lecturer released control to a greater extent 
and elicited more discussion. She asked a lot of questions and pushed students 
to reflect on their writing. In the SRI, she said: 

“More than before, I mainly asked questions instead of giving answers, 
because it’s now up to the students to improve their texts, not up to me. This 
approach allows me to work less hard and to demand more from the 
students.” 

This shift in responsibility toward the students is common in the Joint 
construction phase. By gradually decreasing support, the lecturer challenges the 
students to extend their turns, increase their language production and in so 
doing, develop their language and writing skills. 

Adjustments and challenges  
Based on the reflections on lesson 4, four challenges were identified. One was 
the attitude and behavior of some students, which continued to be a hindrance. 
Several students refused to rewrite their texts during the lesson. This might 
have been due to their approach to writing as a one-off activity or to the 
existing language policy and practices at the HBS, which did not encourage 
rewriting. To address this challenge, the lecturer was asked to urge students to 
participate and to point out the benefits of rewriting activities in class in lesson 
5. She was asked to refer to some of their peers’ views on in-class rewriting 
(e.g., “It’s good to work on our texts in class, because you can ask questions 
right away when you get stuck.”). A second challenge was that some students 
perceived ‘rewriting’ to mean ‘correcting spelling and grammar mistakes’. The 
same had happened in the EO interventions and presumably had to do with the 
focus on mechanics in HBS writing practices (see Chapters 1 and 4). The 
lecturer was asked to raise this issue in the next lesson and to talk about the 
impact of incorrect writing on the effectiveness of a text. The third issue was 
the lecturer’s tendency to take the lead in activities and interactions. She was 
asked to give the students more responsibility and to assume a facilitating 
rather than a leading role in lesson 5. The fourth and final issue was once again 
the limited time available, an issue identified in the EO interventions as well.
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IR1 Lesson 5

Prospective focus 
Lesson 5 would start off with a recapping activity to refresh the students’ 
memory. This recap of the case analysis’ features was especially important 
because lesson 5 was scheduled after a two-week holiday. The recapping 
activity would be carried out by students in order to increase their 
responsibility for their own learning. During the second and main activity in 
this lesson, the students would rewrite and evaluate their case analyses. This 
activity was expected to increase the students’ writing skills and their ability to 
assess a case analysis. Table 6.12 shows the plan for lesson 5.

Table 6.12 
IR1 Lesson plan 5 

IR1 Lesson 5: Design (06-01-2016)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) a case 

analysis
Instructional activities 1. Recap of case analysis features 

2. Rewriting and evaluating (part of) a case analysis
Instructional materials Slide presentation, students’ own texts, analysis and writing tool

Actual focus 
The students carried out the first activity with minimal guidance from the 
lecturer and with the help of guiding questions in the slide presentation and the 
tool (e.g., “What is the topic of the text? And how is this represented in 
words?”). The second activity was introduced by the lecturer and then handed 
over to the students who completed it using the tool. The lecturer emphasized 
the benefits of rewriting and the fact that rewriting was not just about 
correcting spelling and grammatical errors. Just as during the rewriting activity 
in lesson 4, the lecturer walked around and intervened and provided support 
only where necessary. At the end of the rewriting activity, she asked the 
student groups to present their rewritten texts and to explain the changes they 
had made. The other students were then asked to evaluate these. In this way, all 
the students were called upon to act while the lecturer could stand back and 
intervene only when necessary. 

The interactions during the recapping activity were usually initiated by the 
lecturer (e.g., “So, tell us what ‘field’ was about again and how this shows in a 
case analysis.”). She also concluded most of them, by modeling and summing 
up the main points (e.g., “So, field is about words and phrases that represent the 
content of a text, like ‘analysis’, ‘advice’, ‘calculate’, ‘options’ and ‘compared 
to’ in a case analysis.”). During the interactions, the lecturer used not only 
questions but also pauses and other non-verbal hints like nodding to encourage 
students to continue. The interactions during the rewriting activity were 
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generally initiated by the students asking for help rewriting a particular 
sentence they had received feedback about earlier on, as the following excerpt 
illustrates: 

S4 : How should we change this sentence? About the list of 
requirements? 

L : Well, it is about coherence …  first you write about the requirements 
and then you suddenly you refer to the list of requirements, without 
linking the two. 

S4 : Should I write something like ‘below you find a list of…’ then? 
L : Well, how would you refer to this more explicitly? How would you 

create coherence between ‘the requirements’ and ‘the list of 
requirements’? Just try it! 

S4 : Um….’below you find a list’…I really wouldn’t know (laughing) 
L : Take a look at this [=tool], the both of you! 
S17 : Um…’a number of requirements will be used’… um… or just ‘a 

number of requirements’. Yes, I think I would put it like that. 
L : But, ‘list of requirements’ is an apt and appropriate phrase in this 

text and context, so I would not leave that out. 
S17 : Okay 
L : Couldn’t you write something like ‘the criteria mentioned above 

form a …’, or something like that? 
S17 : Yes, okay. 
L : Then it makes more sense to me as a reader, because then I 

understand the link between the criteria or the requirements you 
mention first and the list of requirements you mention later, right? 

S17 : Yes. I’ll phrase it like this then: ‘the criteria mentioned above form 
the list of requirements’  

This interaction demonstrates how the lecturer tried to foster learning by 
negotiating the students’ existing wording and encouraging them to come up 
with better alternatives themselves. When the students had trouble rephrasing 
their sentence, the lecturer provided additional support by modeling. She 
stressed and demonstrated the use of particular genre-specific words (‘list of 
requirements’) and offered an explicit writing frame (“the criteria mentioned 
above form …”). During the final whole-class evaluation of the students’ 
sentences, the lecturer mainly facilitated and supported interaction between the 
students while they discussed and evaluated the quality of the rewritten 
sentences.

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Reflecting on the aim of this lesson – continued development of students’ 
writing skills and their ability to write a case analysis in particular – it was 
concluded that most students had improved to some extent. However, as the 
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The organization for which we write the case analysis is Saxion in Deventer, a 
higher professional education institution. As from the next year, they want to 
purchase fifteen new coffee machines, where students and employees can grab a 
coffee.

previous interaction made clear, the students still needed a lot of support to be 
able to rewrite their texts as intended. In addition, the students’ rewritten 
versions they presented to their peers in the final activity showed rather limited 
development (see Figure 6.6). 

Figure 6.6 Sample rewritten paragraph, IR1 Lesson 5  

The students who presented this rewritten version explained that it was much 
more concise and to the point than their earlier draft. However, as Figure 6.6 
illustrates, the text needed more improvements in terms of avoiding personal 
pronouns (e.g., ‘we’, ‘they’) and informal phrasing (e.g., “can grab a coffee”). 
Another observation made was that many students had not yet grasped the 
genre concepts well enough to apply them to writing a case analysis. The 
following excerpt exemplifies the students’ difficulties with recalling and 
explaining tenor: 

L : So, what was is about the relationship between the reader and the 
writer again, and what words represent this? 

S8 : If I recall correctly, you can’t use ‘you’ and ‘we’ and so on. 
L : (nods) 
S8 : And actually, I think that’s kind of weird, because you somehow 

have to write it to someone. 
S10 : You should write in a formal way. 
L : We’ve talked about informal, formal, professional and academic 

language. 
S10 : What I remember is that, in the conclusion of the text, you should 

write something like ‘research has shown that…’ and then link it to 
the client, like ‘based on these outcomes, it is recommended that 
client X …’. In that way, the reader knows it is intended for him, but 
you keep it formal. 

This interaction shows that neither student had yet fully internalized knowledge 
of tenor, but student 10 showed more comprehension than student 8. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
As it turned out, the designed scaffolding in this lesson worked quite well. Both 
the activities themselves and the order in which they were enacted fostered 
student learning. Still, the fact that the students’ progress remained rather 
limited also meant that more time, practice and support were needed than what 
was available. Looking at the interactional scaffolding in this lesson, it was 
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concluded that the lecturer had generally tried to elicit and extend interactions. 
However, not every interaction developed equally well, as student input 
sometimes remained short and superficial. As a result, the lecturer ended up 
answering her own questions a few times (i.e., self-inhibition). It was also 
concluded that the lecturer might have sparked more student involvement if she 
had rephrased her question in some instances. As the lecturer put it in the SRI: 

“I think I repeated some of the questions over and over again, without any of 
the students responding to it. I should have rephrased these questions, but I 
just didn’t have the flexibility to do so at that point.” 

Evidently, the lecturer found it hard to act responsively to student input on the 
spot, which requires a lot of flexibility and communicative competence, as 
outlined before.  

Adjustments and challenges 
In lesson 5, the issue of the students’ attitude toward rewriting reappeared. 
Some students felt they didn’t need to rewrite their texts again, because they 
had already done so in the previous lesson. This attitude clearly had a negative 
impact on general student involvement and contribution. Another challenge 
was that some of the students did not feel responsible for actively participating 
in the rewriting task, because they were also writing group texts in the parallel 
content-based IR lessons (e.g., “I will be writing a different text for this subject 
in the end, so I don’t need to know how to write a case analysis exactly.”).  

Reflection on the Joint construction conjectures  
Based on the enactment of the GBWI lesson in the present intervention and the 
reflections on these lessons, the design and theoretical conjectures formulated 
before were both confirmed (see Table 6.13), although not all students 
participated actively in the activities and interactions. With respect to the 
students who did participate, it was observed that the rewriting activities indeed 
elicited interaction in the shape of modeling, negotiating and evaluating 
particular formulations as intended, and that these interactions promoted 
student writing skills to some extent. In Section 6.3.5, the students’ writing 
proficiency is measured based on pre- and post-tests in the target genre. 
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Table 6.13 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Joint construction phase in IR1

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups 
engage in jointly rewriting their 
own texts in the target genre 
supported by an analysis and 
writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating 
genre-specific formulations are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their skills in 
writing texts in the target genre 

Status: confirmed 

Characterization of IR1 Interactional Scaffolding  
A retrospective analysis of interactional scaffolding was conducted to shed 
more light on the exact nature and frequency of the types of interactional 
scaffolding used in the various TLC phases. The results of the analysis are 
shown in Figure 6.7. 

Figure 6.7 Types of interactional scaffolding in IR1 (100%=580) 

Figure 6.7 demonstrates that the overall pattern of types of interactional 
scaffolding used by the subject lecturer was fairly consistent over the course of 
the lessons: Appropriating student contributions was used most frequently, 
followed by questioning through ‘cued elicitation’ and ‘increasing 
prospectiveness’. This pattern was also identified in EO1 and EO2, as 
described in Chapter 5. The subject lecturer further used ‘recapping’ fairly 
frequently, in particular in the lessons 3 and 4 in terms of recapping the case 
analysis’ text features. Modeling was mainly used in lesson 4 in which students 
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rewrote part of their own case analysis texts. Interactional scaffolding in terms 
of recasting and linking was only used a few times throughout the intervention, 
as also identified in the EO interventions. 

Summary of IR 1 Enactment 
Table 6.14 is an overview of the various design and theoretical conjectures 
tested in the IR1 lessons. 

Table 6.14 
Status of the IR1 design and theoretical conjectures  

I Building the field If students in the whole-class context 
engage in sharing their knowledge of 
the field elicited by multimodal input 
and guiding questions, then 
diagnosing of student current 
knowledge as well as discussing and 
building this knowledge are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed

If interaction in terms of 
diagnosing, discussing and 
field building occurs, a 
common student 
understanding of the field in 
which the target genre is used 
and of the accompanying 
language is likely to develop 
Status: confirmed

II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage in 
analyzing the target genre in sample 
texts supported by an analysis and 
writing tool and with the help of 
practical, subject-specific explanation 
of the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-class 
context, then awareness raising and 
modeling of the target genres’ text 
features are likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and 
modeling occurs, students are 
likely to develop knowledge 
of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the 
target genre  

Status: confirmed 
III Joint construction If students in small groups engage in 

jointly rewriting their own texts in the 
target genre supported by an analysis 
and writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the 
target genre 
Status: confirmed 

Table 6.14 shows that the design and theoretical conjectures adopted from the 
EO1 and EO2 interventions were all confirmed in the IR1 intervention. It 
should be noted that these confirmations were based on how the majority of 
students had acted and performed in the activities and interactions. 

As the design narrative made clear, several challenges were identified during 
the enactment of the lessons. The following is a summary of these challenges 
that have been divided into three categories (see also Chapter 5): challenges 
related to students’ knowledge, skills and attitude; challenges related to the 
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lecturer’s knowledge, skills and attitude; and challenges related to contextual 
factors.  

Challenges related to students’ knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Unfamiliarity with integrated writing instruction 
- Unfamiliarity with reading strategies  
- Lack of sense of responsibility for writing development 
- Misconceptions about rewriting (also: focus on correctness) 
- Misunderstanding of the genre concepts 

Challenges related to subject lecturer’s knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Weaknesses in time management, attentiveness and responsiveness in 

interactions 
- Lack of communicative competence  
- Insufficient confidence in ability to provide GBWI 
- Difficulty with gradually releasing control  

Challenges related to contextual factors  
- Insufficient lesson time available for the intervention 
- Incompatibility of GBWI with current language policy and practices at the 

HBS 
- Incompatibility of GBWI with current system of writing in groups within 

subject 

Following on from the described enactment of IR1, the evaluation of this 
intervention on students’ proficiency in writing a case analysis is presented in 
the next section. 

6.3.4 Evaluation: Data Collection and Analysis 
In order to assess the extent to which students developed their proficiency in 
writing the subject-specific genre of a case analysis in IR1 (subquestion c), data 
were collected through pre-tests and post-tests in the same way as in the EO 
interventions (see Section 5.3.4). In the first and the last of the seven lessons, 
the students were asked to write a case analysis individually within 45 minutes’ 
time. As in the EO interventions, two instruments were used to collect data: 
two writing assignments for the pre- and post-test (see Figure 6.8), as well as a 
genre-based analytic scoring scheme.  
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Figure 6.8 Example of writing assignment IR  

The genre-based analytic scoring scheme was designed based on the typical 
text features of the case analysis (see Appendix E). Similar to the scoring 
schemes developed for the EO writing assignments, a three-point scale was 
added to assess the different aspects, as well as a rubric to facilitate this 
assessment. An example of such a rubric is depicted in Table 6.15.  

Table 6.15 
Example of analytic scoring scheme case analysis 

Category Score Instruction  Example
Tenor 
Writer formulates 
in a neutral, 
objective style? 

0 Two or more 
utterances of 
subjective language 

Unfortunately, product A has scored 
lower on the criterion of contents than 
product B, but luckily A has achieved a 
higher score than B regarding power.

1 One utterance of 
subjective language 

Unfortunately, product A has scored 
lower on the criterion of contents than 
product B. Regarding power, product A 
has achieved a higher score than product 
B.

2 Neutral, objective 
language used 
consistently 

Product A has scored lower on the 
criterion of contents than product B. 
Regarding power, product A has achieved 
a higher score than product B.
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To analyze students’ pre and post-tests (n=38), the same procedure was 
followed as in the EO interventions (see Section 5.3.4). Here too, the non-
parametric Wilcoxon Signed Rank test for related samples was used to 
compare students’ scores on the pre- and post-tests. To verify the reliability of 
scoring, the researcher as a first rater assigned approximately 20% of the texts 
(n=10) to a second rater, who was instructed on assessment beforehand (see 
Section 5.3.4). A weighted kappa test identified an interrater agreement of .67, 
indicating a substantial level of consistency (Landis & Koch, 1977). 

6.3.5 Evaluation: Results 
Comparison of students’ total scores on the pre- and post-tests yielded 
statistically significant differences in writing proficiency (Z=-3.636, p < .05, d= 
1.35). Out of the 19 students, 17 students improved their total score on the 
post-test as compared to the pre-test, while two students scored the same on 
both tests. The level of improvement of the 19 students mentioned above varied 
from 1 to 11 points (scale: 0-36 points). In Table 6.16, the minimum, maximum 
and median total scores on the pre- and post-tests are shown. 

Table 6.16 
Results of pre- and post-tests in IR1 (n=19, scale 0-36) 

Min. Max. Median
Total score on pre-test 9 22 16
Total score on post-test 14 25 20

To enable comparison across the genre features, the relative change within each 
feature was calculated as a percentage, as in the EO interventions (see Section 
5.3.5). That is, relative scores for each feature in the pre-test were compared to 
those in the post-test to determine the percentage difference between the two 
scores (see Table 6.17). 

Table 6.17 
Relative change per feature from IR1 pre-test to IR1 post-test  

Relative score
on pre-test 

Relative score 
on post-test 

Relative change

Overall structure 63.16% 50.00% -21%
Field 57.89% 60.09% 4%
Mode 54.38% 60.53% 11%
Tenor 27.89% 63.68% 121%
Mechanics 21.93% 23.68% 8%
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Table 6.17 shows that the relative change in tenor was the largest (121%). 
Improvements were mainly in the impersonal, formal and written-like language 
use on the post-tests compared to the more personal, informal and spoken-like 
language use on the pre-tests (see examples 1a and 1b, taken from one 
student’s pre- and post-test). 

1a) After you had approached me, I did some investigation to be able to give 
you advice on what microwave would be the best option for you. 

1b) GoodFood Catering has indicated its intention to purchase a new 
microwave. Therefore, a small comparative research will be conducted to 
determine which microwave best meets the requirements established by 
GoodFood. 

As example 1a shows, the language use is fairly personal (e.g., you, me, I) and 
rather informal (e.g., approached, some investigation, the best option). In 
example 1b of the same student’s post-test, the language use has become more 
impersonal (e.g., catering company GF, absence of writer) and formal (e.g., has 
indicated the intention, research will be conducted, meets criteria). The 
excerpts also illustrate the increased use of more appropriate wording to 
represent the field (i.e., comparative research will be conducted, meets the 
criteria), although overall, students did not show much progress on this feature. 
Table 6.17 also shows that the texts the students wrote showed barely any 
change in terms of mode and mechanics. 

Regarding the overall structure of students’ texts, the students’ post-tests 
scored slightly lower than their pre-tests. Many students had failed to include 
the final move of making recommendations in their post-test texts and instead 
had stopped at the conclusion. Apparently, students had not yet internalized the 
move structure of the case analysis. Their omission may be related to the fact 
that the lecturer had focused more on the analytical purpose than on the 
advisory purpose of the target genre. Another explanation may be that students 
were so focused on properly representing tenor – another feature heavily 
emphasized during the lessons – that they paid less attention to representing the 
moves of the genre.  

Summary of IR1 Evaluation 
To sum up, a comparison of students’ pre- and post-test results revealed a 
statistically significant increase in writing proficiency with regard to the typical 
features of the case analysis, especially tenor. Nevertheless, not all students 
showed improvement (17 out of 19) and the relative change per feature differed 
considerably. In addition, out of the 36 obtainable points on the pre- and post-
tests, the maximum scores on these tests were respectively 22 and 25 points 
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(or, 61% and 69% of the maximum obtainable score), indicating there was still 
substantial room for improvement. 

6.4 IR2 Intervention 
Intervention IR2 was implemented between February and March 2016, 
immediately following the enactment of IR1 and parallel to the enactment of 
EO3 (see Figure 6.2). Intervention IR2 was therefore informed by both IR1 and 
interventions EO1 and EO2. As all design and theoretical conjectures were 
confirmed in IR1, the present intervention largely served to consolidate these 
conjectures.  

6.4.1 Participants 
Twelve first-year students participated in the intervention. As in the previous 
interventions, a consent form was used to obtain informed consent from all 
students. A majority of the participating students were female (83.3% vs. 16.7% 
male). The students ranged from 17 to 23 years of age and their average age 
was 19 years (SD 1.676). Ten of the students were native speakers of Dutch, 
one was a Dutch-Turkish bilingual and another was a Dutch-Arabic bilingual. 
In terms of prior education, a majority of the students (66.7%) had a general 
secondary education diploma (havo), and 25% had a secondary vocational 
diploma (mbo). One of the students had a pre-university secondary education 
(vwo). The students’ final grade in Dutch on their diplomas ranged from 6 to 7 
(on a scale from 1 to 10), with an average of 6.73 (SD .467).  

The lecturer who took part in this intervention was the same lecturer who had 
enacted the previous IR intervention (see Section 6.3.1). 

6.4.2 Enactment: Data Collection and Analysis 
The same types of data were collected as in IR1 and the EO interventions. The 
data were also analyzed in the same way as in IR1 and the EO interventions. 
The interrater agreement for coding the interactional fragments (20 per lesson) 
was .805, indicating an almost perfect level of consistency, whereas the 
interrater agreement for coding the reflective, qualitative data concerned .771, 
indicating a substantial level of consistency (Landis & Koch, 1977).  

6.4.3 Enactment: Results 
In the following, the results of the enactment of the GBWI lessons in IR2 are 
described in a design narrative. The narrative is structured differently than the 
IR1 narrative and follows the structure of the EO3 narrative instead, because 
both EO3 and IR2 mainly served to consolidate the conjectures tested in the 
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previous interventions (see Section 5.5.3 for details). The narrative is followed 
by a retrospective analysis of the interactional scaffolding. The section as a 
whole concludes with a brief summary of the full enactment of IR2, followed 
by an overview of the conjectures tested and a summary of the challenges 
identified. 

IR2 I Building the field, Lesson 1  

Prospective focus 
This lesson was aimed at building students’ knowledge of the field and 
developing their knowledge of field-specific vocabulary. The conjectures listed 
in Table 6.18 served as a guideline for the enactment of the lesson. 

Table 6.18 
Conjectures for the Building the field phase in IR2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

The plan for this lesson (see Table 6.19) was copied from the plan for the same 
phase in IR1. The lesson began with in-class feedback to give students insight 
into the difference between their current and desired proficiency in writing a 
case analysis. Two discussion activities were included in the lesson to enable 
the lecturer to diagnose and build students’ knowledge of the field. The final 
activity was a joint evaluation of students’ writing at sentence level. This 
activity had proven successful in the previous interventions, as it called on 
students to act and drew their attention to the linguistic focus of the writing 
support lessons.  
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Table 6.19 
IR2 Lesson plan 1  

IR2 Lesson 1: Design (17-02-2016)
TLC phase Building the field
Learning goal Students develop a general understanding of the field of practice-

oriented research in hospitality business in which the case analysis is 
used

Instructional activities 1. Class feedback on pre-test writing assignment  
2. Class discussion on case analyses as used in school and 

professional contexts 
3. Class discussion on the language of research, and differences 

between spoken and written language 
4. Class exercise on evaluating students’ sentences from their pre-

tests
Instructional materials Slide presentation

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
On reflection, there were several indications that this lesson helped students 
develop their knowledge of the field and field-specific vocabulary. Students 
initially held various opinions on the aim of an IR case analysis, but with the 
lecturer’s help they eventually coalesced around a common understanding of its 
purpose. This is illustrated by the following interaction: 

L : So, what do you guys think: is the aim of the case analysis to inform 
or to advise the reader? 

S9 : I think it’s to inform. 
L : You think so? 
S9 : Yes, because you are trying to give the reader an accurate picture. 
L : Okay… 
S6 : I think it’s aimed more at advising. 
S2 : Me too. 
S6 : I mean, it’s advisory because you do want the reader to follow your 

recommendations. 
S2 : That’s what you hope for. 
L : Correct. That’s your aim. And you need information in order to 

make recommendations. 

From the beginning of the lesson, several students displayed knowledge of 
typical field-specific vocabulary (e.g., formal, specific). The lecturer built upon 
this knowledge during the lesson. In the concluding activity, some students 
were able to apply their newly developed knowledge when evaluating students’ 
writing, whereas others had difficulty doing so. 

L : Okay, [let’s take] the first sentence: “In our personal meeting, you 
said that price is the most important consideration”. Take a good look 
at that sentence and decide whether you agree or disagree. 

S4 : I think it’s a good sentence. 
L : Why do you think it’s a good sentence? 
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S4 : It’s kind of formal, not too personal. 
S7 : Right, and the company did say it considered price its top priority, 

so I would write it this way too. 
L : You would too. Okay. 
S7 : Yes, it represents exactly what was said in the assignment. 
L : (ADDRESSING S11) And why did you disagree? 
S11 : Well, I don’t think writing “you said that…” is appropriate. 
L : Why not? 
S11 : Well, we just learned that you shouldn’t address the reader directly, 

so this isn’t the way to write it. 
L : That’s correct. We just learned that personal pronouns like “we” and 

“your” are not common in this type of text. 
S11 : I would have written something like: “During the meeting, it 

became clear that price is the most important consideration.” 
S5 : But don’t you need to point out that this was the company’s 

priority? 
L : Yes you do. Perhaps you needn’t refer to the meeting explicitly, so 

you can just write a sentence like “Company X has indicated…” 

As this interaction shows, some students felt the sentence in question was 
formulated appropriately, while others disagreed. At the end of the interaction, 
the lecturer supported student learning by modeling an appropriate sentence 
using student input. This helped students develop a common understanding of 
the language use appropriate for case analyses. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
The data showed that the designed scaffolding activities and materials 
generally worked well. The lecturer indicated that enough time had been set 
aside during the lesson for her to implement the activities. During the SRI, she 
stressed that the in-class evaluation had prompted a considerable degree of 
student involvement and encouraged students to voice their opinions, which 
enabled her to diagnose and help them build their knowledge. 

With regard to interactional scaffolding, the lecturer generally took the lead in 
the feedback and discussion activities, frequently initiating interactions in 
which students’ responses were usually brief, as illustrated in the following 
excerpt: 

L : What do you associate with the language of research? 
(One student writes down the input on the whiteboard) 
S4 : Formal. 
L : Formal. 
S7 : Specific. 
L : Specific. 
S2 : Very difficult words. (laughing) 
L : Okay, very difficult words. 



Chapter 6 

226

S1 : General. 
L : General? 
S1 : Yes, like it is different from the language of marketing, in which 

you are more focused on a particular target group and research is 
like… more general. 

L : Yes, it is, although the research conducted in our context is done for 
a specific client.

This interaction demonstrates how the lecturer tried to elicit students’ 
associations with the register of research by posing questions and repeating 
student input. At the end of the interaction, she repeated student input in order 
to clarify the point, after which she provided additional information. 
In the evaluation at the end of the lesson, the lecturer played more of a 
facilitating role. Although she did initiate interactions, she then left it up to the 
students to discuss and evaluate the writing. As the previous excerpt illustrates, 
students assumed more responsibility and generally spoke up more than at the 
beginning of the lesson. This is line with other research, which has found that 
interactions in the later phases of the TLC tend to become more student-
centered. 

Adjustments and challenges 
Based on these observations, three ways the lecturer could improve her 
performance were identified. The lecturer needed to make it more clear that 
case analyses are context-specific, to avoid giving the impression that all case 
analyses are written according to the same format. She should also avoid 
asking closed and leading questions (e.g., “Don’t you think so?” and “Isn’t it 
the case that…?”) and pose more open questions to elicit more substantial input 
from students. And finally, she should release more control during the first 
three activities. Her strong grip on these activities was presumably the reason 
that several students did not actively participate. Although strong teacher 
control is common in this first TLC phase, the concluding evaluation activity in 
this lesson showed that releasing control can effectively prompt students to 
take action. An additional observation is that the lecturer seemed to have 
gained confidence in providing GBWI. After her self-confidence was identified 
as a problem in IR1, she now stated: 

“I noticed that I felt more relaxed during the lesson than I had before. It was 
easier to implement this lesson this time around than it had been during the 
first intervention. I felt more comfortable doing so.” 

Reflection on the Building the field conjectures 
Based on the enactment of this lesson, it was concluded that both the design 
and theoretical conjectures formulated in this phase had been confirmed (see 
Table 6.20). Despite the fact that some students had not actively participated in 
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the instructional activities, a majority of the students did engage and 
contributed to the interactions when prompted by the activities and materials. 
Moreover, the interactions appeared to develop students’ knowledge of the 
field as well as the accompanying vocabulary. 

Table 6.20 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Building the field phase in IR2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
I Building the field If students, prompted by 

multimodal input, engage in 
sharing their knowledge of the 
field in a whole-class context, 
then diagnosing of student 
current knowledge and 
promoting this knowledge are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
diagnosing and promoting students’ 
current knowledge occurs, students 
are likely to develop a general 
understanding of the field in which 
the target genre is used 

Status: confirmed 

IR2 II Deconstruction, Lessons 2 and 3  

Prospective focus 
Lessons 2 and 3 were aimed at developing students’ knowledge of the goal, 
structure and linguistic features of the case analysis. Based on this objective, 
the following design and theoretical conjectures, which were tested and refined 
in the previous interventions, functioned as guidelines for the Deconstruction 
phase (see Table 6.21).  

Table 6.21
Conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in IR2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage 

in analyzing the target genre in 
sample texts supported by an 
analysis and writing tool and with 
the help of practical, subject-
specific explanation of the genre 
concepts moves, field, tenor and 
mode in the whole-class context, 
then awareness raising and 
modeling of the target genres’ 
text features are likely to occur

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to 
develop knowledge of the goal, 
structure and linguistic features of 
the target genre  

The integrated plan for lessons 2 and 3 is shown in Table 6.22. This plan was 
copied from lessons 2 and 3 of IR1, consisting mainly of explanation and 
analytical activities aimed at furthering students’ understanding of the case 
analysis’s textual features. Between the enactment of lesson 2 and 3, students 
had a one-week holiday. 
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Table 6.22 
IR2 Lesson plans 2 and 3 (integrated)

IR2 Lessons 2 and 3: Design (24-02-2016 and 08-03-2016)
TLC phase Deconstruction
Learning goal Students develop knowledge of the goal, structure and linguistic 

features of the case analysis 
Instructional activities 1. Short recap of field knowledge                                  (lesson 2) 

2. Joint analysis of sample text 1, without tool              (lesson 2) 
3. Explanation of GBWI                                                (lesson 2) 
4. Joint analysis of sample text 1, with tool                   (lesson 2) 
5. Recap of GBWI and genre features case analysis     (lesson 3) 
6. Analysis of sample text 2                                           (lesson 3) 
7. Comparison of sample texts 1 and 2                          (lesson 3)

Instructional materials Slide presentations, analysis and writing tool,  
sample texts 1 and 2

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
Reflecting on student learning in lessons 2 and 3, it was observed that the 
students indeed showed some development. In lesson 2, some students already 
seemed quite capable of analyzing the first sample text from a genre 
perspective, while others had more difficulty. The following excerpt illustrates 
the disparity between students’ abilities in this respect:

L : So, what is the text about? And what words lead you to that 
conclusion? 

S6 : Microwaves? 
L : About microwaves. 
S6 : It is, isn’t? It gives recommendations on microwaves. 
L : That’s right. It’s meant to make recommendations. And what else is 

it about? 
Silence 
S12 : About comparing microwaves. 
L : About comparing, that’s right. What words indicated that? 
S12 : Scores. 
L : Scores. 
S7 : Comparative research. 
L : Right, comparative research. 
S2 : Based on criteria. 
L : Correct, based on criteria. All those words and phrases represent the 

topic of the text: the comparative research, a multi-criteria analysis, 
that enables the writer to provide the client with a recommendation. 

In this excerpt, it appears that one student (S6) was not yet fully sure of what to 
focus on in the analysis, whereas others (S12, S7 and S2) were able to identify 
genre-specific words (‘comparing’, ‘scores’ ‘comparative research’) and 
phrases (‘based on criteria’). The lecturer attempted to support student learning 
by providing a recap in which she modeled particular vocabulary (e.g., 
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comparative research, conducted, multi-criteria analysis, recommendation, 
client). In lesson 3, it was observed that there were still wide disparities in 
student knowledge of the concepts and textual features of the case analysis 
genre. While some students appeared capable of recalling and applying the 
concepts and features discussed earlier, others were still unable to analyze the 
sample text from a genre perspective. In the recapping activity at the beginning 
of the lesson, one student (S8) was asked to mediate the recap of ‘mode’ in 
case analyses, which resulted in the following interaction: 

S8 : Okay, what kind of words have you found that create coherence? 
S1 : In the first paragraph. 
L : Well, I don’t mean where you found particular words but what kind 

of words you found that create coherence. Check out the tool! 
S3 : ‘First’, ‘then’, ‘to summarize’. That last one is also a kind of 

signpost as it indicates that a summary will follow. And I also found 
‘based on’, which was mentioned in the tool. 

S10 : I found ‘In Appendix I’ and ‘In Table 2’. References like those also 
create a link.  

This excerpt shows that S1 did not understand mode as a linguistic feature, but 
as a structural aspect of the case analysis. This misinterpretation of mode also 
occurred in the EO interventions, and reflects how difficult it is for some 
students to grasp this concept. The excerpt also illustrates that the tool did help 
some students to identify particular vocabulary that represents mode. 

Designed and interactional scaffolding 
With respect to the designed scaffolding, the lecturer taught students how to 
analyze the sample texts and explicitly mentioned the notion of ‘scanning a 
text’, as students in the prior intervention had seemed unaware of this reading 
strategy. Secondly, students consistently used the tool to scaffold their textual 
analyses, as intended. They also referred to it when discussing their findings in 
a whole-class context. Apparently, the tool helped them structure and mediate 
their learning during these activities. Some students, however, did not 
understand how to use the tool to identify a particular type of word in the 
sample text, and only looked for exact matches with the words included in the 
tool as examples. Asking a student to mediate the recapping activity at the 
beginning of lesson 3 was an effective way of giving the students greater 
responsibility and for the lecturer to release more control and only intervene 
when strictly necessary. 

With respect to the interactional scaffolding in this TLC phase, the interactions 
grew longer and increasingly student-led, particularly in lesson 3. The lecturer 
more consistently tried to elicit discussion and prolong classroom talk by 
posing open questions, repeating student input, and leaving a brief pause. In 
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addition, she sometimes explicitly modeled particular vocabulary, as illustrated 
by the following excerpt taken from lessonn 3: 

L : Do you remember how to properly represent the relationship with 
the reader in a case analysis? 

S4 : It was something with company X and so on. I mean, you were 
supposed to use the company name. 

L : That’s right, for example “Catering company X has indicated “ or 
“has requested” instead of addressing the reader directly, as in “you 
have indicated”. That’s how you create that distance that you need in 
a case analysis. 

The lecturer sometimes struggled to refrain from answering her own questions, 
while the idea is to allow students to give the answer. In the recapping activity 
at the beginning of lesson 3, the lecturer intervened in some instances, even 
though she reported having felt more comfortable with a facilitating rather than 
a leading role. The lecturer herself gave a final reflection on the interactional 
scaffolding in the SRI: 

“I’m now more comfortable than before in saying what I expect of student 
input in interactions. If they say things like ‘I don’t know’, I don’t just let them 
off the hook, but push them to keep trying.” 

This statement illustrates the lecturer’s increased self-confidence in eliciting 
and perpetuating interactions with students. It also displays the higher demands 
she put on students. This type of attitude is conducive to students developing 
toward autonomy, which is the ultimate goal of scaffolding. 

Adjustments and challenges 
One of the challenges identified in the enactment of lessons 2 and 3 was that 
not all the students were consistently involved in the activities. Another was 
that some students had a hard time understanding the purpose of the analysis 
and writing tool. A third challenge was that the lecturer was tempted to cut 
short some of the interactions in lesson 2, as she felt pressed for time. The 
lecturer also mentioned that she found it hard to cater to the students’ different 
needs, especially within the limited time available per lesson. In the SRI, she 
said the following: 

“Sometimes, I really don’t know whether to intervene or not. There is so little 
time to support their learning. If I had had more time, I could have allowed 
them time to figure out more for themselves. But time is restricted and I’m not 
sure whether I did the right thing intervening here, as some students already 
seemed to understand what the tool was for.” 
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Here, the lecturer is referring to her intervention during the recapping activity 
in lesson 3. Her statement reflects the challenge of acting responsively in a 
whole-class context. As the lecturer indicated, some students needed more 
support than others. This made it difficult for her to decide when to intervene 
and when not to intervene, especially in the light of how little time there was to 
provide scaffolding. The lecturer’s statement shows that she aimed to release 
some control, while her diagnosis during the enactment told her that control 
was still needed. 

Reflection on the Deconstruction conjectures 
The enactment of the Deconstruction lessons showed that designed activities 
and materials elicited interactions that raised the students’ awareness of the 
textual features of a case analysis and that modeled these features. As the 
students showed signs of improved understanding of these features, it was 
concluded that these mediating processes had indeed helped to improve the 
students’ passive knowledge of the genre. Therefore, the design and theoretical 
conjectures about this TLC phase were considered to be confirmed (see Table 
6.23). 

Table 6.23 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Deconstruction phase in IR2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
II Deconstruction  If students in small groups 

engage in analyzing the target 
genre in sample texts supported 
by an analysis and writing tool 
and with the help of practical, 
subject-specific explanation of 
the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-
class context, then awareness 
raising and modeling of the 
target genres’ text features are 
likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and modeling 
occurs, students are likely to develop 
knowledge of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the target genre 

Status: confirmed  

IR2 III Joint construction, Lessons 4 and 5  

Prospective focus 
Lessons 4 and 5 were aimed at developing students’ skills in writing case 
analyses. The design and theoretical conjectures related to this phase were 
tested and refined in the previous interventions and served as guidelines in this 
TLC phase (see Table 6.24). 
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Table 6.24
Conjectures for the Joint construction phase in IR2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups 
engage in jointly rewriting their 
own texts in the target genre 
supported by an analysis and 
writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating 
genre-specific formulations are 
likely to occur

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their skills in 
writing texts in the target genre 

Just as the corresponding lessons in IR1, lesson 4 consisted of a discussion 
about the writing process, a whole-class feedback activity and a rewriting and 
evaluating exercise, while lesson 5 consisted of a recap and a rewriting and 
evaluating exercise. The integrated lesson plan is shown in Table 6.25. 

Table 6.25 
IR2 Lesson plans 4 and 5 (integrated) 

IR2 Lessons 4 and 5: Design (16-03-2016 and 23-03-2016)
TLC phase Joint construction
Learning goal Students develop their writing skills by writing (part of) a case analysis
Instructional activities 1. Class discussion on writing process                         (lesson 4) 

2. Class feedback on students’ case analysis texts       (lesson 4) 
3. Rewriting and evaluating case analysis texts           (lesson 4) 
4. Recap on genre features case analysis                     (lesson 5) 
5. Rewriting and evaluating case analysis texts           (lesson 5) 

Instructional materials Slide presentations, students’ own case analysis texts, 
analysis and writing tool

Reflective focus 
Student learning 
It was observed that some students showed some improvement in their writing 
skills. The following excerpt, taken from the rewriting and evaluating exercise 
at the end of lesson 4, is an example of such improvement: 

L : Please read out a part of your text that you think you improved. 
S4 : Well, the first version of our introduction read “Hotel De Dam is 

located at the Dam in Amsterdam. It is a high-quality hotel that is 
very popular among business travelers. The hotel offers several 
services like online check-in, room service, luxury rooms…” and so 
on. Based on the feedback, we realized there was too much irrelevant 
information in the text. 

L : Okay, so how did you change it? 
S4 : Now it reads: “Hotel De Dam is a high-quality business hotel. Over 

the years, the hotel management has received more and more 
requests for minibars in the rooms. In order to meet this demand, the 
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hotel has asked for advice regarding the type of minibars it should 
purchase.”  

L : Okay, thank you. What do you think of these changes? 
S6 : I think the introduction is much more to the point now. 

This excerpt shows that these students became better at writing a more concise 
case analysis introduction that is more clearly linked to a multi-criteria 
analysis. However, several other students still had trouble rewriting their texts 
and were rather reluctant to participate in this activity, as illustrated by the 
following interaction: 

S12 : Here it says we have to improve the request for advice, but we don’t 
understand why. I mean, do we have to repeat that request literally? 
The sample texts didn’t do that. 

L : No, not literally, but the request is always reflected in the text. 
S12 : I didn’t see it in the sample texts. 
L : Yes, you did. Here it is. Here it says “The company has requested 

advice on…” 
S12 : And that’s the request for advice? 
L : Yes… 
S12 : So, what you’re actually saying is that we should write something 

like ‘The people of the hotel want advice on…” 
L : Well, check the sample text and the tool for the proper wording! 

This illustrates the student’s struggle to process feedback and a reluctance to 
put effort into improving his text. Presumably, this attitude is due to a 
widespread misconception that became apparent in the first discussion, that 
writing is a one-off activity. In this first discussion, students shared their 
approaches to writing a text, which generally consisted of writing it in one 
sitting and only reviewing the text in terms of mechanics and layout. One 
student indicated she only reviewed her text against the assessment form. Such 
one-off approaches aimed solely at getting a good mark evidently do not 
prepare students for joint construction activities. However, students’ reluctance 
might also result from the current writing practices in IR, as at the time of this 
study there was no explicit linguistic or writing learning goal. Another 
observation was that students generally engaged in, and contributed 
substantially to, the whole-class evaluation of each other’s textual excerpts. 
Many students showed an ability to select the more appropriate sentence out of 
two options and to give genre-specific arguments for their choice (e.g., neutral, 
objective, specific writing style). Apparently, students were able to apply their 
knowledge of the field and the textual features of case analyses when 
evaluating other students’ writing, while they struggled to apply the same 
knowledge when rewriting their own texts.  
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Designed and interactional scaffolding 
With respect to designed scaffolding, most activities worked out well and 
generated interactions. One exception was the rewriting exercises, which 
several students resisted. Another observation made was that students referred 
to the analysis and writing tool and the sample texts in the rewriting and 
evaluating activities, demonstrating the mediating functions of these designed 
scaffolds. With respect to the use of sample texts, another observation was 
made, as illustrated in the following interaction: 

S5 : Are we allowed to just look at the sample texts when rewriting our 
own text? 

L : Yes, of course you are: just let these texts inspire you. But don’t 
copy them. You want to write your own text, right? 

The fact that sample texts may tempt students to simply copy these had also 
become apparent in the preparatory analyses (see Chapter 4). During the 
intervention, the students were encouraged to use the sample texts as a source 
of inspiration that would contribute to their comprehension and skills in writing 
a case analysis. The samples served only as a temporary scaffold, as students 
were required to write a case analysis in the post-tests without the help of these 
texts and the tool. 

With respect to the interactional scaffolding in lessons 4 and 5, the lecturer 
generally took the lead in the class discussion and the feedback activity, while 
she was more of a facilitator in the recapping and rewriting and evaluation 
activities. In the latter activities, she mainly initiated the negotiation and 
evaluation of particular phrases after which she refrained from intervening as 
much as possible, as illustrated in the following example: 

L : Okay, you can choose between the following two versions (shown 
in slide presentation):  
Version 1: Table 4 demonstrates that device FN1240 scored best on 
all the criteria mentioned (37 pts.). Device AG3457 achieved the 
second highest score (30 pts.), whereas device SL9876 received the 
lowest score in the comparison (28 pts.). 
Version 2: Table 4 shows that device FN scored the highest, followed 
by the AG device and the SL device. 

L : Which one do you think is better? 
S3 : Actually, I don’t know. 
L : Who thinks they know? 
S6 : I think version 2 is better because it’s very concise. 
S8 : Version 1 is better because it provides more details. 
S6 : I don’t see why all those details are necessary. 
S9 : Me neither. 
S1 : They actually look pretty similar. 
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L : That’s true, but I agree that version 1 is more specific than version 
2, without providing irrelevant information. And as we’ve discussed, 
the writing style in a case analysis is specific but concise. 

. 
In this excerpt, the students collaboratively negotiated on the writing styles of 
two versions of a case analysis excerpt. The lecturer remained uninvolved, 
leaving responsibility to the students. Only at the end of the interaction did she 
offer her opinion as the more knowledgeable other. In the interactions between 
the lecturer and the student pairs during rewriting, the lecturer frequently 
modeled the use of typical case analysis features (e.g., “Maybe you can write 
‘in weighing the alternatives’?”). She did the same with respect to the writing 
process (e.g., “When I write a text, I start by looking at samples for 
inspiration”). 

Adjustments and challenges 
Several challenges were identified in the Joint construction lessons. Some 
students showed a reluctance to accept and process feedback in rewriting their 
texts. This defensiveness probably had to do with the students’ unfamiliarity 
with receiving feedback on their writing and rewriting in a whole-class context. 
Another issue was that many students thought rewriting was merely a matter of 
‘correcting mistakes’. This misconception may have led them to disregard the 
functional aspects of the text. With respect to the lecturer, she sometimes 
rushed interactions too much, neglecting to consistently provide students 
enough time to think of an answer. Another issue was the fact that the lecturer 
had difficulty releasing control. As the lecturer wrote in her logbook after 
lesson 5: 

“It was a challenging lesson for me as I had to let go. I really had to remind 
myself several times not to intervene, to allow students time and space to show 
their knowledge and skills. This was even more difficult for me, because they 
didn’t always manage.” 

The lecturer’s statement reflects her struggle to ease up on the provision of 
support. Especially when time is restricted, as in the present intervention, this is 
a complicated issue. With respect to contextual factors, lack of time was a 
problem. Another challenge was that students were expected to write in groups 
in the content-focused IR lessons, which meant that some students were not 
required to learn how to write a case analysis text, but were expected to write 
another type of text in the content-focused lessons (see Section 6.2). Clearly, 
the way these writing tasks and assessments were organized did not encourage 
students to assume responsibility for developing their writing proficiency (see 
also IR1).  
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Reflection on the Joint construction conjectures 
Although not all the students had participated in the activities, the design and 
theoretical conjectures for this phase were confirmed for those who did (see 
Table 6.26). The recapping, discussing, rewriting and evaluating activities had 
indeed prompted interactions with the students who were willing to engage. In 
these interactions, modeling, negotiating and evaluating processes appear to 
have contributed to a degree of knowledge development. In Section 6.4.4, 
students’ knowledge development is measured by means of pretest and post-
test comparisons. 

Table 6.26 
Reflection on the conjectures for the Joint construction phase in IR2 

TLC phase Design conjecture Theoretical conjecture
III Joint 
construction 

If students in small groups engage 
in jointly rewriting their own texts 
in the target genre supported by 
an analysis and writing tool, then 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations are likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations occur, 
students are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the target 
genre 

Status: confirmed 

Characterization of IR2 Interactional Scaffolding  
Just as in the previous intervention, a retrospective analysis of interactional 
scaffolding was conducted in order to gain more insight into the mediating 
processes that occurred in teacher-student interactions. Figure 6.9 shows the 
results of this analysis. 

Figure 6.9 Types of interactional scaffolding in IR2 (100%=631) 

1% 2% 4% 7% 8%

23% 16%
22% 19%

30%
13%

12%
5%

20%

13%

49%
55% 51%

43%
44%

11% 12% 15% 9%
3%3% 4% 3% 3% 2%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Lesson 1 Lesson 2 Lesson 3 Lesson 4 Lesson 5

Link

Recap/Meta

Appro

Recast

Cued

Increa

Model



Interventions in ‘Introduction to Research’ 

237 

Figure 6.9 demonstrates that the types of interactional scaffolding used showed 
more or less the same pattern over the course of the lessons. The subject 
lecturer, as also found in IR1, used appropriating most frequently. Unlike the 
findings in IR1, ‘increasing prospectiveness’ was used second most frequently, 
followed by ‘cued elicitation’. This shift in the subject lecturer’s questioning 
(i.e., from strong supportive to less supportive) was also found in the EO 
interventions and may be understood as an indication of the subject lecturer’s 
ability to shift more responsibility to students. Figure 6.9 further shows that 
recapping was mainly used in the early lessons, related to the field and 
linguistic knowledge introduced here. Modeling by contrast was mainly used in 
the lessons 4 and 5 related to the joint writing activities, albeit fairly limited. As 
in IR1 and in the EO interventions, ‘recasting’ and ‘linking’ were not used 
frequently throughout the IR2 lessons. 

Summary of IR2 Enactment  
As described above, the design and theoretical conjectures tied to the three 
TLC phases were all confirmed in the present intervention (see Table 6.27). 
Thus, it can be concluded that the designed scaffolding (i.e., activities, 
materials, participant structures) elicited several of the mediating processes 
intended, such as diagnosing and modeling. These in turn contributed to 
student development towards the learning goal.  
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Table 6.27 
Status of the IR2 design and theoretical conjectures  

I Building the field If students in the whole-class context 
engage in sharing their knowledge of 
the field elicited by multimodal input 
and guiding questions, then 
diagnosing of student current 
knowledge as well as discussing and 
building this knowledge are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed

If interaction in terms of 
diagnosing, discussing and 
field building occurs, a 
common student 
understanding of the field in 
which the target genre is used 
and of the accompanying 
language is likely to develop 
Status: confirmed

II Deconstruction  If students in small groups engage in 
analyzing the target genre in sample 
texts supported by an analysis and 
writing tool and with the help of 
practical, subject-specific explanation 
of the genre concepts moves, field, 
tenor and mode in the whole-class 
context, then awareness raising and 
modeling of the target genres’ text 
features are likely to occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in the sense of 
awareness raising and 
modeling occurs, students are 
likely to develop knowledge 
of the goal, structure and 
linguistic features of the 
target genre  

Status: confirmed 
III Joint construction If students in small groups engage in 

jointly rewriting their own texts in the 
target genre supported by an analysis 
and writing tool, then modeling, 
negotiating and evaluating genre-
specific formulations are likely to 
occur 
Status: confirmed 

If interaction in terms of 
modeling, negotiating and 
evaluating genre-specific 
formulations occur, students 
are likely to develop their 
skills in writing texts in the 
target genre 
Status: confirmed 

In addition, some challenges in the enactment of IR2 surfaced. Evidently, many 
of these challenges overlap with those mentioned in the summary of IR1 as 
well as those revealed during the EO interventions.  

Challenges related to students’ knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Failure to contribute to classroom activities (mainly in Building the field 

and Joint construction) 
- Unwillingness to accept feedback 
- Misconception of writing as a one-off activity 
- Misconception of rewriting as merely correcting mistakes 

Challenges related to subject lecturer’s knowledge, skills and attitude 
- Uncertainty about her own skills 
- Difficulty with gradual release of control in interactions 
- Unresponsiveness to scaffolding opportunities under time pressure 
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Challenges related to contextual factors  
- Existing writing teaching policy and practices at the HBS 
- Lack of individual assessment of subject-specific writing 
- Number of lessons available for the full intervention (5 x 45 min.) 

6.4.4 Evaluation: Data Collection and Analysis 
To evaluate to what extent students’ proficiency in writing a case analysis had 
been increased in IR2, data were collected through pre- and post-tests, as in 
IR1 and the EO interventions (see Section 5.3.4). To do so, the same two 
instruments (i.e., writing assignments and genre-based analytic scoring 
scheme) were used. Data analysis was also conducted in the same way as in 
IR1 and the EO interventions. To verify the reliability of the scoring of texts in 
this intervention, the researcher (i.e., first rater) assigned randomly 
approximately 20% of the texts (n=6) to a second rater. A weighted kappa test 
resulted in a between interrater agreement of .71, indicating a substantial level 
of consistency (Landis & Koch, 1977). 

6.4.5 Evaluation: Results 
A comparison of students’ total scores on the pre- and post-tests yielded 
statistically significant differences in writing proficiency (Z=-2.988, p < .05, d= 
2.04). Eleven students achieved a higher total score on the post-test than the 
pre-test, while one student’s post-test total was 2 points lower than the pretest 
score. The students’ level of improvement ranged from 3 to 14 points on a 
scale of 0-36. The minimum, maximum and median scores on the pre- and 
post-tests can be found in Table 6.28. 

Table 6.28 
Results of IR2 pre- and post-tests (n=12, scale 0-36) 

Min. Max. Median
Total score on pre-test 12 24 17
Total score on post-test 18 30 24.5

In order to draw comparisons across genre features, the relative change for 
each feature was calculated as a percentage. The results are shown in Table 
6.29. 
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Table 6.29 
Relative change per feature from IR2 pre-test to IR2 post-test  

As Table 6.29 shows, the greatest relative change was in tenor (110%). 
Improvements mainly concerned the adoption of a more formal, impersonal 
register to replace the informal, personal register used on the pre-tests. 
Examples 1a and 1b (taken from one student’s pre- and post-test) illustrate such 
improvements. 

1a) Catering company Nice wants to purchase new microwaves. They have 
asked me to investigate what type of microwave is the best. To do so, I have 
made use of the criteria price, content and capacity. 

1b) At the request of the GoodFood catering company, research has been 
conducted into the type of microwaves most suitable for purchase. Several 
devices have been compared in terms of price, content and capacity, as is 
further discussed below. 

Example 1a reflects the use of informal register (e.g., wants to, asked) and 
especially the use of personal language (i.e., they, me, I). In example 1b, the 
student left out all personal references and opted for more formal wording such 
as ‘at the request of’ and more genre-specific phrases, including ‘research has 
been conducted’, ‘devices have been compared’. These changes reflect the 
development of his knowledge. Another improvement in terms of tenor was the 
use of more objective rather than subjective language. An example of this kind 
of improvement is presented in the examples 2a and 2b, also taken from one 
student’s pre- and post-test. 

2a) Based on the comparison, it appeared that device S suits your requirements 
best. The excellent device has a capacity of 800 watts. Consumer reviews have 
shown that the device only makes a slight noise and that it scored no less than 
an 8. Device C scored only a 7 and reviews showed the device is not trouble 
free. 

2b) Based on the comparison of the three devices selected in Table X, it 
appears that device S best meets GoodFood’s requirements. It has the highest 

Relative score 
on pre-test 

Relative score 
on post-test 

Relative change

Overall structure 66.67% 79.17% 19%
Field 61.80% 71.53% 16%
Mode 56.94% 81.94% 44%
Tenor 33.33% 70.00% 110%
Mechanics 25.00% 29.17% 17%
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capacity, exceeds the minimum required content, and is relatively inexpensive, 
as Table X shows.  

The two excerpts show that while the student used subjective phrasings in the 
pre-test (i.e., excellent, only, no less than), such expressions were absent in the 
post-test. What the two excerpts also demonstrate is that the student used tables 
in the post-test and properly referred to these in the text. This feature of linking 
text and tables was grouped under mode, which was found to be the second 
most improved feature (see Table 6.29). The relative changes in the features of 
overall structure, field, and mechanics were fairly similar (ranging from 16-
19%; see Table 6.29), indicating minor improvements. 

Summary of IR2 Evaluation 
To sum up, the comparison of students’ pre- and post-tests resulted in a 
statistically significant improvement in the use of textual features typical of 
case analyses. Out of the twelve participating students, eleven showed 
improvement. With respect to the relative change for each textual feature, 
results showed by far the greatest improvement had to do with tenor, followed 
by mode. The comparison also revealed that out of a possible 36 points, the 
maximum scores on the pre- and post-tests were 24 and 30 respectively 
(66.67% and 83.33% of highest achievable score), indicating fairly high 
relative scores. 

6.5  Discussion and Conclusion IR Interventions 
In the following, the findings of the interventions IR1 and IR2 are discussed. In 
Section 6.5.1, a discussion of the findings on enactment is presented in order to 
answer subquestion b from the perspective of the subject of IR (“How can 
subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted?”). Section 6.5.2 
discusses the results concerning the effect of the GBWI course on students’ 
writing proficiency in view of answering subquestion c), based on IR1 and IR2 
(“What effect does subject-specific genre-based writing instruction have on 
first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres?”).  

6.5.1 Enactment IR Interventions 
What follows is a discussion of the intervention’s results with respect to 
designed scaffolding, interactional scaffolding and student learning.

Designed scaffolding 
The designed scaffolding in the IR interventions was largely informed by EO1 
and EO2. The activities, materials and participant structures used in the lessons, 
as well as the TLC in general, worked well. The discussion-based activities in 
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the Building the field phase generally worked as intended, though not all 
students participated actively. The same had been observed in the EO 
interventions. Students’ lack of involvement may be related to their 
unfamiliarity with such activities (Kongpetch, 2006), or to class size (Emilia, 
2005; Payaprom, 2012) or a classroom social environment that is not conducive 
to involvement (Cobb & Yackel, 1996; Smit et al., 2016).  

The explanation and analysis activities in the Deconstruction phase also 
functioned well. During IR Deconstruction, the lecturer explained GBWI and 
its concepts in relation to the case analysis genre, explicitly drawing attention 
to the genre’s professional and academic demands as a boundary object (Nesi 
& Gardner, 2012). The IR students were supplied with an analysis and writing 
tool for use as a written and visual aid in the analysis of two sample texts. This 
mediating artifact helped to structure learning and interaction (Hammond & 
Gibbons, 2005). To encourage students to take full advantage of the tool, the 
lecturer clearly explained how to use it and frequently referred to it during the 
lessons, a practice recommended by Gibbons (2009) and Smit and Van Eerde 
(2013). 

Just as in the EO interventions, the Joint construction activities in the IR 
interventions met resistance from some students. This was no surprise, as 
similar observations had been reported in other GBWI studies, too (Emilia, 
2005; Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011; Kongpetch, 2006). However, the 
students who did engage and worked on their own texts in small groups 
appeared to benefit from the writing time and direct support these activities 
offered them (Emilia, 2005). The use of sample texts in this phase posed some 
risk of copying behavior. Students themselves had raised this possibility during 
the preparatory analyses (see Chapter 4) and in Emilia (2005). However, the 
sample texts were no longer used as scaffolds in the Independent construction 
phase. This meant that on the post-test, which was used to judge students’ 
overall improvement, this risk was no longer an issue. One activity that worked 
particularly well was the class-wide evaluations of students’ rewritten excerpts. 
Students met the expectation that they assume a mediating role during this 
activity, enabling the lecturer to release control as is intended in this phase 
(Gibbons, 2002, 2009). 

Interactional scaffolding 
The lecturer attempted to elicit and extend interactions during all TLC phases 
with the aim of diagnosing student learning and providing responsive 
scaffolding (Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). The types of interactional 
scaffolding used in the two IR interventions were comparable to those used in 
EO. The fact that the lecturer used ‘appropriating’ most frequently indicates her 
attunement to student input. The lecturer’s use of ‘increasing prospectiveness’ 
in questioning increased over time, going from the third to the second most 
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frequently used type. Her use of ‘cued elicitation’ decreased. This shift in 
questioning method was interpreted as an increase in her ability to give 
students greater responsibility (Dansie, 2001). 

Just as in the EO interventions, classroom discussions in the IR interventions 
were dominated by an IRF pattern, which tended to result in brief student 
contributions. Still, the lecturer attempted to put high demands on student input 
(Mariani, 1997) and to extend interactions by means of questioning. The 
lecturer sometimes posed pseudo questions. As Kao and Weng (2012) pointed 
out, such questions can hinder proper diagnosis and provoke resistance rather 
than eliciting involvement. These questions may have contributed to the fact 
that some students did not engage in classroom discussions. The lecturer’s use 
of ‘cued elicitation’ questioning sometimes led her to offer hints that were too 
strong, although it did prompt some students who had not been participating 
before to get more involved (cf. Hammond & Gibbons, 2005). Over the course 
of the lessons, the lecturer increasingly used more open questions (i.e., 
increasing prospectiveness), which was beneficial in terms of supporting 
students’ autonomy (Dansie, 2001). 

In line with challenges identified in the EO interventions, several aspects 
negatively affected the elicitation and extension of interactions in the IR 
interventions as well (i.e., social norms, subject lecturer’s genre and GBWI 
knowledge, interaction skills, timing, self-confidence, and release of control). 
These were already discussed earlier on (see Section 5.6.1) and therefore not 
repeated here. In addition to the aspects mentioned, it was observed that two 
other aspects played a role in interactional scaffolding: exploiting scaffolding 
opportunities and reducing degrees of freedom.  

Regarding the first aspect, it was observed in the IR interventions that the 
subject lecturer not always benefited from scaffolding opportunities. That is, 
she sometimes seemed to not listen carefully enough to identify opportunities 
to scaffold student learning in interaction, similar to findings in the study of 
Smit, Van Eerde and Bakker (2012). At the same time, the subject lecturer 
indicated not always having exploited opportunities for reasons of time. Such 
‘deliberately’ missed scaffolding opportunities also came to the fore in the EO 
interventions, and in the literature (e.g., Dufficy, 2005). Whatever their cause, 
such underutilization incidents negatively affected the interactional scaffolding 
in the present IR intervention. The lecturer could have dealt with the time 
pressure she felt by simplifying some tasks and reducing the students’ degrees 
of freedom (Wood et al., 1976). For example, when interacting with students 
on how to analyze a sample text, rewrite sentences or evaluate an excerpt, the 
lecturer could have provided more explicit support by asking students to ignore 
some features and focus solely on others, as suggested by Wood (2003). 
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Student learning 
What also became apparent during the IR interventions was that there was a 
wide disparity between students in terms of their prior knowledge of the field. 
While some showed a fairly clear understanding of the field and the register 
that went with it, others appeared to be genuine ‘novices’ (Wingate, 2014). 
Students’ unfamiliarity with the impersonal, neutral and specific writing style 
used in the genre was not surprising, as these characteristics contrast sharply 
from everyday language and contexts (De Wachter et al., 2017; Schleppegrell, 
2001). Additionally, students appeared unaware that a writer could employ two 
different voices (i.e., professional and academic) within one genre in order to 
achieve two distinct goals. This ‘boundary aspect’ of the target genre was an 
extra challenge for them, as Nesi and Gardner (2012) also point out. In this 
respect, students did become more aware of these and other genre features from 
discussions on the vocabulary and register of research and the differences 
between formal and informal register, even though several students did not 
actively participate in these discussions. Such limited involvement was also 
identified in the EO interventions, and has been described in other GBWI 
studies (Kongpetch, 2006). It may be partly attributable to the students’ 
unfamiliarity with the idea of integrating writing instruction into subject-
specific instruction. 

Just as the EO interventions had revealed, students in IR had difficulty grasping 
the goal, structure and linguistic features of the target genre, in particular ‘field’ 
and ‘mode’. At the same time, many students showed an ability to identify 
these concepts in the sample texts when using the analysis and writing tool. In 
IR, too, the students responded well to text analysis activities that made clear 
how register contributes to achieving a text’s purpose (Hyland, 2007). Such 
activities helped students look at case analyses with a functional rather than 
instrumental eye (Kapp & Bangeni, 2005). One problem that arose during these 
activities was that some students had not developed proper reading strategies. 
They did not know how to scan texts, which is a problem many first-year 
students have, according to other studies (Houtven, Peters, & Morabit, 2010). 
In the IR intervention, the lecturer addressed this problem by explaining 
scanning techniques.  

Developing students’ writing skills, one the main purposes of Joint 
construction, did not always go according to plan in IR. Just as in EO, some 
students resisted reworking their texts in response to oral and written feedback. 
Several students saw rewriting as an opportunity to correct spelling and 
grammar mistakes only. They might have gotten this idea from the current 
language policy and practices at the HBS (see Chapter 4). There were, 
however, students who showed an eagerness and ability to improve their own 
texts by using the analysis and writing tool. Improvements in writing skills 
were mainly found in improved tenor (e.g., writing in an impersonal, objective 
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and specific style). Knowledge of tenor had been largely absent at the start of 
the intervention, as both the problem analysis (see Chapter 4) and the pre-tests 
had established. The students had apparently benefited from the explicit 
discussion and modeling on representing the relationship between reader and 
writer in case analyses. However, although some students clearly made 
progress, others continued to struggle with basic comprehension of the genre 
concepts (i.e., internalization; Vygotksy, 1978b) as well as their ability to use 
these in writing. This may be related to Mercer’s (2008) idea that the school 
learning process is long-term by nature. 

The IR interventions provided an answer to subquestion b (“How can subject-
specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted?”) that was quite similar to 
the one the EO interventions had supplied, namely: the enactment of subject-
specific GBWI requires a subtle interplay between designed and interactional 
scaffolding in order to provide sufficient learning opportunities for students to 
develop their genre proficiency. The lecturer’s role – in bringing scaffolding 
through GBWI to life – is key to this process. 

6.5.2 Evaluation IR Interventions 
Comparison of the students’ pretest and post-test total scores in IR1 and IR2 
showed statistically significant improvements based on Wilcoxon Signed Rank 
tests for related samples. The degree of improvement varied however, as shown 
by Table 6.30. 

Table 6.30
Results of pre- and post-tests in IR1 and IR2 (scale 0-36) 

Min. Max. Median
Intervention IR1 
Total score on pre-test 9 22 16
Total score on post-test 14 25 20
Intervention IR2 
Total score on pre-test 12 24 17
Total score on post-test 18 30 24.5

Table 6.30 shows that the scores in IR2 were generally higher than in IR1. 
Furthermore, the relative improvement in student texts in IR2 was also greater 
than in IR1, which also explains the relatively large effect size identified in IR2 
(d= 2.04) compared to IR1 (d=1.35). The high scores achieved during 
intervention IR2 may have resulted from the enactment of the GBWI lessons, 
but they may also have been caused, in part, by student-related factors such as 
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prior education and involvement, lecturer-related factors such as self-
confidence, and contextual factors.  

The two IR interventions showed similar patterns with respect to the relative 
change from pretest to post-test per specific feature (see Table 6.31).  

Table 6.31 
Relative change per each feature on pre- and post-tests in IR1 and IR2 
Features Relative change IR1 Relative change IR2
Overall structure -21% 19%
Field 4% 16%
Mode 11% 44%
Tenor 121% 110%
Mechanics 8% 17%

Table 6.31 demonstrates that in both interventions, the relative change in tenor 
was the greatest (121% and 110%). The second most improved feature in the 
two interventions was mode, though the size of the improvement varied widely 
(11% in IR1, 44% in IR2). While students’ scores on overall structure got 
worse over the course of IR1, actually decreasing from pretest to post-test, they 
improved on this feature during IR2. As described earlier, it appeared that 
students in IR1 often forgot to include the final move (making 
recommendations) in their post-test. Presumably, the lecturer’s extra focus on 
the overall move structure in IR2 was the reason students did not repeat this 
omission. Table 6.31 also shows that there was little change in terms of 
mechanics and field in either intervention, though a more substantial change 
was observed in IR2 than in IR1.  

In response to subquestion c, concerning the effect of GBWI, students in the 
two IR interventions significantly improved their proficiency in writing a case 
analysis text, with very large effect sizes (d=1.35 and d= 2.04). The effect was 
largest with regard to tenor in both interventions. 
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7 Discussion and Conclusion 
This chapter discusses the results of the present research project. In Section 7.1 
the main findings are presented. These are then condensed into a revised 
conjecture map and a design principle in Section 7.2. Section 7.3 discusses the 
research results in terms of contributions, possible criticisms and limitations. 
Last, recommendations for future research and for educational practice are 
proposed.  

7.1 Main Findings 
First-year students’ inadequate writing skills pose a major and pressing 
problem to higher education as student writing is at the center of learning in 
higher education. To address the problem, institutions commonly offer form-
focused writing courses separated from content teaching. As research has 
shown that writing and content learning are intertwined, these courses do not 
sufficiently solve students’ writing problems. Instead, embedded writing 
approaches in which writing instruction is combined with subject teaching are 
advocated. The aim of the present research project was to provide scientifically 
grounded insight into how a subject-specific genre-based approach to writing 
instruction can be prepared and designed, enacted and evaluated in the L1 
tertiary context. The research explored the challenge of deploying embedded 
writing instruction in a general sense, as advocated in comprehensive language 
policies. More particular, it explored the challenge of shaping and 
implementing subject-specific GBWI in higher professional education as 
phrased in the central research question: 

How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction in higher 
professional education be shaped and implemented with a view to promoting 
first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

The preparation and design of subject-specific GBWI was explored first. This 
exploration was necessary because the GBWI teaching strategy was entirely 
new to the HBS. The following subquestion was formulated: 

a) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be prepared and 
designed? 

In response to this question, four preparatory elements were identified. In 
preparation for GBWI, it was essential to first investigate current teaching and 
learning in the research context. Such investigation not only provided insight 
into students’ writing problems and subject lecturers’ current writing 
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instruction, it also raised lecturers’ awareness of the problem and the potential 
usefulness and pitfalls of the solution. The second indispensable preparatory 
step was to analyze the target genre based on literature, student-produced texts 
and real-world examples. This revealed both general and local genre 
characteristics that needed to be included in the intervention design. 
Furthermore, involving lecturers in this analytical process helped them to 
convert their implicit understanding of subject-specific language into explicit 
knowledge. A third key element identified was lecturers’ competencies. To 
increase the likelihood that a subject-specific GBWI course would be effective, 
the lecturers who were to teach the course needed not only good general 
teaching and writing skills, but also GBWI-specific competencies. In other 
words, they needed to work on their professional development. The fourth and 
final element crucial for preparing and designing a GBWI course was explicit 
articulation of teaching and learning goals to enable systematic reflection. 
Conjecture mapping was used as a way of making expectations of GBWI 
explicit per TLC phase. 

After the preparation and design phase, the GBWI course was enacted several 
cycles in practice in view of promoting first-year students’ writing proficiency. 
The following two subquestions were addressed: 

b) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted? 
c) What effect does subject-specific genre-based writing instruction have on 

first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

Based on the enactment of the GBWI course in five interventions, it was 
concluded with respect to subquestion b) that enacting subject-specific GBWI 
required a well-balanced combination of designed and interactional 
scaffolding. 

The TLC proved to be a useful instructional framework within GBWI to guide 
students’ development, as they went from acquiring field and linguistic 
knowledge to applying this knowledge to their writing in the target genres. The 
instructional activities and the participant structures were designed to gradually 
increase student contribution and decrease lecturer support. In practice, 
however, the designed activities did not always fulfill their potential due to 
student-, lecturer-, and context-related factors. Therefore, several adjustments 
were made to the activities and participations structures. As a whole, the 
instructional framework remained unchanged, however. The instructional 
materials, particularly the sample texts and the analysis and writing tool, 
proved to be valuable, practice-oriented means of supporting student learning.  

With respect to interactional scaffolding, the lecturer-student interactions 
turned out to be a generally meaningful way of working with students’ zones of 
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proximal development. Through classroom talk, the lecturers were able to 
diagnose student learning and provide responsive support so as to move 
students forward in their ZPDs. However, the enactment also brought to light 
several challenges. Initiating and extending interactions on the spot appeared to 
be unusual and demanding for subject lecturers. This required full knowledge 
of the field and the genre, strong communicative and interaction skills, and 
self-confidence in assuming the role of the more knowledgeable other. 
Analyses of the interactions also revealed that the lecturers had difficulty 
decreasing control and handing over responsibility to their students. Finally, the 
GBWI enactment was also influenced by various endogenous elements at play: 
the HBS’s language policy, the students’ motivation, time constraints, and the 
participants’ views on learning and writing. 

In reference to subquestion c) about the effect of GBWI on students’ writing 
proficiency, comparisons between students’ pre-tests and post-tests showed 
statistically significant improvements in all five interventions, with effect sizes 
varying from large to very large (Cohen, 1988). These significant differences 
were interpreted as an indication of students’ developing genre proficiency and 
thus of handover to independence. Closer examination of the test results 
revealed that the students improved their writing mainly in terms of tenor and 
overall structure. The students’ considerable improvement in tenor was 
interpreted as a development along the mode continuum from informal, 
spoken-like everyday language to formal, written-like academic and 
professional language, which is the underlying goal of scaffolding language 
throughout the teaching and learning cycle. 

All in all, the research project showed how subject-specific GBWI in higher 
professional education can promote first-year students’ writing proficiency in 
subject-specific genres, even though it also revealed there is room for 
improvement. The two subject lecturers involved in the project used the 
specially designed TLC-inspired instructional activities and materials to 
develop students’ proficiency in writing event proposals and case analyses. 
They diagnosed and reacted responsively to the students’ input in classroom 
interactions, and handed over to independence to a substantial extent. 
Comparisons of the students’ pre- and post-tests showed statistically significant 
improvements in genre proficiency with effect sizes ranging from large to very 
large. This research project has therefore demonstrated how subject-specific 
GBWI in higher professional education can be shaped and implemented. 

7.2 Revised Conjecture Map and Design Principle 
To present DBR findings succinctly, Sandoval (2014) introduced the idea of a 
revised conjecture map. Based on the findings of this research project, the 
following revised conjecture map can be presented (see Figure 7.1). The map 
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consists of a high-level conjecture, its embodiment, mediating processes and 
the intermediate and intervention outcomes (Sandoval, 2014). 

Figure 7.1 shows how the high-level conjecture on subject-specific GBWI was 
embodied in the design of the EO and IR interventions. The map also shows 
the intended and partially achieved mediating processes such as awareness 
raising and modeling, as well as the outcomes of these processes in terms of 
development in students’ knowledge and skills. As such, the revised conjecture 
map provides a clear overview of the design, enactment and evaluation of the 
GBWI intervention. Nonetheless, it is clear that the conjecture map has two 
limitations. Firstly, the map does not depict the challenges that affected the 
present intervention. Although some challenges may be context-bound to some 
extent, others are common across similar contexts. Including such aspects in 
the visualization would enrich the conjecture map and inform future research. 
Secondly, the mediating processes on the conjecture map do not clearly 
indicate which actor (lecturer or student) contributes to the process, and in what 
way. Although the relational nature of these processes makes it difficult to 
isolate each actor’s role and contributions, it is argued that clarification of this 
could enhance the usefulness conjecture maps, as underlined by Bakker 
(personal communication, 21 November 2017).  

Figure 7.1 Revised conjecture map
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The conjecture map in Figure 7.1 may inform a research-oriented audience. It 
emphasizes the mediating processes that were elicited by the design and that 
contributed to the intended outcomes. As such, the conjecture map can be 
considered explanation-oriented (Elen, 1995), reflecting characteristics of 
descriptive research (Reigeluth, 1983). With an eye on the more practice-
oriented audience this research also addresses, however, the formulation of a 
design principle may be more informative, as pointed out by Bakker and Smit 
(2018). Design principles as proposed by Van den Akker (1999) consist of a 
strategy based on theoretical and empirical arguments, leading to an intended 
effect as encapsulated in a rather advisory formulation. That is, design 
principles can be considered intervention-oriented (Elen, 1995) and are 
commonly used in prescriptive research (Reigeluth, 1983). In the following, the 
revised conjecture map of Figure 7.1 is transformed into a design principle, 
following Van den Akker’s format (1999, p. 9): "If you want to design 
intervention X [for the purpose/function Y in context Z], then you are best 
advised to give that intervention the characteristics A, B, and C [substantive 
emphasis], and to do that via procedures K, L, and M [procedural emphasis], 
because of arguments P, Q, and R." 

“If you want to design a GBWI intervention to scaffold the subject-specific 
genre proficiency that first-year students in higher professional education 
(context) need to write texts in subject-specific genres (purpose), you are 
advised to: 
- Use instructional activities and materials inspired by genre pedagogy and 

the notion of scaffolding that are attuned to the TLC phases and adapted to 
subject-specific contexts (characteristics), and to 

- Ask the subject lecturer to elicit and extend interactions by using different 
types of interactional scaffolding (procedures), because 
- The teaching and learning cycle as used in GBWI has proven to be a 

successful design heuristic in different educational contexts including 
higher education (Gibbons, 2002; Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011) 
(argument) 

- Using different types of interactional scaffolding elicits mediating 
processes that are known to support language development (Hammond 
& Gibbons, 2005) (argument) 

- Empirical GBWI research has shown that students made significant 
improvement in writing the subject-specific genres of ‘event proposals’ 
and ‘case analyses’ (Kuiper, 2018) (argument) “ 

In the design principle, the word ‘best’ is absent which reflects Vervoort’s 
(2013) elaboration as opposed to Van den Akker’s (i.e., ‘then you are best
advised’). This was done to avoid giving the impression that there was a 
comparison between different versions of GBWI, which was not the case here. 
The design principle reflects the ideas from the conjecture map to strengthen 
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the arguments that Van den Akker calls for in his format. This is in line with 
Bakker and Smit’s (2018) reformulation of a conjecture map into a design 
principle. In this case, the arguments added are drawn from the literature on 
GBWI, on the TLC and on scaffolding, and from an evaluation of the research 
underlying this dissertation. As such, the design principle is considered a 
valuable resource for practitioners in designing their own GBWI interventions.  

7.3 Discussion  
7.3.1 Contributions 
The present research has led to several theoretical and practical contributions 
with respect to language-sensitive content teaching, with respect to GBWI, and 
to the method of DBR. The different kinds of contributions are discussed 
below. 

First of all, the present research provides a proof of principle that it is possible 
to use subject-specific GBWI in L1 higher professional education to promote 
students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres. This contribution can 
be considered an educational innovation because language-sensitive content 
teaching (Taalgericht Vakonderwijs), such as subject-specific GBWI, is fairly 
new in L1 tertiary contexts. The insights gained on the preparation and design, 
enactment and evaluation of the subject-specific GBWI courses illustrate how 
tertiary institutions’ comprehensive language policies can be translated to 
actual educational practice, with a view to promoting students’ writing 
proficiency. Additionally, the research has demonstrated the range of factors 
that come into play when doing so, such as student-related factors (e.g., 
motivation, views on writing), lecturer-related factors (e.g., GBWI knowledge, 
interaction skills) and context-related factors (e.g., time, alignment with 
educational policy).  

A second contribution of the present research relates to the GBWI literature 
and practice in various ways. It has shed light on the use of the TLC as an 
instructional framework, it has demonstrated the value of an analysis and 
writing tool as a designed scaffold, and it has brought to light that full handover 
to independency may not be an attainable nor a necessary scaffolding goal in 
GBWI. These three aspects are discussed in more detail in the following.  

The present research has shown that the TLC including its theoretical 
underpinnings is a valuable design heuristic and instructional framework in 
shaping and implementing subject-specific GBWI in higher education. The 
Deconstruction phase in particular is considered to be beneficial to students’ 
development of writing proficiency. In this second TLC phase, students learned 
to take a functional perspective on texts and they were introduced in the genre 
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concepts of overall structure, field, tenor, and mode and their representations in 
the target genre at stake. “Pulling apart a text to see how it works”, as 
Humphrey and Macnaught (2011, p. 100) phrased it, seems to have been the 
most rewarding instructional activity throughout the TLC for first-year 
students. The Joint construction phase, however, has been shown to be more 
problematic in tertiary contexts, as also pointed out by other researchers (e.g., 
Emilia, 2005; Humphrey & Macnaught, 2011; Van Dijk & Hajer, 2012). 
Several students showed resistance to joint writing activities and the subject 
lecturers generally felt uncomfortable modeling and writing in front of the 
class. Although the adjusted set-up of the activities over the course of the 
interventions (i.e., from whole-class writing of new texts to rewriting students’ 
own texts in small groups) addressed the challenges to some extent, student 
involvement appeared to be a stumbling block in this phase. These observations 
indicate the need for enhancing the subject-specific framework of GBWI with 
explicit attention for students’ motivation: GBWI may not only focus on how 
students can write in particular genres, but also on how they can be motivated 
to do so. 

The development of the analysis and writing tool as a designed scaffold adds to 
the conceptualization of GBWI and especially it adds a component to the TLC. 
In implementing GBWI in the subjects of EO and IR, it became clear that 
GBWI terminology (e.g., overall structure, field, tenor, and mode) was difficult 
to use and understand for both subject lecturers and students. By way of 
responsiveness, an analysis and writing tool, capturing the target genres’ 
textual and linguistic features in a written and visual mode, was designed for 
the target genres in the interventions. The tool functioned as a designed 
scaffold during deconstruction and joint construction activities to which 
students and the subject lecturers frequently referred to. As such, the 
development and use of this kind of mediational artifact contributes to the 
literature on GBWI and GBWI practices. With respect to the theoretical yield, 
it is argued that the analysis and writing tool as a designed scaffold is a 
valuable addition to the current pedagogical toolbox of instructional materials 
in GBWI. The tool as a mediational artifact may facilitate student 
understanding of the genre concepts, may elicit classroom talk as suggested by 
Hammond and Gibbons (2005), and may contribute to students’ sense of 
responsibility and autonomy. Regarding GBWI practices, it is argued that the 
idea of an analysis and writing tool can be transferred to other educational 
contexts relatively easily.  

Another GBWI-related contribution of the research project is that it has shown 
that full handover of control toward independency throughout the TLC phases 
may not be an attainable nor a necessary scaffolding goal in GBWI. That is, 
while the lecturers decreased their control over the course of the lessons, they 
did not reach the stage of full handover of control. Nevertheless, students 
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showed statistically significant improvements in their writing proficiency. In 
the literature, this issue of decreasing teacher control and increasing student 
responsibility is closely related to the issue of time. Humphrey and Macnaught 
(2011) state that when students are faced with a high challenge such as 
developing proficiency in a new genre within a short period of time, solid 
control in the Joint construction phase may still be needed. Other researchers 
also point at the long-term nature of learning to write in a particular genre and 
argue too that handing over to independence may not be attainable (Bakker, 
Smit, & Wegerif, 2015). More generally, it is also noted that not all learners 
may profit from controlling their tasks as learners may misregulate their 
learning and exert control in a counterproductive way (Kirschner & Van 
Merriënboer, 2013). Therefore, it is argued that especially in subject-specific, 
time-constraint, whole-class GBWI courses in higher education, the ultimate 
goal may not be to fully handover control, but to decrease control as much as is 
possible. The present research has shown this can be sufficient in order to 
improve student writing proficiency. Consequentially, the question is raised 
whether the final TLC phase of Independent construction needs to be 
maintained.  

The third contribution of the research project is to the method of DBR in two 
ways: it has demonstrated the value of DBR as a method in a general sense, and 
the value of conjecture mapping as a method within DBR in particular. Both 
aspects are elaborated in more detail. 

The present research project has demonstrated that the systematic but flexible 
DBR method involving preparation and design, enactment and evaluation of a 
new teaching strategy can indeed contribute to contextually sensitive 
theoretical insights and educational improvement (Wang & Hannafin, 2005). 
More particular, the research has shown that the iterative and cyclical approach 
of DBR, with a prospective, actual and reflective focus, can result in rich 
insights into how, why and when subject-specific GBWI works or doesn’t work 
in the tertiary context. These insights, presented in both ‘thick’ and the newly 
coined ‘crystallized’ descriptions, are not only relevant to the local HBS 
context at stake. They may also prove valuable when transferred to other 
educational contexts, for instance through the revised conjecture map or design 
principle presented earlier on. As such, the research project provides evidence 
that DBR can indeed contribute to bridging the gap between educational 
practice and theory. 

The elaboration of the method of conjecture mapping in this research project, 
as proposed by Sandoval (2014), is also considered a methodological 
contribution. By formulating theory-informed design and theoretical 
conjectures and testing these in several cycles in practice, it was made explicit 
how the particular design of the GBWI course came into being. The 
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explicitness of the conjectures shed light on the mediating processes (e.g., 
awareness raising and modeling) that arose in the interactions, which explained 
the ‘how’ of teaching and learning throughout the lessons. In order to address 
the drawback of conjecture mapping not capturing development of learning (cf. 
Bakker, 2018), the conjectures were formulated per TLC phase thereby 
demonstrating student learning development over time. As such, this research 
has shown that conjecture mapping can prove beneficial in structuring DBR 
projects. 

7.3.2 Criticisms and Rebuttals 
Over the course of the present research project, four recurring points of 
possible criticisms were detected. These concerned a) the chosen method of 
DBR, b) the issue of causality and the lack of a control group, c) the 
discrepancy between expected and actual implementation of GBWI, and d) the 
impact of interactional scaffolding in the whole of the intervention.  

The first point of criticism concerns the chosen method of DBR for conducting 
the research. DBR is a relatively new method in the learning sciences which 
many educational researchers are not yet familiar with (Bakker, 2018). Instead, 
it is generally expected that an experimental approach is taken to investigate 
the use of GBWI as a teaching strategy compared to common practices.  In the 
present research, however, DBR was deemed more appropriate. As reflected in 
the central research question, subject-specific GBWI as a teaching strategy did 
not yet exist in higher professional education and had to be designed first 
before it could be studied. In DBR, a simultaneous focus on designing and 
studying a new teaching strategy is common in order to address both 
educational problems in a local context, while developing evidence-based 
knowledge that can inform future design and implementation decisions 
(Herrington et al., 2007).  

The second point of possible criticism relates to the interpretation of causality 
in the interventions, together with the absence of control groups. One may 
argue that it is difficult to determine the GBWI interventions being the cause of 
students’ improved writing proficiency without comparison with a control 
group of students, as outlined in Chapter 3. The present DBR project reasons 
from a realist, process-oriented understanding of causality (Maxwell 2004), as 
is commonly used in studies with high ecological validity (Gravemeijer & 
Cobb, 2006). In this view, circumstantial evidence of observed processes is 
collected to increase the plausibility that learning gains can most likely be 
attributed to the intervention, as described by Nathan and Kim (2009). It is also 
worth noting that DBR studies more commonly rely on within-subject 
comparisons than control group comparisons. The circumstantial evidence 
gathered in this research project and presented in the shape of design narratives 
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arguably establishes the strong probability that the improved writing 
proficiency measured in the post-tests can be attributed to the interventions. As 
argued in Chapter 3, an experimental design including control groups was not 
deemed appropriate in this research, whereas it may prove interesting at a later 
stage of research. Once a well-grounded theory on subject-specific GBWI has 
been developed and more evidence of success of this approach has been 
compiled, it would be useful to employ randomized controlled experiments to 
verify the efficacy of both the theory and the accompanying practical 
interventions (Easterday, Lewis, & Gerber, 2014).  

The third point of possible criticism concerns the fact that the implementation 
of various GBWI activities and materials not always corresponded with the 
expectations, despite all efforts. One may argue such discrepancy between 
intended and actual implementation are due to the subject lecturers enacting the 
lessons. However, in this respect, Bakker (2018) suggests not to see teachers as 
hurdles in the enactment of a design, but to consider their difficulty as a new 
object of research. Bakker and other DBR scholars (O’Neill, 2012; Penuel, 
2014) argue that by reporting challenges in enactment, it becomes clear how a 
particular new teaching strategy came into being in the messiness of real-life 
practice, including its successes and failures. In the present research project, 
this view was adopted and several challenges affecting enactment were 
repeatedly identified, such as student-related factors (e.g., motivation), lecturer-
related factors (e.g., interaction skills), and contextual factors (e.g., time 
constraints). Apparently, these recurrent factors in the enactment of subject-
specific GBWI need to be investigated in more detail in view of bridging the 
gap between expected and actual teaching and learning. 

A fourth point of possible criticism concerns the impact of interactional 
scaffolding within the whole of the intervention. More particular, one may 
wonder if the achieved learning effect was explained by the intervention as a 
whole, or whether it could be explained by the interactional scaffolding only. 
While it is certainly true that the classroom interactions seemed to have 
contributed considerably to the progress students made (as Chapters 5 and 6 
made clear), interactional scaffolding is most effective in conjunction with 
designed scaffolding, as Hammond and Gibbons’s (2005) have convincingly 
argued. The overall design of the GBWI course – in terms of the TLC phasing, 
activities, materials and participation structures – was devised to provide a 
context that would enable interactional scaffolding. For example, the 
deconstruction activities in which students used the analysis and writing tool to 
analyze sample texts elicited interactions that raised awareness and prompted 
modeling of particular structural and linguistic genre features. Without these 
aspects of designed scaffolding, interactional support may have been a hit and 
miss affair and made no substantial contribution to student learning.   
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7.3.3 Limitations 
In the following, two limitations of the present research project and of 
ecologically valid research in a more general sense are discussed. 

A primary limitation of the research project is its small scale. This research was 
conducted in a single educational context and involved two subject lecturers 
who supported writing proficiency within two subject-specific genres by means 
of five GBWI courses. In total, 77 first-year students were involved. The 
limited number of participants as well as the context-specific nature of the 
research renders statistical generalization impossible. The aim of this DBR 
project, however, was not to formulate decontextualized principles or ‘grand 
theories’ as is common in experimental research (Bakker & Van Eerde, 2015). 
Rather, the goal was to investigate how subject-specific GBWI could be shaped 
and implemented in the first year of higher professional education with a view 
to promoting students’ writing proficiency, and to formulate principles that 
could be transferred to other contexts. As the use of subject-specific GBWI was 
a new way of responding to students’ writing needs in the chosen context, this 
research arguably provides value with respect to curricular products and 
professional development. This value applies both to the particular HBS 
context where this research was conducted and to similar tertiary contexts. In 
addition, the aforementioned contributions to the literature and practices of 
language-sensitive content teaching, of GBWI and of DBR as a method are 
argued to be valuable and applicable more widely. 

A second limitation of the project may be the limited student involvement as a 
result of the way the GBWI course was integrated in the subjects. As outlined 
before, the GBWI course had to be incorporated into the existing framework of 
education and assessment at HBS. This meant that the course including the pre- 
and post-tests were integrated into the EO and IR subject classes, without any 
explicit assessment (except for mechanics) or awarding of credits for writing in 
these modules. The fact that the GBWI course was not credit-bearing may 
indeed have affected student involvement negatively, as Carstens and Fletcher 
(2007) also found in their study. However, the observed limited student 
involvement can also be attributed to other factors. The interventions revealed 
that students’ unfamiliarity with GBWI may have affected involvement, as 
Kongpetch (2006) also observed. Another factor may have been the absence of 
explicit social norms required for classroom interaction, a point also stressed by 
Cobb and Yackel (1996). A third factor may have been that whole-class joint 
writing activities met resistance from tertiary students, a phenomenon also 
noted by Humphrey and Macnaught (2011) and Emilia (2005). The fourth and 
final factor contributing to some of the students’ low involvement may have 
been that this was a single GBWI course in an otherwise ‘traditional’ 
curriculum in which writing was not integrated into subject-specific teaching. 
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7.3.4 Recommendations for Future Research 
The present research project has resulted in a proof of principle demonstrating 
that subject-specific GBWI in higher professional education can promote first-
year students’ writing proficiency. Future research is needed to investigate the 
potential of this type of language-sensitive content teaching with a view to 
addressing students’ writing needs in L1 tertiary contexts. In the following, 
four suggestions for future research are presented. 

A first recommendation is to conduct comparable subject-specific GBWI 
studies in other L1 tertiary contexts, both in university and higher professional 
education. These studies could serve to substantiate the findings of the present 
research in the sense of students’ improved writing proficiency, to test and 
evaluate the revised conjecture map and/or the design principle, and to refine 
the design, enactment and evaluation of subject-specific GBWI. It should be 
noted that comparable studies do not necessarily need to be larger studies, as 
Sandoval (2014) points out. With a view to the context-specific character of 
educational interventions, it may prove valuable to adjust and test the GBWI 
course developed here in other small-scale contexts. This would enable 
researchers to shed light on the influence of local, context-specific aspects and 
more clearly identify the design elements most crucial to the generation of 
desired outcomes. 

A second recommendation is that future subject-specific GBWI studies also 
focus on the motivational aspect of learning to write. In the present research, 
some students have not shown a high degree of motivation to participate in in-
class writing and rewriting activities. Adjustments in the sense of having 
students rework their own texts in small groups instead of composing texts in 
whole-class structures, providing them with a tool, and evaluating peer-
produced phrases seemed to have contributed to students motivation to 
(re)write to some extent, as outlined before. However, more knowledge on how 
tertiary students can be motivated to actively engage in GBWI courses in 
general and in subject-specific GBWI courses in particular, seems worth 
investigating in view of promoting their writing proficiency.  

A third recommendation for future research has to do with the subject lecturers’ 
role in the interventions and with their professional development. In light of 
their key role in enacting the designed scaffolding and in scaffolding student 
learning on the spot, the specific knowledge and skills they require to fulfill 
this role well deserves to be studied in more detail. This is particularly 
important because comprehensive language policies currently advocate a 
shared responsibility for developing student language and writing development 
but do not spell out what implications this has for lecturers’ pedagogical skills 
and knowledge. In the present research for example, it was observed that 
subject lecturers had difficulty questioning, modeling and negotiating during 



Discussion and Conclusion 

259 

their interactions with students. Therefore, it would be worthwhile to do more 
research into the competencies lecturers need to scaffold student writing 
through GBWI in subject-specific teaching contexts. 

A fourth recommendation concerns the question of how students can benefit 
from a genre-based approach. In the present research, students’ increased 
proficiency in writing within a particular subject-specific genre was identified 
as a result of the GBWI course. Additional research is needed to determine the 
extent to which students can transfer their expanded genre knowledge to other 
genres and contexts, as suggested by Yang (2011) and Carstens (2009). One 
example of a potential research topic is whether students can transfer 
knowledge they have acquired about one genre to another one within the same 
genre family, or to a different family involving other textual features (Gardner 
& Nesi, 2013) ). Also worthy of research is the question whether students can 
transfer knowledge of a spoken genre to a related writing genre and vice versa. 
Yet another potential angle of inquiry is the extent to which a general genre 
awareness program, as proposed by Johns (2008), could contribute to 
acquisition of particular genres. All in all, such future research projects could 
further illustrate the potential and impact of genre-based approaches in 
promoting students’ communicative competence. 

In addition to the suggestions for further research on GBWI, the field of DBR 
would also benefit from further research on data reporting in DBR projects. 
Bakker (2018) stressed the difficulty of reporting DBR results, because design 
researchers cannot follow fixed formats like quantitative researchers can. In 
DBR as in most qualitative research, results are usually written down in thick 
descriptions (Geertz, 1973) to enable readers to follow the context-specific 
process of design, enactment and evaluation. To shape the thick descriptions in 
the present research project, the form of design narratives was chosen 
(Hoadley, 2002). Such narratives are seen as a necessary and valuable means of 
demonstrating causality between the interventions and students’ improved 
writing proficiency. At the same time, their length may make them time-
consuming to read and boring, a pitfall also identified by Bakker and Smit 
(2018). The surplus of information may cause readers to lose track of the gist 
of the interventions. In the present research project, ‘crystallized’ descriptions 
were therefore added at the end of each design narrative. Although revised 
conjecture maps and design principles can neatly summarize the key concepts 
of design narratives, as this study has shown, such instruments do not reflect 
the complexity of the DBR process. Therefore, it is argued more insight is 
needed into how DBR process results can be described in a systematic, concise, 
and justifiable way. 
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7.3.5 Recommendations for Educational Practice 
The present research has generated insights into how students’ writing needs 
can be met by taking a subject-specific, genre-based approach to writing. In 
order to inform other practitioners about how to address tertiary students’ 
writing needs in a similar way, the following four implications for educational 
practice are formulated. 

Chapter 1 began by quoting Coffin, Curry, Goodman and Hewings (2005, p. 2), 
who wrote: “Student writing is at the center of teaching and learning in higher 
education.” The present research has emphasized the relevance of student 
writing to both teaching and learning across the subjects, although it also 
revealed the difficulty of giving student writing the priority it deserves. As 
outlined before, a lack of institution-wide support negatively affects the 
enactment and impact of embedded approaches such as subject-specific GBWI. 
Therefore, it is recommended that tertiary institutions not only develop a 
comprehensive language policy, but that they also implement it properly in 
terms of institution-wide enactment and assessment if they really want to 
improve student’ writing proficiency. 

A second recommendation for educational practice is that institutions invest in 
subject lecturers’ professional development. In line with previous research 
(Jacobs, 2005; Wingate et al., 2011), the present research project has shown 
that many lecturers have high-level knowledge of the language and textual 
features in their field of expertise, but that this knowledge is generally tacit and 
unarticulated. Lecturers and their students could benefit more from this 
knowledge if the lecturers themselves learned to make this knowledge explicit. 
The interventions in this project also made clear that lecturers also need 
training in providing writing instruction, both in a general sense and through 
GBWI, and in how and when to scaffold student language learning during 
interactions. Ideally, such training would be offered to all lecturers: not only to 
those who are just starting their teaching careers, but also to mid-career 
lecturers. 

A third recommendation for educational practice is to promote alignment and 
collaboration between writing and subject specialists and to reconsider their 
traditional role division. If a comprehensive language policy is developed and 
implemented, and if subject lecturers are trained to teach writing, this will 
affect the roles of both writing and subject specialists. The literature on 
embedded writing instruction (Blake & Pates, 2010; Dudley-Evans & St John, 
1998) discusses different stages in partnerships between these actors, ranging 
from one-off cooperation to long-term collaboration, team teaching and 
complete integration of learning about writing and content. Although Elbers 
(2011) and Kerkhoff (2014) have shown that collaboration between writing and 
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subject specialists can be quite difficult, closer cooperation between these 
practitioners is seen as crucial for properly addressing students’ writing needs. 

A fourth and final recommendation is to familiarize students with genre as a 
concept before trying to teach them a particular genre. As this study has shown, 
a subject-specific, genre-based approach to writing requires students to rapidly 
familiarize themselves with the concepts and terminology associated with 
GBWI and its underpinning theories. In fact, they were expected to acquire 
proficiency in a specific genre while simultaneously learning a whole new 
concept and the terminology to talk about it. In other words, instruction was 
complex right from the outset of the GBWI interventions, while for optimal 
learning, instruction should be organized in increasing order of complexity, 
according to Reigeluth’s elaboration theory (1992). Just as Yang (2012b) and 
Johns (2008) argue, students would benefit from learning about GBWI and 
genres in general before they are required to learn to write a specific genre.  

In conclusion, the use of subject-specific GBWI to address students’ writing 
needs can be considered an educational innovation that requires time and effort 
at different levels of tertiary institutions. It is argued that these investments will 
pay off. The present research project has shown that subject-specific GBWI has 
the potential to address a huge challenge for current higher education: 
promoting student writing. 
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Appendix A: Problem Analysis Questionnaire 
(Version for subject lecturers, translated from Dutch) 

Introduction  
This questionnaire is intended to take stock of your opinions. Therefore, any 
answer you provide is correct, as long as it represents your opinion. Try not to 
think for too long before answering. Please follow the instructions provided. 

If you have any questions or remarks about the questionnaire or the research 
project, please contact Cindy Kuiper at c.a.j.kuiper@saxion.nl 

Thank you for your time and cooperation. 

I Writing Problems and Proficiency 
The statements below are about the level of difficulty first-year students 
experience when doing writing tasks in your subject lessons. Please indicate the 
extent to which you agree with each statement by checking the appropriate box. 

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree

First-year students have difficulty structuring 
texts

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

First-year students have difficulty writing 
coherently

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

First-year students have difficulty writing in 
the appropriate style

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

First-year students have difficulty using the 
right vocabulary 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

First-year students have difficulty writing 
grammatically correct language

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

First-year students have difficulty spelling 
correctly

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

First-year students have difficulty using 
punctuation correctly

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

Please assign an average grade to first-year students’ writing proficiency on a 
scale from 1 (very poor) to 10 (outstanding).  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
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II Existing Writing Instruction in Subject Courses 
The statements below are about how you instruct first-year students in writing.  
Please check the box that best describes your current practice 

Always Often  Sometimes Never No opinion
I show sample texts to my students ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
I discuss typical features of sample texts with 
my students 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

I have my students analyze sample texts ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
I explain to my students how to write texts in 
my field of expertise 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

I show my students how to write a text in my 
field of expertise 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

I jointly write (part of) a text with students ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐
I allow students time to write during the 
lesson

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

The following statement is about your contribution to student writing 
development. Please indicate to what extent you agree with it.  

Strongly 
disagree

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 
agree

I contribute to first-year students’ writing 
development

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐

III Personal Data 

Male Female
Indicate your sex ☐ ☐

Dutch English Other
What language do you generally speak at 
home?

☐ ☐

What language do you generally use at 
work? 

☐ ☐ ☐

IV Participation in Further Research 

Yes No
I would like to participate in a focus group ☐ ☐

Note: If you tick ‘Yes’, you will receive an invitation for the focus group 
interview by email. 

End of questionnaire 



288

Appendix B: Focus Group Interview Guide 
(Version for subject lecturers, translated from Dutch) 

Introduction  

- Indicate aim of focus group and format (link to questionnaire) 
- Explain that research focuses on first-year students at the HBS 
- Indicate duration of focus group interview (approx. 60 min.) 
- Request approval for audio recording 
- Emphasize confidentiality of input 
- Encourage interaction between participants 

Topics 

I Writing Problems and Proficiency 
Insights based on questionnaires: 

- Lecturers tend to perceive all aspects of writing as more difficult than students 
do 

- Lecturers regard coherence, spelling and structure as (very) difficult aspects of 
writing 

- Students regard grammar, spelling and vocabulary as (very) difficult 
- The average grade first-year students believe they deserve for writing 

proficiency is 6.7, while lecturers believe they deserve an average grade of 5.3 
(on a 1-10 scale). 

Questions: 
- To what extent do you agree with the perceived difficulties outlined by subject 

lecturers? 
- Can you give examples of these difficulties within the context of the subject 

you teach? 
- Why, in your opinion, are these aspects of writing difficult? 
- How sufficient, in your opinion, is the support offered to students with respect 

to these difficulties? 
- What is your opinion on the differences between lecturers’ and students’ 

perceptions of writing difficulties? 
- What is your opinion on the average writing proficiency grade self-assigned 

by students and assigned by lecturers? 
- To what extent do you perceive this grade as representative and accurate? 

II Existing Writing Instruction in Subject Courses 
Insights based on questionnaires: 
1. Showing sample texts 

- Lecturers: 42.9% sometimes, 22.9% often/ Students: 54.7% sometimes, 18.6% often 
2. Discussing textual features 

- Lecturers: 31.4% sometimes, 25.7% always / Students: 46.5% sometimes, 32.6% often  
3. Analyzing sample texts 

- Lecturers: 42.9% sometimes, 34.3% never / Students: 43% sometimes, 23.3% never  
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4. Explaining writing 
- Lecturers: 40% sometimes, 31.4% often / Students: 44.2% sometimes, 37.2% often  

5. Showing writing 
- Lecturers: 48.6% never, 34.3% sometimes/ Students: 39.5% sometimes, 32.6% never  

6. Jointly writing 
- Lecturers: 54.3% never, 40% sometimes / Students: 45.3% never, 36% sometimes 

7. Allowing writing time 
- Lecturers: 31.4% sometimes, 28.6% often/ Students: 41.9% sometimes, 34.9% often 

8. Contribution to students’ writing development 
- Lecturers: 60% (strongly) agree / students: 54% (strongly) agree  

Questions: 
1. To what extent do you recognize this perception? When do you use sample texts? 

What kind of samples do you use? Where do you get your sample texts from? How 
do you use these? If you don’t use sample texts, why not? 

2. To what extent do you recognize this perception? What kind of features do you 
discuss? How do you discuss them? How do you think discussing these features 
supports students’ writing development? If you don’t discuss textual features, why 
not? 

3. To what extent do you recognize this perception? How do you analyze sample 
texts with your students? How many sample texts do you use? If you don’t analyze 
sample texts, why not? 

4. To what extent do you recognize this perception? How do you explain writing to 
your students? When do you do this generally? If you don’t provide such 
explanation, why not? 

5. To what extent do you recognize this perception? How do you show them how to 
write? When do you this? If you don’t show them how to write, why not? 

6. To what extent do you recognize this perception? How do you do this? When do 
you this? If you don’t jointly write texts, why not? 

7. To what extent do you recognize this perception? How do you organize this? 
When, in a seven-week block, do you plan this activity? If you don’t set aside time 
for writing in class, why not? 

8. What is your opinion on how first-year students perceive lecturers’ contribution to 
their writing development, as compared to lecturers’ perceptions of the same 
question? How accurate do you consider these perceptions to be? To what extent 
do you feel students’ writing development is a shared responsibility, and why? 

Conclusion 
- Explain the interventions planned 
- Thank participants for their time and contribution 

End of Interview Guide 
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Appendix C: Event Proposal Scoring Scheme 
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Appendix D: Analysis and Writing Tool for Event Proposal 
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Appendix E: Case Analysis Scoring Scheme 
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Appendix F: Analysis and Writing Tool for Case Analysis  
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Samenvatting 
Veel eerstejaarsstudenten in het hoger onderwijs hebben moeite met 
schrijfvaardigheid in het Nederlands. Ze vinden het lastig om gestructureerde, 
lezergerichte teksten te schrijven in de meer abstracte en vakspecifieke taal van 
het hoger onderwijs. Deze moeilijkheden zijn problematisch omdat schrijven 
cruciaal is voor onderwijs en toetsing in de tertiaire context en ook in 
maatschappelijke zin een belangrijke rol vervult. In de laatste decennia hebben 
de schrijfproblemen van eerstejaarsstudenten veel aandacht gekregen. De 
aanpak die veel hogeronderwijsinstellingen hanteren is het aanbieden van 
vormgerichte, algemene schrijfcursussen in of naast het curriculum. Deze 
aanpak wordt is ontoereikend gebleken. De ontwikkeling van 
schrijfvaardigheid vereist immers een vakspecifiek proces waarbij alle 
studenten en docenten betrokken zijn. Geïntegreerde aanpakken, waarbij het 
leren van vakinhoud en schrijfvaardigheid gecombineerd wordt, worden 
daarom verkozen boven de eerdergenoemde geïsoleerde aanpak.  

Genredidactiek als een vorm van geïntegreerd schrijfonderwijs lijkt in dat 
opzicht veelbelovend om de schrijfvaardigheid van studenten te bevorderen. De 
kern van genredidactiek is het expliciteren van hoe taal wordt gebruikt om 
specifieke communicatieve doelen te bereiken in verschillende contexten. 
Gegeven een gebrek aan onderzoek op dit terrein, gaat het huidige 
onderzoeksproject na hoe genredidactiek in het hoger onderwijs vormgegeven 
en ingezet kan worden. De hoofdvraag was: 

Hoe kan vakspecifieke genredidactiek in het hbo worden vormgegeven en 
ingezet met het oog op het bevorderen van de schrijfvaardigheid van 
eerstejaarsstudenten in vakspecifieke genres? 

Om deze vraag te beantwoorden, werden er drie deelvragen geformuleerd die 
de drie fases van ontwerpgericht onderwijsonderzoek reflecteren: a) 
voorbereiding en ontwerp, b) uitvoering, en c) evaluatie: 

a) Hoe kan vakspecifieke genredidactiek worden voorbereid en ontworpen? 
b) Hoe kan vakspecifieke genredidactiek worden ingezet? 
c) Welk effect heeft vakspecifieke genredidactiek op de schrijfvaardigheid van 

eerstejaarsstudenten in vakspecifieke genres? 

Context, theoretisch kader en onderzoeksaanpak 

Het onderzoek is gesitueerd tegen de achtergrond van taalbeleid Nederlands in 
het hoger onderwijs. De ontwikkeling en implementatie van breed taalbeleid 
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wordt eerst geschetst in algemene zin en vervolgens in de onderzoekscontext 
van de Hospitality Business School (HBS) van Saxion in hoofdstuk 1. 
Vervolgens geeft hoofdstuk 2 inzicht in het theoretisch kader omtrent 
genredidactiek in dit onderzoek. Eerst wordt ingegaan op de eisen aan 
schrijfvaardigheid in het hoger onderwijs alsook op de huidige 
schrijfonderwijspraktijk. Vervolgens wordt gefocust op geïntegreerde 
aanpakken van schrijfonderwijs, die gestoeld zijn op content-based language 
instruction. De geïntegreerde aanpak van genredidactiek die centraal staat in dit 
onderzoek wordt gedetailleerd beschreven. Hierbij wordt eerst ingegaan op de 
historie. Ook worden de onderliggende functionele taaltheorie, socioculturele 
leertheorie en het bijbehorende concept van scaffolding beschreven. 
Scaffolding is een specifiek soort tijdelijke, responsieve hulp van een expert 
aan een leerder, die gericht is op het ontwikkelen van zelfstandigheid. Verder 
wordt de onderwijsleercyclus geïntroduceerd als een instructiekader binnen 
genredidactiek. Deze cyclus bestaat uit vier fases waarin een bepaald teksttype 
(genre) geïntroduceerd, gemodelleerd, samen geoefend en uiteindelijk 
individueel geschreven wordt door studenten. Hoofdstuk 2 sluit af met een 
overzicht van de voor- en nadelen van genredidactiek.  

De gekozen onderzoeksaanpak van ontwerpgericht onderwijsonderzoek wordt 
in hoofdstuk 3 besproken. Deze onderzoeksaanpak is aangewezen als een 
nieuwe onderwijsmethode tegelijkertijd wordt ontworpen en onderzocht, zoals 
het geval is bij genredidactiek in dit onderzoek. Het hoofdstuk gaat in op de 
ontstaansgeschiedenis en op het interventionistische en cyclische karakter van 
ontwerpgericht onderwijsonderzoek. Daarnaast is er specifieke aandacht voor 
verschillende aspecten omtrent de uitvoering van dit type onderzoek, zoals de 
fasering en de manier van dataverzameling, -analyse en -rapportage. Op deze 
plek wordt verder de methode van conjecture mapping geïntroduceerd als een 
manier om verwachtingen ten aanzien van een bepaald onderwijsontwerp 
expliciet te maken. Hoofdstuk 3 besteedt tot slot aandacht aan de 
methodologische kwesties van causaliteit, betrouwbaarheid en validiteit in dit 
type onderzoek. 

Voorbereiding en ontwerp van interventies 
De voorbereiding en het ontwerp van de genredidactische schrijfinterventies 
staat centraal in hoofdstuk 4 (Hoe kan vakspecifieke genredidactiek worden 
voorbereid en ontworpen?). Hier wordt uiteengezet hoe de schrijfinterventies 
in de vakken Evenementenorganisatie (EO) en Kennismaking met Onderzoek 
(KmO) tot stand zijn gekomen. Er wordt eerst ingegaan op drie analyses die 
hiervoor uitgevoerd zijn. De eerste analyse, op basis van vragenlijsten en 
focusgroepen onder eerstejaarsstudenten en hun vakdocenten, bevestigt het 
beeld dat veel eerstejaarsstudenten moeite hebben met schrijven. Ook maakt 
deze analyse duidelijk dat er tot nu toe in de vakken weinig aandacht voor 
schrijfonderwijs is. Een tweede analyse reveleert tekstkenmerken van de 
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doelgenres in dit onderzoek (EO: offerte voor een evenement/ KmO: 
adviestekst op basis van onderzoek). Het eerste genre kan als een typisch 
professioneel genre aangemerkt worden, het tweede als een genre met zowel 
professionele als typisch schoolse kenmerken. Een derde analyse laat zien dat 
de huidige schrijfinstructie in de genres beperkt is. Ook wordt duidelijk dat 
studenten in hun teksten vooral moeite hebben met het weergeven van de 
relatie tussen schrijver en lezer (tenor). Naast de genoemde analyses, zijn in 
deze voorbereidende fase ook professionele ontwikkelingssessies voor de twee 
betrokken vakdocenten ontworpen en ingezet. Tevens is een eerste ontwerp 
voor de genredidactische schrijfinterventies gemaakt op basis van de 
onderwijsleercyclus. Hierin zijn verwachtingen ten aanzien van het doceren en 
leren in de interventies expliciet gemaakt met behulp van conjecture mapping.  

Uit de analyses en de ontwerpactiviteiten zoals gerapporteerd in dit hoofdstuk 
blijkt dat het antwoord op deelvraag a) bestaat uit vier aandachtspunten: 1) het 
bestuderen van het huidig schrijfonderwijs en huidige schrijfproblemen, 2) het 
analyseren van doelgenres op basis van verschillende bronnen, 3) het 
professionaliseren van vakdocenten, en 4) het expliciet maken van de 
verwachtingen ten aanzien van het doceren en leren in de genredidactische 
interventies.  

Inzet van interventies 
De inzet van de genredidactische schrijfinterventies in twee vakken (EO en 
KmO) wordt in hoofdstuk 5 en 6 beschreven. In het vak EO zijn drie 
interventies van elk zeven weken ingezet, waarbij 46 eerstejaarsstudenten en 
een vakdocent betrokken waren. In het vak KmO zijn twee vergelijkbare 
interventies ingezet, waaraan in totaal 31 eerstejaarsstudenten en een vakdocent 
deelnamen. De inzet van de interventies is beschreven in de vorm van design 
narratives. Hierin is per fase van de onderwijsleercyclus weergegeven hoe 
designed scaffolding (geplande hulp in de vorm van activiteiten, materialen en 
samenwerkingsvormen) en interactional scaffolding (ongeplande hulp van 
docent aan studenten in interacties) vorm kregen in de lessen. De 
geformuleerde verwachtingen ten aanzien van het verwachte doceren en leren 
per fase van de onderwijsleercyclus werden telkens geëvalueerd en verfijnd. 
Analyse van de verzamelde kwalitatieve data tijdens de inzet van de 
interventies (lesopnames, aantekeningen van onderzoeker, logboeken van 
docenten) hebben tot verschillende resultaten geleid. 

Ten eerste is vastgesteld dat de twee vormen van scaffolding over het algemeen 
werden ingezet zoals verwacht. De geformuleerde verwachtingen per fase van 
de onderwijsleercyclus werden grotendeels bevestigd en daarnaast verfijnd. 
Deze verfijningen betroffen vooral aanpassingen in samenwerkingsvormen en 
in de opzet van activiteiten. Daarnaast werd gaandeweg een genrespecifieke 
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analysis and writing tool ontwikkeld en ingezet, omdat studenten moeite 
hadden met het herkennen en toepassen van de tekstkenmerken in de 
doelgenres. Studenten gebruikten de tool bij het analyseren van 
voorbeeldteksten en bij het zelf schrijven van teksten. Een tweede resultaat is 
inzicht in het type interactional scaffolding dat de twee vakdocenten hebben 
ingezet in de interventies. Ze bleken vooral appropriating (het integreren van 
student input in interacties) en questioning (het stellen van vragen) te 
gebruiken. Door de interventies heen was een verschuiving in questioning te 
zien. Aanvankelijk gebruikten de docenten veelal sturende vragen in interacties 
met studenten, terwijl ze later meer open vragen stelden, en daarmee meer 
input van studenten verlangden. Deze verschuiving werd geïnterpreteerd als 
een ontwikkeling in scaffolding van de vakdocenten, waarbij de zelfstandigheid 
van studenten werd gestimuleerd. Een derde resultaat is inzicht in welke 
uitdagingen een rol spelen bij de inzet van genredidactische schrijfinterventies 
in de vakken. Zo is gebleken dat de motivatie van studenten, de kennis en 
kunde op het gebied van genredidactiek van de vakdocenten, de beperkte tijd 
voor de interventies alsook het taalbeleid van de instelling aangemerkt kunnen 
worden als uitdagingen. 

Op basis van het bovenstaande is het antwoord op deelvraag b (Hoe kan 
vakspecifieke genredidactiek worden ingezet?) dat de uitvoering van 
vakspecifieke genredidactiek vraagt om een evenwichtige combinatie van 
designed scaffolding en interactional scaffolding die afgestemd is op de 
vakspecifieke onderwijscontext.  

Effect van interventies op de schrijfvaardigheid van studenten 
Het effect van de interventies op de schrijfvaardigheid van studenten wordt ook 
in hoofdstuk 5 en 6 beschreven. Aan de hand van pre- en post-tests die 
beoordeeld zijn met een genrespecifiek, analytisch beoordelingsformulier zijn 
de totaalscores van studenten vergeleken. Deze vergelijkingen toonden aan dat 
studenten in alle vijf interventies statistisch significante verbeteringen lieten 
zien in het schrijven van teksten in de doelgenres. Het antwoord op deelvraag c 
(Welk effect heeft vakspecifieke genredidactiek op de schrijfvaardigheid van 
eerstejaarsstudenten in vakspecifieke genres?) is daarom dat het effect 
significant is, met effectgroottes die variëren van groot (d=0.84 en d=1.16) tot 
zeer groot (d=1.35, d=1.40 en d=2.04). Verder blijkt het effect van de 
interventies relatief het grootst te zijn op de tekstkenmerken tenor en overall 
structure. Studenten bleken in de post-tests vooral beter in staat om de relatie 
met de lezer goed weer te geven, en om de tekst in logische stappen in te delen.  

Conclusie 
De resultaten van het onderzoek hebben laten zien hoe vakspecifieke 
genredidactiek in het hbo kan bijdragen aan de schrijfvaardigheid van 
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eerstejaarsstudenten in vakspecifieke genres (zie hoofdstuk 7). Daarmee is deze 
vakspecifieke genregerichte aanpak van schrijfonderwijs gevalideerd. 
Tegelijkertijd heeft het onderzoek een aantal aandachtspunten naar voren 
gebracht ten aanzien van genredidactiek. Zo bleek dat het motivationale aspect 
meer aandacht verdient. Ook werd duidelijk dat een analyse- en schrijftool de 
aanpak kan versterken. Verder kwam naar voren dat volledige overdracht naar 
zelfstandigheid, zoals geschetst in de onderwijsleercyclus, niet haalbaar maar 
ook niet per se noodzakelijk lijkt.  

Het breder inzetten van vakspecifieke genredidactiek in het hoger onderwijs 
kan als een onderwijsinnovatie worden gezien. Een dergelijke 
onderwijsinnovatie vraagt in eerste instantie om een breed taalbeleid dat niet 
alleen ontwikkeld, maar ook geïmplementeerd wordt in de praktijk. Daarvoor is 
brede en structurele steun nodig. Daarnaast vraagt een geïntegreerde aanpak 
van schrijfonderwijs dat vakdocenten hier voldoende op voorbereid worden, en 
dat er afstemming tussen taal- en vakdocenten is. Al met al lijken de 
investeringen die nodig zijn voor geïntegreerd schrijfonderwijs de moeite 
waard. Immers, het huidige onderzoek heeft aangetoond dat genredidactiek, als 
een vorm van geïntegreerd schrijfonderwijs, een grote uitdaging in het 
hedendaagse hoger onderwijs het hoofd kan bieden: het bevorderen van de 
schrijfvaardigheid van studenten. 
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Summary 
Writing is challenging for many students entering higher education. First-year 
students have difficulty writing structured, coherent and reader-oriented texts 
thereby using the more abstract and subject-specific language common in 
higher education. These difficulties are problematic as writing is a crucial 
means for learning and assessment in the tertiary context, as well as an 
important means of communication in today’s society. In the last few decades, 
students’ L1 writing problems have gained greater exposure. Many educational 
institutions have responded to these problems by offering form-focused, 
generic writing courses either within or outside the curriculum. However, more 
recently, scholars have called upon practitioners and policy makers in higher 
education to shift from this ‘deficit approach’ to ‘embedded approaches’ in 
which writing instruction is integrated in subject teaching. They argue student 
writing development is a content-based process involving all students and 
lecturers.  

One type of embedded approach that seems particularly interesting is genre-
based writing instruction (GBWI). GBWI’s core idea is to focus explicitly on 
how language is used to achieve particular communicative purposes in specific 
contexts. As scant research has been done on the use of GBWI in tertiary 
education, the present research aimed to address this knowledge gap. This 
research project, based on a design-based research (DBR) approach, 
investigated GBWI in the L1 context of the first year of Dutch higher 
professional education. The central research question was:  

How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction in higher 
professional education be shaped and implemented with a view to promoting 
first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

To answer the question, three subquestions were formulated reflecting the DBR 
phases of a) preparation and design, b) enactment and c) evaluation: 

a) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be prepared and 
designed? 

b) How can subject-specific genre-based writing instruction be enacted? 
c) What effect does subject-specific genre-based writing instruction have on 

first-year students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres? 

Context, theoretical background and research approach 
The background of L1 language policy in Dutch tertiary education, against 
which the present research project is carried out, is described in Chapter 1. It 
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zooms in on the development and implementation of comprehensive L1 
language policy in general, and in in the research context: at Saxion University 
of Applied Sciences, a Dutch higher professional education institution, and at 
the particular academy called Hospitality Business School (HBS). 
Subsequently, the theoretical background of subject-specific genre-based 
writing instruction is described in Chapter 2. First, it presents an overview of 
writing demands and writing instruction in higher education. It focuses on 
content-based language instruction, the theory underpinning embedded writing 
approaches. GBWI’s aim and history are discussed and the underpinning 
theories of Systemic Functional Linguistics and sociocultural learning theory, 
including the practical concept of scaffolding. Scaffolding is the temporary 
support provided by a more knowledgeable other who helps a learner gradually 
gain independence in a particular area of learning (here: in writing). The 
instructional framework of GBWI called Teaching and Learning Cycle (TLC) 
consists of four phases in which a particular type of text is 1) introduced, 2) 
modeled, 3) jointly practiced and 4) individually performed by students. An 
overview of benefits and challenges of GBWI is also presented. In this study, 
DBR is used as an overall research approach (Chapter 3). DBR is commonly 
used when investigating and designing a new teaching strategy at the same 
time, as is the case in the present research project. The emergence of DBR and 
its interventionist and cyclic nature are discussed. Given their importance, the 
following aspects of conducting DBR are considered in this study: parties 
involved, DBR phasing, data collection and analysis, and the methodological 
issues of causality, reliability and validity. Success of DBR largely depends on 
systematic reflection. In this study conjecture mapping is used as a way of 
making expectations of a particular educational design explicit in order to 
enable systematic reflection.  

Preparation and design of the interventions 
The preparation and design of the subject-specific GBWI interventions is 
addressed in Chapter 4 (How can subject-specific genre-based writing 
instruction be prepared and designed?). Here, it is discussed how the 
interventions in the subjects of ‘Event Organization’ (EO) and ‘Introduction to 
Research’ (IR) were shaped. First, three preparatory analyses are discussed. 
The first analysis, based on questionnaires and focus groups with first-year 
students and their subject lecturers, confirmed that first-year students have 
difficulty writing texts in several respects. It also showed that writing 
instruction in subject courses was limited to date. A second analysis revealed 
the textual features of the target genres of the event proposal (EO) and the case 
analysis (IR) in this research project. The first genre was characterized as a 
typical professional genre, while the second reflected both professional and 
academic features. A third analysis demonstrated that current writing 
instruction regarding these genres was limited. It also showed that most 
students had difficulty writing in the appropriate tenor (i.e., relationship writer-
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reader) in these genres. Next to the three aforementioned analyses, professional 
development for the two subject lecturers involved in the GBWI interventions 
was designed and implemented in this preparatory DBR phase, as the GBWI 
teaching strategy was new to them. In addition, a blueprint for the GBWI 
interventions was designed, based on the TLC. Expectations regarding teaching 
and learning were made explicit here by using the method of conjecture 
mapping in order to enable systemic reflection. 

The response to subquestion a (How can subject-specific genre-based writing 
instruction be prepared and designed?) consists of four key elements: 1) 
investigating current teaching and learning, 2) analyzing the target genres with 
the help of various sources, 3) professionalizing subject lecturers, and 4) 
articulating the expectations regarding teaching and learning in the GBWI 
interventions. 

Enactment of the interventions 
The design and development of the interventions is followed by their 
enactment in two subjects of EO and IR as described in Chapters 5 and 6. In 
the first subject, three seven-week interventions were enacted, involving 46 
first-year students, in total, and one subject lecturer. In the subject of IR, two 
comparable interventions were enacted involving 31 first-year students and one 
subject lecturer. The enactment of the interventions is described in design 
narratives. These narratives provide an extensive account of how designed 
scaffolding (planned support through activities, materials and participant 
structures) and interactional scaffolding (unplanned support from lecturers to 
students in interactions) were put into practice in the lessons. The expectations 
regarding teaching and learning per TLC phase were systemically evaluated 
and refined. Analysis of the qualitative data collected during the interventions 
(video recordings, field notes) has led to several results.  

First, it was observed that the designed and interactional scaffolding in the 
enactment of the GBWI interventions generally worked as intended. The 
formulated conjectures on teaching and learning per TLC phase were largely 
confirmed and refined in some respects. Main refinements considered 
adjustments in participant structures and set-up of activities. During the 
interventions, a genre-specific analysis and writing tool was designed and 
implemented. This tool briefly summarizes the textual features of the genres. 
Students used the tool in deconstructing sample texts and in writing their own 
texts. Second, insights were gained into the types of interactional scaffolding 
the two subject lecturers used in the interventions. The lecturers appeared to 
have used ‘appropriating’ student contributions most frequently, followed by 
scaffolding through questioning. With respect to the latter, a shift from strong 
supportive questions towards less supportive questions was identified over the 
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course of the interventions, demonstrating the subject lecturers’ development of 
interactional scaffolding and handover to independence. Third, various 
challenges affecting the enactment of subject-specific GBWI were identified. It 
was found that students’ motivation, the subject lecturers’ GBWI knowledge 
and skills, time constraints and the institutional language policy appeared to be 
challenges.  

Based on the above, the answer to subquestion b (How can subject-specific 
genre-based writing instruction be enacted?) is that enactment of subject-
specific GBWI requires a well-balanced combination of designed and 
interactional scaffolding, attuned to the respective subject context.  

Effect of the interventions on students’ writing proficiency 
The effects of the interventions on students’ writing proficiency are reported in 
Chapters 5 and 6. Comparisons of results on pre- and post-tests which were 
assessed with the help of a genre-specific, analytic scoring scheme, show 
statistically significant improvements in students’ writing proficiency in the 
target genres in all five interventions. In response to subquestion c (What effect 
does subject-specific genre-based writing instruction have on first-year 
students’ proficiency in writing subject-specific genres?), it is thus concluded 
that there is a significant effect, with effect sizes ranging from large (d=0.84 
and d=1.16) to very large (d=1.35, d=1.40 and d=2.04). It is concluded that the 
effect was relatively the largest in the features of tenor and overall structure. 
That is, students appeared to have improved their ability in properly reflecting 
the relationship with the reader in their texts, and in structuring their texts in 
logical steps.  

Conclusion 
The results of this research have shown how subject-specific GBWI in higher 
professional education can contribute to first-year students’ proficiency in 
writing subject-specific genres (Chapter 7). As such the GBWI approach has 
been validated. At the same time, the research has revealed a number of issues 
that deserve further investigation and might induce changes in the GBWI 
framework. First, it seems the framework might gain by paying more attention 
to motivational issues. Second, the analysis and writing tool adds to the 
conceptualization of GBWI and especially it adds a component to the TLC. 
Third, results suggest that full handover of control, as proposed in the TLC, 
may not be attainable or necessary in GBWI.  

Broad use of subject-specific GBWI can be considered an educational 
innovation. Such innovation requires a comprehensive language policy, which 
is not only developed but also implemented in practice. Structural and wide 
support is therefore needed. In addition, embedded approaches require 
professionalization of subject lecturers and proper alignment between writing 
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and subject specialists. It is argued these investments are worthwhile, because 
the present research project has shown that the embedded approach of subject-
specific GBWI can address a huge challenge for current higher education: 
promoting student writing. 
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Dankwoord 
Als docent Schriftelijke Taalvaardigheid viel het me op hoeveel 
eerstejaarsstudenten moeite hadden met het schrijven van teksten. En het viel 
me tegen welke bijdrage ik als taaldocent kon leveren aan de verbetering 
daarvan. “Dat moet toch anders kunnen”, speelde regelmatig door mijn hoofd. 
En zo werd het idee om hier promotieonderzoek naar te doen geboren. Vanaf 
februari 2013 werkte ik ruim vijf jaar aan mijn onderzoek naar hoe 
genredidactiek in de vakken kan bijdragen aan het verbeteren van de 
schrijfvaardigheid van eerstejaars hbo-studenten. Het resultaat daarvan ligt 
voor u. De weg naar dit proefschrift was soms hobbelig en ook liepen er af en 
toe beren op de weg. Gelukkig had ik vele deskundige en fijne mensen om me 
heen om deze weg met succes af te leggen.  

Ten eerste wil ik mijn dank uitspreken aan mijn begeleiders. Lieve, jij durfde 
als promotor met mij als ‘buitenpromovendus’ het avontuur van dit 
promotieonderzoek aan te gaan. We hebben vele gesprekken gevoerd, via 
Skype en in Leuven, over hoe we het onderzoek konden vormgeven, uitvoeren 
en in tekst konden vatten. Dank voor je altijd kritische blik, je niet-aflatende 
bereidheid om met me mee te denken over hoe dingen beter konden en je 
waardevolle feedback op het gebied van schrijfonderzoek, schrijfonderwijs en 
op mijn eigen schrijfvaardigheid. Dank ook voor de fijne gesprekken die we 
van mens tot mens voerden in Leuven over andere onderwerpen dan mijn 
onderzoek, dat heb ik erg gewaardeerd! Jan, ook jou wil ik danken voor je 
prettige en deskundige begeleiding als copromotor in de afgelopen jaren. Met 
je snelle, veelal korte en scherpe feedback heb je mij telkens uitgedaagd tot 
verbetering. Je rijke kennis en ervaring op het gebied van onderwijsonderzoek 
waren een inspiratiebron voor mij. Dank ook voor het feit dat je altijd op korte 
termijn tijd voor me wist vrij te maken ondanks je drukke agenda. In de 
afgelopen jaren heb ik veel van je geleerd: dank daarvoor! Dan richt ik me 
graag tot Jantien. Jou wil ik bedanken voor de fijne en intensieve zogeheten 
dagelijkse begeleiding die je me als copromotor vanuit Saxion hebt geboden. 
Ook al was je niet vanaf het begin bij mijn onderzoek betrokken en ben je 
inmiddels elders werkzaam, je hebt altijd alles in het werk gesteld om mij te 
inspireren en te motiveren om mijn onderzoek tot het einde toe succesvol te 
volbrengen. Jouw ervaring met zowel genredidactiek en scaffolding alsook met 
het uitvoeren van ontwerpgericht onderwijsonderzoek hebben mij enorm 
geholpen. Ik wil je hierbij danken voor je inhoudelijke begeleiding, maar zeker 
ook voor alle fijne en gezellige momenten in de afgelopen jaren!  

Ook wil ik op deze plek Martine en Cees bedanken. Martine, jij begeleidde mij 
in het eerste jaar van mijn onderzoek als copromotor vanuit Saxion. Samen 
dachten we na over de eerste stappen in dit traject en braken we ons hoofd over 
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theoretische, praktische en organisatorische kwesties. Je hebt me een goede 
start gegeven met je enthousiaste en deskundige begeleiding, waarvoor dank. 
Cees, jij was de aanjager van dit onderzoek, waarvoor ik je dankbaar ben. Je 
hebt me gedurende het hele traject, ook al was je inmiddels met pensioen 
gegaan, met raad en daad en vooral veel vertrouwen bijgestaan. Dank voor al je 
support. 

Ten tweede spreek ik graag mijn dank uit aan vele betrokkenen binnen Saxion 
en HBS in het bijzonder. Eerst richt ik mij tot het management van Saxion. 
Dankzij een mooie promotieregeling voor hbo-docenten heb ik mij in de 
afgelopen jaren voor drie dagen per week volledig kunnen richten op mijn 
onderzoek. Dat was voor mij een kans om me, vanuit mijn docentbaan, verder 
te ontwikkelen als onderzoeker op het gebied van taalbeleid en taalonderzoek. 
Ik hoop van harte dat deze vorm van professionalisering door het uitvoeren van 
praktijkgericht, wetenschappelijk onderzoek ook in de toekomst door de 
hogeschool gestimuleerd blijft worden. Verder spreek ik ook mijn dank hierbij 
uit aan het management van HBS: dank voor het vertrouwen dat jullie in mij 
gesteld hebben en dank uiteraard voor de facilitering van mijn onderzoek in tijd 
en middelen. Dan richt ik mij graag tot de vele lieve, deskundige en betrokken 
HBS- en Saxion-collega’s. Ook al trok ik me in de afgelopen jaren steeds meer 
terug uit het ‘primaire proces’ van onderwijs binnen de hogeschool, ik keek 
elke week weer uit naar de dinsdagen en woensdagen waarop ik in Deventer 
aan het werk was. Ik ben jullie dankbaar voor jullie belangstelling, jullie 
bereidheid tot meedenken, jullie luisterend oor en bemoedigende woorden. In 
het bijzonder dank ik de volgende collega’s die een bijzondere rol hebben 
gespeeld bij de totstandkoming van dit proefschrift: 

- Liesbeth en Judith: jullie durfden het aan om samen met mij de 
genredidactische interventies vorm te geven en in te zetten binnen jullie 
vakken. Het was spannend, intensief en soms stressvol, maar jullie hebben 
het fantastisch gedaan, dankjewel! 

- Mijn collega-promovendi, in het bijzonder Leanne en Ruth: we hebben in 
de afgelopen jaren heel wat ‘promotielief en –leed’ gedeeld. Dank voor al 
deze momenten! 

- Joki: wij hebben ons jarenlang ingezet voor taalbeleid binnen Saxion 
waaruit het idee voor mijn proefschrift is geboren. Dank voor alle fijne 
gesprekken die voelden als thuiskomen!  

- Heleen: jij was mijn teammanager in de laatste fase van mijn 
promotietraject. Je hebt me gesteund door dik en dun wat ik erg heb 
gewaardeerd! 

- Keun: jou wil ik bedanken voor je betrokkenheid bij het nakijken van alle 
studentteksten. Het was een hele klus om alle teksten te beoordelen, maar 
het is ons gelukt! 
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- Danielle: wat fijn dat je me in de laatste fase zo fantastisch hebt geholpen 
met de lay-out van mijn proefschrift, dank daarvoor! 

- Stilteruimtecollega’s: dank voor het bewaken van de stilte van ‘onze’ 
flexruimte en het doorbreken ervan op gezette tijden! 

Ook wil ik op deze plaats alle eerstejaars HBS-studenten en alle docenten 
bedanken die hebben deelgenomen aan dit onderzoek. 

Ten derde spreek ik graag mijn dank uit aan de vele onderzoekers, docenten en 
andere belangstellenden met wie ik in de afgelopen jaren op congressen en 
anderszins heb gesproken over het boeiende onderwerp van dit proefschrift. 
Uitwisselingen met gelijkgestemden gaven mij altijd energie: dank aan 
eenieder daarvoor! Verder wil ik op deze plaats in het bijzonder mijn dank 
uitspreken aan twee mensen. Arthur, dank dat je in de afgelopen jaren meerdere 
keren mee wilde denken over mijn design-based research; ik heb veel van je 
geleerd op dit gebied! Fenna, in de beginperiode van mijn proefschrift leerde ik 
je kennen als collega-promovendus op het gebied van taalgericht vakonderwijs. 
We hebben samen vele gesprekken gevoerd, congressen bezocht en cursussen 
gevolgd, wat niet alleen zinvol was maar vooral ook heel gezellig! Wat fijn dat 
ik jou heb leren kennen! 

Op de vierde plaats wil ik alle vrienden en familie bedanken voor hun warme 
betrokkenheid bij mijn onderzoek in de afgelopen jaren. Ik heb me altijd 
gesteund gevoeld door jullie belangstellende vragen, lieve berichtjes en 
praktische hulp, ook al werd het vanuit mijn kant steeds stiller…dank hiervoor! 
Twee vriendinnen dank ik hierbij in het bijzonder, mijn paranimfen Annemieke 
en Mariël. Dank dat jullie er voor me zijn: op dit moment en alle andere 
momenten.  

Tot slot richt ik me graag tot mijn ouders en gezin. Lieve papa en mama, dank 
voor alles wat jullie me hebben meegegeven in het leven waardoor ik dit traject 
kon volbrengen. Ik heb altijd op jullie kunnen rekenen voor een luisterend oor, 
voor een schouderklopje bij hoogtepunten en een knuffel bij dieptepunten, voor 
een rustige werkplek en natuurlijk voor opvang voor Roos en Gijs. Dankjewel 
daarvoor! Lieve Marcel, de liefde van mijn leven, dank dat je me altijd 
gesteund hebt. Jouw positieve houding, jouw relativeringsvermogen en jouw 
nuchtere kijk op zaken, vaak samengevat als “Komt wel goed”, hebben mij 
enorm geholpen. Je hebt me alle vrijheid en ruimte gegeven om dit onderzoek 
te doen. Dat heeft, zeker in de laatste periode, veel van jou gevraagd. 
Dankjewel daarvoor, lief! 

Mijn laatste dankwoord is voor Roos en Gijs. Lieve schatten, toen ik in februari 
2013 begon aan dit onderzoek waren jullie nog maar drie en één jaar oud. 
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Inmiddels zijn jullie al grote, taal- en schrijfvaardige kinderen van negen en 
zeven jaar oud, op wie ik apetrots ben. Dank dat jullie in mijn leven zijn 
gekomen, het leven met jullie is heerlijk! 

LEF 

er lopen beren 
 op de weg 

maar het geeft 
 nu niet meer 

want  
ik duw ze  

gewoon aan de kant 

         Veronzinsels, Lowieke van der Heide 
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