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Abstract

During an academic year took place the experience of observing learning strategies through
the development of discursive skills for academic writing with two core subjects in the
Degree in Primary Education in English (DPEE). A total of N=219 students’ rubrics were
analyzed. The methodology was based on two instances: The text-based and documentary
data analysis resulted from two factors: (a) implementation of academic writing tasks that
regulated the level of student guidance: semi-guided and autonomous in textual, discursive
genres: argumentation, critical reflection, and (b) a rubric for students’ self-assessment.
Results showed that the sample group lacked meta-cognition and had continuous deficiency
in oral expression, consequently their progress fell somewhat short of expectations. However,
the study resulted in facilitation of pupils’ discursive oral production in the first and second
years for transfer of knowledge to subsequent academic years and in potential changes to the
rubric.

Keywords: Active learning, Teaching aims, Teaching techniques, Textual-discursive skills,
Assessment rubric
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1. The Context of Research

This study aimed (1) to improve students’ discursive writing skills during their first and
second years in the Degree in Primary Education in English (DPEE) at the Faculty of
Educational Sciences of the Autonomous University of Barcelona (In accordance with the
2014 ARMIF call, deployment of the Guideway strategy); (2) to demonstrate how such
improvement can enhance students’ learning of subject matter. Achievement of these two
aims depended on students’ receiving sufficient guidance and support on two levels:

a) First level—Discursive writing skills: For 3 months in 2014 (October—December),
discursive writing skills were implemented through two tasks, the first semi-guided, aiming
to consolidate criteria that students were working toward acquiring. The second, an individual
and autonomous task, aimed at assessing the extent to which students applied the previously
consolidated criteria. This is how the pedagogical tool’s application phase is identified.
Recent studies, focused on the development of writing in university foreign language courses
(Byrnes, 2012; Knoch et al., 2015; Puebla, 2015; Yasuda, 2011), have contributed the data
considered by this study; in other words, these studies show that when students received
guidance in their academic writing, they used the newly learned terminology in their
composition tasks. Another question worth exploring is the extent to which students sustained
this application and transfer over time.

According to Castello (2009), discursive writing skill involves considering the following
points: a) knowing and regulating text composition activities and processes; b) incorporating
reasoning processes involved in writing (defining the purpose, activating relevant information,
selecting an appropriate genre and type of text); c) planning, researching, selecting,
understanding, and synthesizing information from various sources; d) organizing and
articulating ideas; e) reviewing and controlling the text being written and, f) considering
students’ emotional and motivational aspects. In the present study, we have highlighted these
points to observe more effectively, both at group and individual levels, discursive writing
skills exhibited in the task set.

As for the academic texts, we used to help develop students’ discursive writing skills, we
chose those which, according to Cassany (2000), were referential and representative, and
which served as support for transmission of knowledge. On the other hand, Tapia, Burdiles
and Arancibia (2003) defined academic texts as consisting of elaborate discourse, formal and
objective language, and precise lexis. Furthermore, in addition to these features, academic
texts are characterized by their descriptive or argumentative character, and a high level of
abstraction and semantic generalization, with information presented in an orderly,
hierarchical fashion and with recourse to inter-text. In the present study, two different
text-types were selected: argumentative text for first-year students and critical reflection for
second-year students.

b) Second level—Evaluative and transference task (rubric): This level’s aim was to
facilitate and enhance students’ acquisition of meta-cognitive abilities through adaptation of
the rubric (Alsina et al., 2017; Andrade & Du, 2005) in both argumentative writing and
critical reflection tasks through three criteria: a) active engagement, b) instructional
objectives and c) instructional theories and practices. The reason for using a rubric is the
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same as that Andrade (2000) offers: in the form of a document, to express expectations of
students’ written assignments, together with a list of indicators, or what is important, and a
description of quality levels, from excellent to most mediocre. A rubric can measure both the
process and progress of instruction, just as it can also function as a communication tool to
help students understand their performance and/or the result of their response to a given task
(Cooper & Gargan, 2009; Haught et al., 2017; Montgomery, 2000; Moskal, 2000). The rubric
can also ensure students’ greater understanding of concepts and abilities that, in turn, can
result in improved task performance due to more effective feedback (Black et al., 2002;
Butler, 1988; Hattie & Timperley, 2005; Prins, Klein, & Tartwijk, 2015; Wang, 2016).

Research has shown that both new and experienced teachers vary considerably in their
pedagogical foundation (Kleickmann et al., 2012; Quinn, 1997; Schempp et al., 1998) and
also in their abilities and attitudes about measuring educational effectiveness (Alkharusi et al.,
2011; Green, 1992; Mazloomi & Khabiri, 2016; Zamora et al., 2016). On the other hand, very
important for our research is that teachers who do not use a rubric lack a solid foundation
from which to assess their students and, therefore, to interpret results (Davis, 1993; Lovorn &
Rezaei, 2011; Plake et al., 1993; Reynolds-Keefer, 2010; Turley & Gallagher, 2008). Finally,
it must be stressed that, provided they receive adequate training teachers in various
disciplines will likely award better final marks to their students, who perform better than they
might otherwise (Knoch, Read & von Randow, 2007; Schafer et al., 2001).

Because teachers in training lack experience with rubrics, employing their use early in
training programs is of enormous value; rubrics can help trainees begin to see the learning
process as a self-assessment and consciousness-raising tool (Bryant, Maarouf, Burcham, &
Greer, 2016). In this study, once assessment criteria with established indicators were selected
for first- and second-year students, bearing in mind their lack of experience in such tasks,
using the rubric resulted in qualitative improvement in their self-assessment; students were
provided arguments they needed to attribute their learning to the classroom environment.
Most importantly, however, rubrics apply not only to the university environment, but also
have beneficial effects on very young pupils, even in the first and second years of primary
school, that is, on our teacher-trainees’ future pupils (Bradford et al., 2015).

2. Methodology

In this study, our methodology was mainly qualitative, that is, textual analysis of first- and
second-year students’ writing tasks guided by rubrics. This was the main data source. For the
first Guideway practice, 86 rubrics were sent (15 rubrics for the first year, when the practice
was established and performed in small groups of 5 people, and 71 for the second year, when
it was performed individually). For the second Guideway practice, 123 rubrics were
distributed (71 for the first year, with the practice conducted individually, and 52 for the
second year, also individual). A total of 219 rubrics were analyzed according to the data
source (i.e., first- and second-year data were analyzed separately) even though, for
interpretation of results, data are presented together; we grouped the largest categories
according to the three rubric indicators, depending on whether they were from the first or
second practice, to make it possible to see connections between the two groups and to extract
results for both groups.

In order to analyze key concepts, rubrics were collected and analyzed through the
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SurveyMonkey platform®. Both the format of the two practices and the discursive writing
styles students were to develop (argumentative in the first year and critical in the second)
were common; despite this, they served to identify individual aspects, one of the most
significant in the Guideway strategy being the level of guidance for each task. The two
practices’ formats were characterized by the following features:

a) The first practice was semi-guided and the second, autonomous, both 800 words,
elaborating an argumentative text in the first year, and a critical reflection in the second. In
the first, semi-guided practice, students watched three videos depicting training sessions;
differences and similarities between three very different teaching styles were discussed: a)
Primary distance learning (a school in Australia), b) Vittra Learning Space in Sweden and,
finally, c¢) the work being done in a community in San Francisco, where disadvantaged
children are provided with a safe space to work, and their work is reinforced. Students
received schema for developing an argument (semi-guided task), that is, characteristic
features explaining its structure: title, introduction, main body, and conclusion, along with a
definition for each part. Examples of semi-guided material include: providing an example in
which the topic is explained, questions to be addressed, statements to be made about the book
and an example of a good teaching professional (see Table 1).

Table 1. Guidance for composing an argument, including an explanation of its functional
structure, an example with pertinent questions, and a student’s essay in response to the task
(http://www.custom-essays.org/samples/Good and Bad Teachers.html)

Structure:

Title: (The title of the essay must not be generalized, but detailed. It needs to be concrete and
clear. The title of the argumentative essay is basically its thesis statement. Example: “If you
want to be healthy, you should not take artificial vitamins”).

Introduction: (The introduction must be rather short and include just a couple of phrases
referring to the essay’s issue. Example: “It is common knowledge that artificial vitamins are
very popular nowadays among people of all ages”).

Body: The body reveals all the PROs and CONSs that the writer chooses to present to the
reader. The PROs and CONSs need to be carefully chosen as they have a tremendous impact
on the argumentative essay’s quality. The writer must be able both to support and refute the
argument).

Conclusion: The conclusion summarizes the PROs and CONSs to prove the thesis statement.
The thesis statement must be restated as the essay’s bottom line

b) The second practice was an entirely autonomous activity with individual procedures and
a mark awarded in December. The level of difficulty was increased from the first practice,
and elaboration of a 1000-word text was required in both argument (1% year) and critical
reflection (2nd year). The second practice’s aim included application of all corrective elements
from the first task, so as to demonstrate transference of each subject’s content and
achievement of greater competence in writing discursive academic texts. First-year students
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watched the video documentary Waiting for Superman. This documentary featured five
stories about North American children’s difficulties in accessing a good quality public
school.” After watching it, our students were asked to choose one of the five episodes and to
analyse it from the perspective of one of four worldviews (Pepper, 1942). In their essays,
students were to apply the argumentative structure learned in the first practice, and, finally, to
apply the indicators (approximately 10) to construct an argument in a manner cognitively
superior to that in the first practice. Students had 15 days to complete their texts—a period
they much appreciated. Next, the second-year students’ task was to compose a critical
reflection on a very specific topic within the context of the subject that they were working on,
which is one of the educational components, based on a previous individual assignment from
a work unit relating to a concrete situation. Students had 3 hours in class to complete their
reflection, but beforehand, they had received a range of resources and reading material, so
they could prepare to write their essays.

First, the rubric used in this study has been extensively validated in previous studies
(Andrade & Du, 2005; Brookhart, 2003; Moskal, 2003), and Table 2 highlights important
aspects of data supply and collection.

Table 2. Three important aspects of the supply and collection of data (Andrade & Du, 2005)

Indicators / Type of application /| 1. Active | 2. 3. Instructional
Scheduling Engagement Instructional | Theories  and
From the two courses (1¥- and 2™-year | (level of | Objectives Techniques
Degree in Primary Education in English) | implication, (what) (how)
October to December 2014 involvement)
Group Individual | a) What
assessment | assessment | did you do?

b) What
Activity 1 | Activity 2 do you need

to improve?

1. Indicators: Three indicators from the original rubric aimed at collecting information on the
level of commitment and engagement in the teaching/learning process: level of active
engagement, teaching aims (or instructional objectives, course content) and instructional
theories and techniques (management of the process).

2. Types of application: a) Intended for small groups (semi-guided) and b) individual
(autonomous). This procedure was selected to ensure that students felt comfortable
performing the tasks, bearing in mind that both groups faced two major challenges: a)
insecurity in tackling a task (argument or critical analysis) whose content was entirely
unfamiliar and b) a prior pedagogical process for appropriate application of the rubric and
performance of the task (group or individual).

3. Scheduling of activities 1 and 2: As for the rubric, original parameters were used in order
to: a) know what students argued and/or analyzed critically, that is, to think about the task’s
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content; b) reflect on needed changes to the content.
3. Analysis and Interpretation of Results

As previously mentioned, SurveyMonkey is an online platform that makes it possible to
generate and analyze discursive text. For this reason, two spaces were used, one for the first
year and the other for the second. The total sample was 219 rubrics, a number that amply
guarantees results’ significance, because the population and the sample represented the same
university.

Units of analysis employed were concepts that students used to define each of the three
indicators, active engagement, instructional objectives and instructional theories and
techniques. Likewise, to determine the data’s saturation, a repetition equivalent of superior to
10% was applied. Given that one of this study’s objectives was to improve students’
discursive writing skills, in order to ensure clear results, qualitative differentiation was given
to units of analysis. In this regard, double differentiation was established: a) concepts that we
defined as thematic (words provided by teaching guides) and b) concepts that we defined as
learning (students’ words resulting from assimilation and appropriation—most valuable
because they enabled us to assess the extent to which transfer occurred).

Textual analysis of the two practices in both groups allows us to identify a high percentage of
representation of thematic concepts (in bold) and learning (in italics), as Tables 3—6 show.

Table 3. Incidence by percentage, according to thematic or learning concepts (Example: First
year students)

% Commitment and active engagement % Aims % Techniques

Overall thematic concepts

40 Activity 40 Learning 33.3  Theory
32.3  Video 33.3 Theory 26.7  Seminars
26.76 Essay 26.6 Authors 24 Essay

Overall learning concepts

26.6  Organize 33.3 Learned 46.67 Useful
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Table 4. First-year textual analysis results

Essay (16,9) Video (19,7)
) Improve (26,7)
Doing (16,9) o Essay (16,9)
Critical (14,08)
Teacher (14,08) Improve (12,6)
Do Learned (12,6)
Level (14,08) ) Practice (12,6)
. Things (9,8) )
Video (12,6) Doing (11,2)
Authors (9,8)
Task (11,2) . Teacher (11,2)
. Video (8,4)
Activity (9,8) Theory (8,45)
High Level (20) Useful (46,67)
L ing (2 1
Implication (26,67) TZC'Zang (200) Pr a‘itlce e
Did | Responsible (20) y ml m]g3( E / Seminars (20)
Actvies 13,9 | WPV03 | Undersand e
t 1 €o ,
Autonomous Ideas (13,3) Ly e : ? ;
(13,3) Misconceptions
practice Theory (13,3) (13,3)
(group :
assessment) Difficult (20)
. Extra (13,3)
Activity (40) . o
Do Practice (13,3) Finish (13,3)
Improve (26,6) .
. Working (13,3) Group (13,3)
Organize (26,6)
Theory (13,3)
Understand (13,3)
Divided (13,3) .
| d(13.3) Learning (40) Theory (33,3)
oui mprove ,
Semi-guided , P Theory (33,3) Seminars (26.67)
practice Did | Members (13,3) . o
e . . Practice (20) Activities (20)
(individual Practice (13,3) I ant (13.3) I ing (20)
mportan , earnin
assessment) Required (13,3) p . g
o Difficult (13.3) Subject (13,3)
Responsibility (13,3)
Improving (36) Theory practice
Group (33,3) (33,3) Activities (20)
Do | Ideas (13,3) Authors (26,6) Attention (20)
Implication (13,3) Videos (20) Sessions (13,3)
Organize (13,3) Content (20) Theory (13,3)
Trust (13,3) Critical (13,3)
COMMITMENT
TEACHI
AND ACTIVE AIMS NG TECHNIQUES
ENGAGEMENT o (%)
(%) )
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Video (32.3) Learned (33) . o0
ssa
Essay (26,76) Authors (19,7) i y 1)
inki ideo
Aut01.10mous - Implication (15,4) Thinking (15,4) ; (;2 5
i mprove (12,
p.rac‘tl‘ce Teacher (15,4) Problems (12,6) P
¢ Took (15,4) i
assessment) o System (11,2) Practice (12,6)
Activity (15,4) .
= e (G Watching the | Teacher (11,27)
SEon video (9.8)
Table 5. Second-year textual analysis results
COMMITMENT TEACHING TECHNIQUES
AND ACTIVE | AIMS (%) (%)
ENGAGEMENT (%)
Active (26,92)
Order (26,92) » Knowledge (30,77)
” | Critical Unit Plan (28,85)
Czr‘t(;;a' Reflection | pofiection (26,92) | o
(23,08) Think (25) Critical Reflection
.. | Students (23,08) (23,08)
Did Useful (25)
Practice (19,23) . _ Develop (23,08)
High level thinking
Level of implication | ;g ,3) Order (21,15)
’ I 1
(19,23) Practice (11,64) mportant (15,38)
Doing the practice Theory (11,64)
Autonomous (19,23)
individual Articles (15,38)
practice Unit Plan (36,64
it Plan (28, nit Plan (36,
ITJ;“ h ;‘;‘8(58 85 Critical G6:64) | Uit Plan (31,74)
' , ritica
ink (. ) Reflection (30 Order (27,45)
Critical  Reflection | Reflection (30.77) Think (25.49
e Order (21,15) ink (25.49)
) : Doing (19,61
Teacher (23,08) Think (21.15) Co.m.g (l lj il )
Things (19,23) Learn (17,31) (11:7";?)‘ eflection
Acti t | Consider (11,54 |
coive  engagement) ~& (11,59 Techniques (17,65)
(11,54) Unit Plan (9,62) .
Organize (17,65)
Critical  Reflection | Knowledge (25,71) Experiences (31,75)
Semiguided | Did | O e Doing (26,98)
guided Divided  the  work | Reflection (24.29) -
group practice Techniques (23,81)
(32,86) Members  group Ovder (23.81
Experiences (24,29) | (17,14) TG ()
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Practice (20) Practice (14,29) Theory (17,46)
Members group | Paradigm (14,29) | Important (14,29)
(17,14) Critical thinking | Critical Reflection
Improve (17,14) (11,43) (12.70)

Level of implication | Example (11,43) | Readings (12,70)

(11,43)

Engaged (11,43)

Involved (10)

Practice (27,91) Group (32,26) Practice (33,33)

Think (23.26) Improve (29,03) Think (26.67)

Ideas (20,93) Content (19.36) Critical Reflection
Do | Order (20,93) Think (19.35) (13.33)

Members group | Critical Techniques (13,33)

(16,28) Reflection (16.13) | Correct (13,33)

Start (13,95) Knowledge (16,13) | Articles (13,33)

Things (9,30) Members (16,13) | Ideas (13,33)

In textual analysis, both groups present very similar progress patterns, that is, identification of
words that are:

1) Exclusive to each practice, for example: unit plan, divided work, group, member group,
essay

2) Common to the two practices, for example: knowledge, think, order, practice, critical
reflection, improve, ideas, theory

3) Denoting different levels of analysis—reflection by students in relation to developed
practices, for example: articles, ideas, high-level thinking, useful, misconceptions, organize

This first analysis of the most representative words in both subjects allows us to establish that,
although each year, pupils acquire words specific to their courses’ subject matter, they also
acquire a common set of words that reflect their capability in analysis and reflection in their
practices (words like useful, organize, or ideas, among others). The second analysis allows us
to group words into categories (learning, resources, reflection, practice, group,
management/organization, experience), which, additionally, identify words related to the
three assessment indicators (active engagement, teaching aims and techniques) that guide the
assessment rubric, as shown in Table 6.
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Table 6. Word frequency per category and three indicators

COMMITMENT

Category Words AND ACTIVE 1?$§HING TECHNIQUES
ENGAGEMENT
Knowledge 25.71 30.77
Learn 17.31
Ideas 20.93 13.33
Learning Theory 14.50
Content 19.35
Improve 17.14 29.03
Useful 25.00
Techniques 18.26
Readings 12.70
Resources Articles 15.38 13.33
Unit Plan 28.85 36.64 30.11
Teacher 23.08
Critical 26.98 24.53 16.69
Reflection
Reflection Critical 15.33
thinking
Think 26.06 20.66 26.08
Practice 22.38 12.97 33.33
Practice Doing 19.23 23.22
practice
Group 32.26
Members 16.13
Group
Members 16.71 17.14
group
Order 23.93 21.15 24.14
Management
/Organization Level of 1533
Implication
Experiences 24.29 31.75
Experience
Examples 11.43

As can be observed, learning and resources categories had the greatest number of words,
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which might show that students’ developed practices more greatly impacted the learning
process on resources students required to accomplish the tasks. Thus, the indicators teaching
aims and techniques also contained the greatest number of words, depending on categories. It
is important to bear in mind that categories may identify the same word across several
indicators. These results led to the conclusion that the analysis indicators were closely
interrelated and that students, on the basis of different practices, made progress in every
respect, although teaching aims and techniques were most relevant. Likewise, our results
predicted that by applying the Guideway strategy, our sample not only acquired content
knowledge but also acquired knowledge and skill in discursive academic writing and adopted
new resources, tools, and strategies to help them continue to progress.

On the basis of reflections and commentaries from students, our observation of work
dynamics and the project’s evolution—among other things—four difficulties and some
limitations and deficiencies were identified on the practices’ development and on certain
elements of students’ progress.

The first difficulty has to do with time (especially for second-year students) and the practices’
format, rather than content. Students had difficulty organizing the time allowed for
completing practices being the main issue the lack of time and for complying with the format
in the 2™ practice, 1000 words (Chen, 2015; Révész, Kourtali, & Mazgutova, 2016).
Consequent to these constraints, students tended to associate difficulty with the practice’s
formal aspects, rather than with the difficulty inherent to its content (Ma, 2013). It should be
borne in mind that the practices’ level of difficulty increased gradually, for example, the level
of guidance provided for the practices’ development or the content with which students
engaged. Furthermore, none of these students—first- or second-year—had ever before
tackled such tasks. Nor had they been required to write in these discursive genres, especially
considering the length, 1000 words in English.

In addition, a second difficulty was lack of transfer of first-practice learning to development
of the second practice. Two factors contributed to this:

1) During the first semi-guided activity, students acquired knowledge and skills like using
quotations, structuring an argument, critical reflection, orientation regarding established
criteria, use of certain learning resources, level of quality required, and so on. However, some
mistakes made in the first practice reappeared in the second, autonomous practice. This
suggests that students’ difficulty has to do with inability to transfer acquired knowledge.

2) The second factor was deficiency in group transfer of knowledge acquired during the
first practice to development of the individual, second practice. Transferring knowledge from
a group to an individual task poses certain added difficulties—identifying and remembering
what was learned within the formal structure in which it was learned (Cheng, 2016;
Stognieva, 2016). In other words, working in small groups in which everyone collaborates
and ideas are collected under a group identity, but with a great deal of internal diversity, is not
the same as working individually (Rahimi & Tavakoli, 2016; Rodriguez & Roehr-Brackin,
2015). Needless to say, this entails greater engagement by teachers; they need to understand
that both contexts, group and individual, impinge directly on the learning process and that
both contribute in the same way to subsequent transfer of knowledge. This difficulty
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contradicts Dewaelsche’s (2015) conclusions about when individual activities precede group
activities.

3) A third interesting difficulty was that students associated directly with the subject
matter’s vehicular language and their level of mastery. Both first- and second-year students
attributed their negative results to working-group members’ differing levels of language
proficiency. Students considered their level of English a factor contributing positively or
negatively to the working group’s dynamic and to results of the learning process; they
concurred in attributing negative results to students with a lower mastery level. This response
coincides with studies by Pérez Ruiz (2014) and Lorenzo (2017).

Likewise, language was also a factor determining the classroom communication process, that
is, communicative interaction established between teachers and students (Blair, 2016). Quite
commonly, the teacher asked students a question, but got no answer. Among the students,
who habitually speak Catalan together, English can be problematic in informal conversation
(Rosas, 2016) because of students’ varying English language skills, just as Erixon and Erixon
(2016) and Talalakina (2015) reported.

A final difficulty had to do with working groups’ internal management. Those who formed
groups attached great importance to members’ levels of active engagement and highlighted
lack of engagement as a major problem. This issue is difficult to address; it can lead to
internal conflicts, as demonstrated in Lodej (2015) and Popkova (2015).

In addition to these difficulties, a whole range of deficiencies were also identified.
Deficiencies were experienced as limitations in conducting practices and/or activities. Most
significant was lack of meta-cognition of the rubric as a learning tool, following Chen and
Myhill (2016) and Perales and Reyes (2015). In completing practices, students in this study
followed the rubric as a task in its own right, with a view to self-evaluation. However, they
did not view it as a learning tool or resource. For example, students did not use the rubric to
reflect on their errors, in order to improve their performance in the practices and in their
learning process. Nor did they reflect on the gradual increase in the difficulty level of each
practice. Instead, they tended to associate difficulty with formal aspects (e.g., work-group
management, level of English), which, as mentioned, led to repetition of the same work
patterns from one practice to the next. In this regard, students were not capable of regulating
their learning process through the rubric, which they should have seen not only as an
assessment instrument, but also as a resource for learning enhancement.

Despite these difficulties and limitations, the Guideway strategy’s application also revealed
many examples of genuine progress. In addition to positive details mentioned about
discursive writing skills, we want first to indicate students’ positive evaluation of the
teachers’ role in development of the practices and, secondly, the use of certain
teaching—learning strategies. Coinciding with Brooks (2016), Evaldsson and Melander (2016),
Galichkina (2016), Lee and Lyster (2016) and Valieva (2016), students rated the teachers’
guidance very highly, also their commitment and the resources they made available. As for
instructional strategies, most highly rated was the debate-and-discussion technique used to
share results of practices and working groups. Students considered this a good learning
technique and a very useful resource for developing their thinking and reflecting on their
errors. This is paradoxical, of course, considering lack of reflection on mistakes using the
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rubric. Furthermore, the Guideway strategy’s most highly rated aspects were:

1) The overall view of the practice: Working groups often conducted the practices in sections,
thereby losing sight of the broader, entire picture. Having to deliver presentations and engage
in debates on the practice meant that fragmentation gave way, in the debate space, to a
broader, more integrated approach to the content (Rodriguez & Ferreira, 2015).

2) Oral expression: Oral presentation of the practices’ result raised students’ awareness of
what they were learning (Rico & Nikleva, 2015).

3) Contrasting viewpoints: Debate provided an opportunity for exchange of opinions, ideas,
points of view, and even different working models related to the same subject or activity.
Students highly appreciated this learning outcome.

5. Conclusions and Future Projection

Clearly, results obtained from application of the Guideway strategy are very important,
significant, and relevant for reaching its aims and, especially, for the progress
student-participants achieved toward the Degree in Primary Education: Students not only
acquired specific knowledge of subject matter, but they also learned to adopt new resources,
tools, and strategies for moving their learning forward.

Even so, we are conscious of the necessity to continue working along these lines and to
innovate improvements to the Guideway strategy. First, we need to introduce modifications to
the rubric relating to analysis of moments in time, to establish clearer progression, in order to
determine whether actual improvement has occurred; in particular, we envisage the need to
include a future moment (will). Secondly, because students did not follow rubrics correctly, a
preliminary training session should be implemented before application to enhance the
instrument’s effectiveness. Finally, although discursive writing skill has been recorded and
analyzed, we might include techniques enabling us to record and analyze students’ discursive
skills in other methodological strategies used, such as debates and presentations.

This study has opened a line of research so that the Guideway strategy can continue to be
explored, developed, and improved. As our study demonstrated, it is an effective pedagogical
instrument for improving students’ learning through development of a key skill: linguistic
competence applied to discursive writing skill.
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