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Abstract. Practising teachers and future Chilean teachers show
weaknesses in developing learning evaluation processes efficiently. The
polysemic concept of evaluation in Initial Teacher Training (FID,
Spanish acronym for Initial Teacher Training) is one of the main
difficulties for the students of pedagogy as well as their limited
possibilities to implement practical evaluation processes. In this context,
the present work analyses the perceptions of 189 students from different
pedagogy careers (Chile) on the evaluation of learning. The current
study is descriptive research with a quantitative approach in which a
questionnaire was designed and used as research instrument to address
the conceptual, functional and experiential dimensions of the
evaluation. The results indicate that the perceptions of the evaluation of
the students are up to date and according to specialised literature.
Likewise, the results show that the training experiences are based on
traditional perceptions, such as the control and value given to the
evaluation instrument. However, there were statistically significant
differences between the groups which were measured by the Kruskal-
Wallis H test. The projection of the study leads us to suggest that for the
training of future teachers, instances of reflective action in the evaluation
should be considered, based on professional practices. The recognition
of educational communities and their environments is necessary to give
rise to an evaluative praxis that relates the perceptions of students to the
practical implementation of the evaluation processes to have a
favourable impact on the training of future teachers.
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1. Introduction

The evaluation of learning over time has increased in complexity owing to the
great variety of conceptions, functions, and purposes that have been
incorporated into this process. Currently, it is not easy to conceptualise the term
because the idea of evaluation causes some confusion in educational
institutions. The term might also mean to measure a student's performance, to
grade performance, to select the best, to improve teaching, and to build
learning, among others (Santos Guerra, 2003; Stobar, 2010). Therefore, it can be
said that the concept of learning evaluation is a polysemic term (Castillo &
Cabrerizo, 2010) since in the educational field, although different notions can be
valued, in all of them there are common and valid elements to construct a
definition (Santos Guerra, 2003; Escudero, 2003). For the present study, it is
important to contextualise and illustrate the evolution of learning evaluation.
For this purpose, a theoretical analysis of the moments and movements
contributing to the development of the evaluation over time is carried out. This
describes the results of teachers and future teachers quantitatively
corresponding to the Teaching Portfolio and National Diagnostic Assessment
Initiates Test as applied by the Centre for Improvement, Experimentation and
Pedagogical Research (henceforth, CPEIP).

2. State of the Art: Evolution of the Evaluation

At the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th century, the
evaluation of learning focused fundamentally on standardised tests to measure
all kinds of school skills. This was done to determine the position that future
teachers obtained within the group norm, generalising the results with a
common pattern, identifying the differences and/or inequalities between

groups, which in practice only focused on measurement (Ferndndez, 1981;
Escudero 2003).

In the middle of the 20th century, Tyler (1950) made a significant advance in the
development of evaluation. From the behavioural approach, he overcame mere
psychological evaluation by relying on a more methodical and organised
perspective of the evaluation process. His approach was focused on the use of
clearly defined objectives through the construction and use of appropriate
instruments to obtain information. This was to determine to what extent
learning was achieved in the teaching programmes and curricula, generating an
important change in the conception of evaluation that existed at that time
(Escudero, 2003; Castillo Cabrerizo, 2010).

During the 1960s, the evaluation of learning evolved again since it not only had
to focus on the learning objectives that students achieved, but it was also
necessary to consider collecting information on a comprehensive educational
programme (Cronbach, 1963). This perspective of evaluation is consistent with
the incorporation of the interpretive paradigm in which evaluative practice
becomes a process that enables establishing the merit or value of what is
evaluated. Moreover, at this time the concepts of summative and formative
assessment were incorporated (Scriven, 1967). Summative assessment is
understood as a reductionism of the educational process, given that the
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emphasis is on measuring or grading learning, while formative assessment seeks
the student's self-regulation as it favours the learner's processes of reflection on
his or her own training process.

Starting in the 1970s, there was a proliferation of evaluation models
characterised by conceptual, methodological and paradigmatic plurality.
Authors such as Guba and Lincoln (1982) indicated that there were more than 40
evaluation models which pointed to two areas. The first considered the students
and the methods, while the second focused on the change that occurred with the
students based on the educational action according to the formulation of
previously designed learning objectives. At the same time, well-known
taxonomies, developed mainly by authors such as Bloom (1969), Gagné (1971)
and Mager (1973), were incorporated into the evaluation.

During the 1970s there were two periods with clear conceptual and
methodological differences. One period followed the line of Tyler, which was
based on the achievement of predefined objectives and was supported by the
positivist paradigm, while the other alternative models were based on the
constructivist interpretive paradigm. Among the best known are the responsible
evaluation of Stake in 1975, the democratic evaluation of Macdonald in 1976, the
illuminative evaluation of Parlett and Hamilton in 1977 and the evaluation as an
art critic of Eisner in 1985, among others (Alcaraz, 2015; Carbajosa, 2011;
Escudero, 2003).

More recently, at the end of the 20th century and the beginning of the 21st
century, the evaluation of learning again faces a process of evolution, since after
the Bologna treaty (1999), the curriculum by objectives used for years in
professional training was replaced by a curriculum based on competency. This
new approach is not exempt from criticism because for some authors, the idea of
a curriculum by competencies corresponds to normative instruments with which
the convergence of school systems is sought (Sacristan et al., 2008). Researchers
who oppose the new training model consider that it takes competencies as a
reference for the structure of a globalised curriculum in which these will be used
to choose procedures and proposals for evaluation.

The change in the training approach presented a great challenge in higher
education, both in the design and in the development and evaluation of the
professional training processes (Tejada & Ruiz, 2016). In the field of evaluation,
authors such as Dochy, Segers and Dierick (2002) argued that the greatest
difficulty for the universities is to move from a culture of examination to a
culture of evaluation, where evaluative practices are developed with a formative
idea. The second one aimed to improve the learning of students and involve
them in the evaluation processes (Cano, 2008; Ruay, 2019; Stobart, 2010; Tejada
& Ruiz, 2016). Bonsén and Benito (2005) considered that it is necessary to
advance from the evaluation of learning to the evaluation for learning, or as the
authors Carless, Joughin and Mok (2006) and Bound and Falchikov (2007) put it,
to a learning-oriented assessment.
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In this new evaluative framework, the competencies that the students of
pedagogy careers managed to acquire in the dimension of educational activities
were considered. This is because the evaluation of learning is one of the
fundamental activities that are developed in educational organisations;
therefore, it is considered a basic teaching competence (Perrenoud, 2004;
Zabalza, 2003). Additionally, the specialised literature shows that evaluative
practices are indisputably instances of improvement of learning as well as of
teaching quality (Black & William, 1998; Ruay, 2019; Tejada & Ruiz, 2016).

3. Competency Assessment as an Improvement Alternative

The incorporation of the competency model in teacher training involves a great
change in teaching since there is a transition from teaching to learning, where
the evaluation processes, the design, and development of the professional
teaching construction are taken into consideration. This is because it requires an
adequate alignment between the curricular pedagogical designs, the
methodology, and the evaluation of teacher training without losing sight of the
graduation profiles and the standards associated with the individualities of each
training process (Biggs, 2010; Moreno Oliver, 2014; Yahiz & Villardon, 2006, as
cited in Tejada & Ruiz, 2016).

Consequently, evaluation from the competency approach acquires meaning,
significance and relevance according to the conditions in which it is evidenced
(Tejada & Ruiz, 2016). That is why the actions that are implemented must
approach real problems, where contextual situations are a source of specification
of competencies with the student as the protagonist (Salazar-Gémez & Tobon,
2018).

In Initial Teacher Training (hereafter, FID) it is not always possible to maintain
the connection with the professional scenario; therefore future professionals
must make/adopt? approaches based on the simulation of problems or situated
reality (Littlewood, 2011; McGaghie et al., 2010; Ros & Conesa, 2013). This is to
be done so that the actions are carried out from an authentic evaluation in which
feedback to the student prevails, as well as an assessment of the performance
achieved (Tejada & Ruiz, 2016). The training process is complex and
multidimensional; therefore it needs to be evaluated in different ways
(Fernandez, 2010), putting aside the old culture of evaluation that focused on
written and oral tests based on the management of rote knowledge and the
generalisation of the results.

This new perspective of evaluation involves various evaluative strategies and
instruments so that the necessary background information can be collected
about the acquisition of generic and specific competencies to assess the results
that students in training are expected to achieve in concordance with the
planning and programming of learning for their professional teaching
development. In other words, evaluation by competencies is a complex process
that must be oriented to the student's action, based on real or simulated work
situations that favour tasks of authentic evaluation (Del Pozo, 2013; Ashford-
Rowe, Herrington & Brown, 2014). The evaluation by competencies also focuses
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on the fact that the learners manage to integrate the repertoire of knowledge,
abilities, and aptitudes to solve the problems that demand acting professionally,
favouring the learning process and not only measuring the meaningless results.

On the other hand, assessment by competencies has different perspectives,
including assessment of learning, for learning, as learning and from learning.
Some authors such as Brown and Pickford (2013), Ion, Silva and Cano (2008),
Nicol, Thomson and Breslin (2014) and Villardén (2006), cited in Tejada and
Ruiz (2016) consider that the meaning is given to the classical formative and
summative evaluation from a complementary approach in the way that the first
(formative) corresponds to the development of competencies. Therefore, it
emphasises learning activities and their permanent improvement, continuous
feedback, reflection on the process, and self-evaluation. However, in the second
(summative) evaluation, competency is evaluated by connecting it with
performance, levels of achievement, and evidence (Tejada & Ruiz, 2016).

From the perspective of the development of evaluation by competencies, the
educational system in general and the FID in particular are obliged to innovate
and reformulate their pedagogical and evaluative practices. Since the
competencies arise as a response to the need to articulate the knowledge that
future teachers must possess to face the workplace, this undoubtedly leaves
evaluation at a didactic crossroads. This is because the implementation is not
immune to the tensions and challenges that new teaching practices seek to
address (Cano, 2008).

For authors such as Scriven (2007), Hall and Burke (2008) and Kaftan, Buck and
Haack (2006), evaluation has its essence in the formative as an integral learning
process as long as it establishes a formative design that enhances the educational
process and the construction of new knowledge. Therefore, the evaluation
training that students receive in their initial training must also contribute to the
development of self-learning and self-regulation so that students are aware of
their practices and learning (Rios & Herrera, 2017).

The evaluation by competencies should be oriented to the development of
learning for life, relating knowledge, knowing how to do and knowing how to
be, since at this point the different learning experiences intersect from a
transversal perspective, highlighting the educational daily life as the main
setting (Jaimes & Callejas, 2009). Likewise, Tobon (2004) stated, “the evaluation of
competencies must integrate the qualitative with the quantitative, because with words it
cannot be measured, and with numbers, it cannot be understood or explained”, which
forces us to think that both contribute to the improvement of teaching and
learning processes. Bolivar (2008) cited in Cano (2008):

“The best way to evaluate competencies is to put the subject before a

complex task, to see how he/she manages to understand and solve it by

mobilizing knowledge. The evaluation instruments used cannot be

limited to tests to see the degree of mastery of content or objectives, but

rather propose complex situations, belonging to the family of situations

defined by the competencies, which will also require a complex
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production by the student to solve the situation, since he/she needs
knowledge, attitudes, metacognitive thinking.” (p. 184)

In this way, it can be clarified that the evaluation by competencies is a global
construct that must be designed and structured to enhance the educational
process, establishing criteria that allow appreciating and demonstrating the
learning and performance obtained by students in training. It corresponds to
concern about the effectiveness of the activities designed in the study
programmes to ensure the fulfilment and achievement of the students' learning
regarding each graduation profile (Cano, 2008).

Finally, the evaluation by competencies must be understood from the training
point of view to favour the permanent improvement of the teaching and
learning processes. Likewise, this should promote self-regulation and self-
learning of students through responsibility, criticism and self-criticism of their
own educational process (Stobart, 2010; Tejada & Ruiz, 2016). Equally, it is
necessary to consider that the constant improvement of learning is the ultimate
goal. Therefore, students are the main actors in evaluative practices and actions
that when analysed with teachers in dialogic spaces, allow students to become
aware of the level reached.

4. Teacher Evaluation System and Future Teachers in the Chilean
National Context

The Ministry of Education, through the CPEIP, developed teacher evaluation
with the objective of strengthening the teaching profession and contributing to
improving the quality of education in Chile. The results published in 2018 with
the item titled “Evaluation and Correction Guideline Used” indicate that 34% of
all the teachers evaluated at the national level were in the category of
‘Competent and Outstanding’. The remaining 64% were in the category of
“Unsatisfactory and Basic’. Later in the item, ‘Relationship between evaluation
and objectives’ indicates that 44% of the teachers were competent and
outstanding, and 56% were unsatisfactory and basic. Finally, in the item
‘Analysis and use of evaluation results” only 17% of teachers were competent
and outstanding, and 83% were unsatisfactory and basic (Ministerio de
Educacion, 2019a).

On the other hand, the results also highlighted that the best-evaluated teachers,
that is, those who achieve competent and outstanding performances, show low
results in the tasks that correspond to the evaluation of learning and reflection
from the results (Table 1).
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Table 1: Portfolio performance in competent and outstanding teachers

Total % of
. . proficient &
Evaluated aspect Description of the competition .
outstanding
teachers
. Proposes instructions, questions or tasks in
Evaluation and . .
) the evaluation that are clear, and in its o
correction . o . . g 41.8%
R, correction guideline, it correctly identifies
guideline
the expected performance
Relationship Performs assessment activities that address
between evaluation | and are consistent with all of the learning 51.1%
and objectives objectives you set out to measure
Accountability for Manages. to recanise the il?ﬂuence of fche .
results pedagogical decisions, both in the learning 45.0%
achieved and not achieved
. Demonstrates knowing the characteristics of
Analysis based on .
—_ the students and incorporates them when o
the characteristics . . . 47.2%
planning or conducting his/her classes,
of your students . ;
seeking to promote learning
] Identifies the difficulties that their students
Formative use of . ;

. present during the learning process. Reflects 0
learning on them and the way to approach them 60.9%
difficulties : y o app

formatively
Provides feedback to the students, allowing
them to learn from their own performance
Feedback to your | since it encourages them to complement 26.7%
students their answers, analyse the steps they e
followed to arrive at a result or identify the
reason for their successes or errors

Source: Mineduc (Ministry of Education, Chile, 2019a)

On the other hand, in the case of future teachers, the results of the National
Diagnostic Evaluation of Initial Teacher Training (END - FID) of 2018 (CPEIP,
2018) showed that in the standard called ‘Knowing how to apply evaluation
methods to observe the progress of students and knowing how to use the results
to provide feedback on learning and pedagogical practice’, the future teachers of
pedagogy careers who participated in the study did not have the necessary
knowledge to achieve optimal performance according to the applied instrument
(Ministerio de Educacion, 2019b). (Table 2).

Table 2: National diagnostic evaluation in initial teacher training

% %

Pedagogy career | Performance standard correct Min % Max
3.0 Knows the curriculum of

Pedagogy in Secondary Education and wuses its

English various curricular instruments to | 50.4% 0.0% | 80.0%
analyze and formulate pedagogical
and evaluative proposals

Pedagogy in 6.0 Knows how to apply evaluation

English methods to observe the progress of | 58.9% 33.3% | 69.1%
students and knows how to use the
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results to provide feedback on
learning and pedagogical practice

3.0 Knows the curriculum of

Isjegii)}%y m Secondary Education and uses its
Lgnguage and various curricular instruments to | 58.7% 35% | 69.1%
Communication analyse and formulate pedagogical

and evaluative proposals
Pedagogy in 6.0 Knows how to apply evaluation
Spanish methods to observe the progress of

students and knows how to use the | 61.7% 40.7% | 73.1%
Language and .
Communication result's to prov1de. feedbaf:k on

learning and pedagogical practice

3.0 Knows the curriculum of
Pedagogy in Secondary Education and uses its
Physical various curricular instruments to | 42.3% 30.0% | 53.9%
Education analyse and formulate pedagogical

and evaluative proposals

6.0 Knows how to apply evaluation
Pedagogy in methods to observe the progress of
Physical students and knows how to use the | 50.1% 28.6% | 62.7%
Education results to provide feedback on

learning and pedagogical practice

3.0 Knows the curriculum of
Pedagogy in Secondary Education and uses its
Religion and various curricular instruments to | 58.7% 30.0% | 76.0%
Philosophy analyse and formulate pedagogical

and evaluative proposals

6.0 Knows how to apply evaluation
Pedagogy in methods to observe the progress of
Religion and students and knows how to use the | 55.6% 449% | 66.7%
Philosophy results to provide feedback on

learning and pedagogical practice

3.0 Knows the curriculum of
Pedagogy in Secondary Education and wuses its
Differential various curricular instruments to | 46.6% 33.3% | 61.5%
Education analyse and formulate pedagogical

and evaluative proposals

6.0 Knows how to apply evaluation
Pedagogy in methods to observe the progress of
Differential students and knows how to use the | 46.0% 33.3% | 56.9%
Education results to provide feedback on

learning and pedagogical practice

Source: National

Educacién, 2019Db).

Diagnostic Evaluation in Initial Teacher Training (Ministerio de

The results of the national diagnostic evaluation in the FID showed that the
students of pedagogy careers obtain low performances in the standards that are
associated with the evaluation of learning, a situation that is repeated in the
professional field. The teachers of the Chilean educational system also obtained
low results in the evaluation task framed in the portfolio of the Teacher
Evaluation (CPEIP, 2018; Teacher Performance Evaluation System, 2019). There
is a need to analyse the perceptions of final-year students of the pedagogy
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careers of the Catholic University of Maule about the evaluation of learning and

how their evaluative experiences have been owing to many reasons. Some of

these are the following:

e The profound transformations that the concept of evaluation and its
functions have undergone throughout history;

e The low results obtained by pedagogy students and teachers of the
educational system in the field of learning evaluation;

e The incorporation of a new training model for the evaluation programmes of
university pedagogy careers; and

e The scarce presence of scientific studies on the ideas that future teachers
have regarding the evaluation of learning in Chile.

5. Materials and Methods

According to the objectives set, the approach that fits the study is quantitative
(Herndndez, Fernandez & Baptista, 2010). The chosen design corresponded to
the non-experimental, descriptive exploratory survey type (Tejedor, 2000; Colas,
1994). Such decisions make it possible to inquire about a little-studied topic and
provide an important source of information to learn about perceptions of and
possible differences between groups of students.

5.1 Research Instruments

To assess the perceptions of the students, a Likert-type questionnaire with two
differentiated parts was designed. In the first one, information was requested on
demographic variables (gender, age, degree, grade). In the second part, and to
collect information related to the objectives of this study, 31 items were
presented, distributed in three dimensions (Table 3), where the respondents
marked their degree of agreement from 1 (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

Table 3: Psychometric characteristics of the instrument

. . . . of i

N.O . of Name of the dimension N.O ° descriptors/
dimensions dimension

I dimension Perceptions about learning assessment 10 (ten)

Perception of the role of evaluation in

II dimension . .
teaching and learning processes

14 (fourteen)

Perception of evaluation during the

IIT dimension .. . .
training process and professional practices

7 (seven)

Source: Own elaboration

For the elaboration of the instrument, a review of specialised literature was
carried out, giving significance to the instruments’ items. Subsequently, it was
evaluated by five experts from the Universidad Catdlica del Maule based on the
sufficiency, clarity, and relevance of each of the items and the contributions of
which indicate a C.V.I. (Content validity index) corresponding to 0.9. After
evaluation by experts, the survey was subjected to a first analysis to estimate its
reliability. It yielded a Cronbach's alpha coefficient of .760, indicating good
internal consistency.
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5.2 Participants

For the present study, using a non-probability sampling, 189 fourth-year
students of the Pedagogy career courses from the Catholic University of Maule
were chosen as the participants of the study (Cardona, 2002). These are
distributed according to the following five career courses: Pedagogy in English
(24), Pedagogy in Spanish Language and Communication (18), Pedagogy in
Physical Education (65), Pedagogy in Religion and Philosophy (46), and
Pedagogy in Differential Education (36).

The ages of the participants vary between 22 and 24 years. With regard to
gender, women (n = 123; 65.1%) predominate over men (n = 66; 34.9%). All of
the participants have taken the learning assessment course; moreover, each one
of them has been assessed throughout their training process from the first levels
of teaching. It should be noted that all future teachers would continue to be
evaluated once they pass their teaching careers by the teacher professional
development system governed by Law No. 20.903 of the Ministry of Education
of Chile (Teaching Career Act, Ministry of Education, 2016).

5.3. Procedures and Data Analysis

A pollster applied the questionnaire during the regular sessions of the courses.
On each occasion, the participants were informed about the objectives of the
study and were asked to sign an informed consent to safeguard the ethical
principles of the research.

The data analysis considered descriptive and inferential techniques. Using SPSS
software, measures of central tendency (mean) and dispersion measures
(standard deviation) were calculated, and percentages were obtained for each
variable of the study. Moreover, the Kruskal-Wallis H test was used to search for
statistically significant differences between the groups.

6. Results

Following the order of the objectives, the results that account for the perceptions
of the students for each dimension of the study are presented in Table 4.
Subsequently, the results obtained by comparing the perceptions raised in the
instrument are shown according to the career courses taken by the students.

Table 4: Perceptions about learning evaluation

Descriptors M |SD | TD | PD | NA/ND | PA | TA
% % % % %
Evaluating is the same as grading. 148 | 93 | 73 | 143 6.9 39 | 21

When one talks about evaluating, the | 3.26 | 1.3 1?2 17.5 17.5 339 | 18
focus is on the evaluation instrument.

The most effective evaluation | 213 | 1.1 | 36 | 31.7 19 101 | 3.2
corresponds to the written evaluation

since it better predicts a student's
learning achievement.

The evaluation of learning is|3.51 | 1.1 | 3.7 | 153 23.8 40.2 | 16.9
considered a communication
instrument that facilitates the
construction of knowledge within the
classroom.
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The psychometric evaluation has the | 2.47 | 1.0 | 24.9 | 15.3 49.7 85 | 1.6
same function as the formative
pedagogical evaluation.

Evaluation in education is a linear | 3.10 | 1.3 | 16.9 | 11.1 29.6 29.6 | 12.7
process.

The evaluation of learning must be | 426 | 97 | 1.6 | 6.9 6.9 328 | 51.9
fully integrated into the teaching-
learning process that is being carried
out.

The competency-based assessment | 2.62 | 1.0 | 19 | 21.7 38.1 201 | 11
has the same emphasis as pedagogical
assessment.

Evaluating is the same as measuring. 260 | 1.3 | 26.5 | 22.8 24.3 169 | 95

Assessing is focusing on student | 228 | 1.3 | 36 | 25.9 19.6 111 | 74
grades.

M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, TD = Totally Disagree, PD = Partially Disagree,
NA / ND = Neither Agree / Neither Disagree, PA = Partially Agree, TA = Totally Agree

In general terms, the items of the dimension perceptions of the students about
the evaluation of learning show us that they are capable of responding to
questions related to the evaluation. Only 25.3% on average of the respondents
are not capable of the items consulted.

At a particular level, the values show us that 87.3% of the sample totally
disagreed or partially disagreed before the consultation whether evaluating is the
same as grading (M = 1.48, SD = 0.93). In the same way, a rating below the mean
was noted when they are asked whether evaluating is the same as measuring (M =
2.6, SD = 1.3), or whether assessing is focusing on students' grades (M = 2.28, SD =
1.3).

These responses correspond to the items’ moderately low ratings, the
psychometric evaluation has the same function as the formative pedagogy evaluation (M
= 247, SD = 1.0) and competency-based assessment has the same emphasis as
pedagogical assessment (M = 2.62, SD = 1.0). A total of 67.7% of the respondents
were declared to be totally or partially in disagreement while referring to the
effectiveness of the written evaluation (M = 2.13) to predict student achievement.

On the other hand, over 50% of the participants (PA = 33.9%, TA = 18%)
positively valued the evaluation focused on the instrument (M = 3.26, SD = 1.3).
Correspondingly, the group of pedagogy students recognised the evaluation as a
process integrated into teaching and learning (M = 4.26; PA = 32.8%, TA = 51.9%)
and as a constitutive part of the communication instruments that facilitate the
construction of knowledge within the classroom (M = 3.51, SD = 1.1). The above
results are shown in Table 5.

http:/ /ijlter.org/index.php/ijlter




281

Table 5: Perception of the role of evaluation in teaching and learning processes

Descriptors SD | TD | PD | NA/ND | PA | TA

% % % % %

W
| =

Evaluation in education is an 1.7 | 32 | 9.0 13.2 376 | 37.0
important tool to measure the

achievement of student learning,.

Learning assessment is essential to | 3.46 | 1.1 | 6.3 | 13.2 24.3 40.2 | 15.9
grade students.

Learning assessment allows the | 3.59 | 1.1 | 6.3 | 9.5 21.7 439 | 185
teacher to compare their students
based on the results they obtain.

It is important to grade students to | 3.12 | 1.2 | 10.6 | 22.8 20.1 376 | 9.0
see whether they should be promoted
or failed.

The evaluation is an instrument that | 3.48 | 1.4 | 12.7 | 13.8 14.8 30.7 | 28.0
allows to know the students.

Evaluation is a mechanism that |3.78 | 1.0 | 26 | 79 21.2 455 | 22.8
regulates  the  teaching-learning
process.

Student assessment is a wuseful | 3.96 | 09 | 2.1 | 5.3 15.9 47.6 | 29.1
practice for the teacher.

Once an assessment instrument has | 454 | 0.8 | 21 | 1.6 3.7 25.4 | 67.2
been applied, it is necessary to
analyse the results with the students.

Learning assessment allows students | 3.76 | 0.9 | 0.0 | 11.1 23.8 429 | 22.2
to self-regulate their educational
processes.

The evaluation procedures of the | 459 | 08 | 5 | 3.2 7.4 14.8 | 741
teaching-learning process must be
known to the students.

The evaluation in some cases is used | 423 | 09 | 1.6 | 21 14.8 349 | 46.6
as a control tool.

In the teaching-learning processes, | 2.02 | 1.2 | 47.1 | 22.2 17.5 85 | 48
the most important thing is to pass.

In education, standardised | 2.16 | 1.2 | 41.3 | 21.2 21.7 122 | 3.7
assessments account for the real
learning that students have.

Assessment of learning can improve | 41 | 1.0 | 2.6 | 3.7 16.9 349 | 41.8
pedagogical practices.

M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, TD = Totally Disagree, PD = Partially Disagree,
NA / ND = Neither Agree / Neither Disagree, PA = Partially Agree, TA = Totally Agree

The results show that, in the second dimension, the participants can position
themselves (NA / ND =17.6%, versus 82.4%) against the questions consulted. It
is possible to assess low scores and negative results when they are consulted
about the function of the standardised evaluation to account for the real learning of
students (M = 2.16, SD = 1.2) and in the item that relates the evaluation to pass
during the teaching and learning process (M = 2.02, SD =1.2).

Positive and moderate ratings are found when the participants were consulted
about the importance of grading in the teaching and learning process. This is the
case as in the following items: it is important to grade students to see whether they
should be promoted or failed (M = 3.12, SD = 1.2) and learning assessment is essential
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to grade students (M = 3.46, SD = 1.1), the responses are predominantly partially
in agreement in these two cases (37.6% and 40.2%, respectively).

On the evaluation as a tool for the teacher, it is possible to appreciate values
above the mean in items such as learning assessment allows the teacher to compare
their students based on the results they obtain (M = 3.59, SD = 1.1) and the evaluation
is an instrument that allows knowing the students (M = 3.48, SD = 1.4). Similarly, a
high degree of agreement is obtained (PA = 42.9% and 45.5% and TA = 22.8%
and 22.2%) respectively when referring to whether the learning assessment allows
students to self-requlate their educational processes (M = 3.76, SD = 0.9) and whether
the evaluation is a mechanism that regulates teaching-learning process (M = 3.78, SD =
1.0).

Positive and strong ratings were found in six questions consulted. Three of them

are the student assessment is a useful practice for the teacher (M = 3.96, SD = 0.9), the

evaluation in education is an important tool to measure the achievement of student

learning (M = 3.96, SD = 1.7) and learning assessment can improve pedagogical

practices (M = 4.1, SD = 1.0). The remaining three are those with the highest

degree of agreement and they are:

e the evaluation in some cases is used as a control tool (PA =34.9%, TA = 46.6%),

e once an assessment instrument has been applied, it is necessary to analyze the
results with the students (PA = 25.4%, TA = 67.2%), and

o the evaluation procedures that are carried out in a teaching-learning process must be
known by the students (PA =14.8%, TA =74.1%).

Table 6 shows the mean values and the standard deviation of the dimension
perceptions about the evaluation during the training processes for the total
sample. Moreover, the percentages of responses that support the subsequent
descriptive analysis are indicated.

Table 6: Perception of evaluation during the training process and professional practices

Descriptors M |SD | TD | PD | NA/ND | PA | TA
% % % % %

Teachers working in schools are well | 2.82 | 1.1 | 11.1 | 30.2 30.2 228 | 5.8
trained to develop learning
assessment.

Initial teacher training provides a | 3.20 | 1.2 | 10.6 | 18.5 23.8 344 | 12.7
solid basis for evaluating student
learning.

University teachers have developed | 3.03 | 1.0 | 85 | 21.2 36.0 280 | 6.3
an evaluation that allows them to
improve the learning processes.

Your university professors have made | 3.21 | 1.1 | 10.1 | 16.4 259 381 | 95
evaluation an instance of learning.

The evaluations that have been | 345 | 1.1 | 6.3 | 12.2 26.5 40.2 | 14.8
applied in your pedagogy agreed with
the objectives of the subject or
branch.

Your evaluation processes at the | 298 | 1.2 | 12.2 | 25.9 23.8 27.5 | 10.6
university were always transparent.
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In your university study process, after | 3.03 | 1.1 | 11.1 | 22.8 24.3 36.0 | 5.8
being evaluated, you were given some
kind of feedback.

M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation, TD = Totally Disagree, PD = Partially Disagree,
NA / ND = Neither Agree / Neither Disagree, PA = Partially Agree, TA = Totally Agree

The results obtained in this dimension which relates to knowing/determining
the perceptions of how the experience has been in their professional practices
and how they have been evaluated in their initial teacher-training programme
show a mean of 3.1 with a standard deviation of 1.1. Under such an average
mean, it is possible to understand the responses such as the teachers who work in
schools are well trained to develop the learning assessment (M = 2.82, SD =1.1) and the
evaluation processes to which they have been subjected at the university were always
transparent (M = 2.98, SD =1.2).

Around the sample mean, the items university teachers have developed an evaluation
that allows them to improve their learning processes (M = 3.03, SD = 1.0), and in their
university study process, after being evaluated, they were given some type of feedback
(M =3.03, SD = 1.1) show a tendency to be evaluated slightly positively, TD and
PD =29.7% versus 34.3% for PA and TA in the case of the first referred item, and
TD and PD = 33.9% versus 41.8% in the case of the second item referring to the
subsequent feedback received after the evaluation.

On the mean of the scale, a level of responses not greater than 50% of degrees of

the agreement for the following items was obtained with a predominance of

responses that tend to be partially in agreement:

o initial teacher training provides a solid basis for evaluating student learning (M =
3.2,SD =1.2), PA=34.4%,

o their university professors have made the evaluation an instance for learning (M =
3.21,SD =1.1) PA= 38.1%, and

o the evaluations that have been applied during the training stage were in agreement
with the objectives of the subjects or branches (M = 3.45, SD = 1.1) PA=40.25%.

To analyse possible statistically significant differences in the students'
perceptions according to the different training courses (pedagogy career), the
Kruskal-Wallis H test was carried out. The results are shown in Table 7.

Table 7: Kruskal-Wallis H test for group differences

Descriptors Chi- Gl |p Pedagogy
squared careers

Learning evaluation is essential to grade | 12.416 4 10.015 | PI.<O.P.
students.

It is important to grade students to see | 20.182 4 1000 |PL<OP
whether they should be promoted or failed.

Evaluating is the same as grading. 9.524 4 |10.049 | PI1.<O.P

Teachers working in schools are well trained | 19.559 4 10.001 | PIL.<O.P
to develop an assessment of learning.

Learning evaluation allows students to self- | 12.490 4 10014 | PL<O.P.
regulate their educational processes.

The psychometric evaluation has the same | 10.290 4 10.036 | PED.<
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function as the formative pedagogical O.P.
evaluation.
The evaluation procedures that are carried out | 22.208 4 10.000 | PR.<O.P.

in a teaching-learning process must be known
to the students.

The evaluation in some cases is used as a | 9.980 4 10.041 | PR.<O.P.
control tool.

In education, standardised evaluations | 34.100 4 0.000 | PED.<
account for the real learning that students O.P.
have.

The evaluations applied to you in your initial | 26.619 4 10.000 | PED.<
teacher training always agreed with the O.P.

objectives of the subject or branch.

The evaluations applied to you in your initial | 15.349 4 10.004 PED.<
teacher training always agreed with the O.P.
objectives of the subject or branch.

In your university study process, after being | 22.432 4 10.000 | PED.<

evaluated, you were given some kind of O.P.
feedback.
Evaluation is focusing on student grades. 15.619 4 10.004 | PI.<O.P.

P.I. = Pedagogy in English, P.R. = Pedagogy in Religion and Philosophy, P.E.D =
Pedagogy in Differential Education, O.P. = Other pedagogies

The results of the Kruskal-Wallis H test show the presence of 13 items with a
statistically significant difference between the groups. According to the
dimension of the instrument, three of them are presented in the first dimension
about the perception of what is evaluation, and six in the second dimension
about the function and purposes of evaluation. Finally, four items in the third
dimension of evaluation during the training process and professional practices
show statistically significant differences.

Concerning the perceptions of the students who show statistically significant
differences are the students of Pedagogy in English who report six
differentiating items with their peers. These correspond to the following items:

o learning evaluation is essential to grade students,

e it isimportant to grade to promote or fail,

o cevaluating is the same as grading,

e teachers in schools are trained to evaluate,

e cevaluation for self-regulation, and

e evaluation is focusing on student grades.

The students of Pedagogy in Religion and Philosophy show differences with the
other groups in two questions related to the transparency of the evaluation
process and post-evaluation feedback. The students of Pedagogy in Differential
Education present significant differences in five items of the instrument, as
compared to the other pedagogies. These items are the following:

e the psychometric evaluation and the formative evaluation fulfill the same function,

o the standardized evaluation accounts for real learning,

e the evaluations applied in its training were consistent with the objectives,

o the transparency in the evaluation processes to which it was subjected, and

o whether he was given feedback after being evaluated.
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7. Discussions and Conclusion

The evolution that the concept of evaluation has undergone throughout history
cannot be developed outside of an epistemological interpretation. Alcaraz (2015)
and Carbajosa (2011) indicate that its development is based on the researchers’
different paradigmatic perspectives. The ways of conceptualising the evaluation
of learning are culturally anchored and follow a paradigmatic look to conceive
reality in certain moments and contexts. Therefore, we can identify two
viewpoints, one from a positivist and the other from an interpretive perspective.
In the first category, Tyler (1967), Thorndike and Hagen (1970), Mager (1973)
and Chadwick (1976) developed an evaluation oriented to measurement,
statistics and systemic study. However, in the second one, researchers such as
Scriven (1981), Stake (1999), House (1994), Eisner (1985), Stenhouse (1984),
MacDonald (1974) and Elliott (1993) conceived evaluation as an understanding
exercise that involves the entire teaching-learning process (Carbajosa, 2011).

Therefore, it is relevant to consider that the evaluative practices implemented
during the initial teacher training process will positively or negatively regulate
the professional performance of the future teachers because the transposition of
the evaluation is related to the evaluative competencies acquired during their
training process. Evaluations determine and condition the contents, strategies,
learning and efforts in educational processes directly with learners (Barbera,
2003; Biggs, 2005; Bonson & Benito, 2005; Cano, 2008; Dochy, Segers & Dierick,
2002; Gibbs, 2003; Santos Guerra 1998, 2003; Tejada & Ruiz, 2016; Zabalza, 2003).
Pedagogy students perceive the evaluation of learning as a curricular device that
enables improving the teaching and learning processes in students. This is
because the participants of this study had an up-to-date perception of the
evaluation of learning, its concept and function in the educational processes.
This updated perspective considers the evaluation of learning as a means that
facilitates the construction of knowledge within the classroom which must be
fully integrated into the training processes to achieve a good regulation of
teaching and learning. Some researchers state that evaluation with proper
implementation enables improving the teaching practices of future teachers
(Cabra-Torres, 2011; Gil-Flores, 2012; Santos Guerra, 2003; Sanchez Gonzélez,
2010; Stobar, 2010).

The results also indicate that the majority of students have a positive assessment
of the evaluation experiences developed in their training process. It is also
possible to understand that students have incorporated theoretical knowledge
related to what is learning assessment. It is necessary that the knowledge
acquired by the respondents be reflected in the training activities that they
receive from their teachers so that there is a decidedly favourable attitude to the
development of a more conscious, reflective, and formative assessment of
learning. There is a perception among the learners that the focus of the
assessment is mainly on the instrument rather than on the relevance of the
whole evaluative process.

The students also perceive that in some cases, evaluation is used as a control tool
by their teachers. It is necessary to analyse the perception of students in this area
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since they are contrary to what the specialised literature raises. The students
must necessarily experience formative instances in their learning process and the
way in which they are evaluated is precisely one of them (Sanmarti, 2007).

Results show that in the initial teacher training processes, authentic evaluation
activities must be implemented and adjusted to educational purposes so that the
future teachers are involved in the evaluation process and participate in real
improvement activities. Statistically significant differences were found in the
perceptions of the respondents of the different career courses about the function
of the evaluation, specifically, those that refer to the grading, standardisation,
control, coherence, transparency, and self-regulation, with transparency being
the item that generates differences in all groups. This would indicate that the
evaluation to which the students have been subjected lacks elements that benefit
this area since the characteristics present and collected through the instrument
require its deepening in subsequent studies since the pedagogical device tends
to be homogeneous in a heterogeneous educational context.

The results obtained allow us to analyse how pedagogy students perceive and
develop evaluation in their formative work and how teacher trainers in the
evaluation area could reflect on students' perceptions of professional
competencies in the field of evaluation to advance and improve the teaching
practices of future teachers. It is suggested future teachers be trained through
reflective instances and grounded practices of evaluation, oriented towards the
particular characteristics of each pedagogical discipline, the particular
environment of the school, and the curricular demands. Through these changes,
progress can be made to improve the learning processes that students experience
daily in their educational communities.
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