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The main purpose of Formative and Shared Assessment(F&SA) is to improve student learning, to improve
and redirect teaching practice and to improve the teaching-learning process. This research has two
objectives: (1) to analyse the results of the applicability and difficulty of the Good Practice of Tutored
Learning Projects (TLP) in a Pre-service Teacher Education (PTE) subject; and (2) to examine the
advantages and disadvantages of the F&SA system used in the same subject. For this purpose, a
longitudinal study of a PTE subject is carried out over three academic years. The instruments used to collect
information are: a structured report on Good Practice in university teaching and an anonymous
guestionnaire for students to evaluate the experience of Good Practice, which has been carried out and the
subject’s evaluation system. The results show the consistency of the course design over the years. Students
are satisfied with the TLP experience because they consider it to be useful, effective, innovative, replicable
and sustainable, as well as helping in the acquisition of competences.
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INTRODUCTION
Despite the great progress in society in terms of the term assessment, there is still much to learn and

change in education. The confusion between the term assessment and grading is constant (Palacios and
Lopez-Pastor, 2013). Assessment should be associated with learning (Chiappe et al., 2016), and grading is
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a numerical mark at the end of a process (Hortiglela-Alcala et al., 2019). Therefore, an assessment process
should not imply a grade. In this sense, Hortigliela-Alcala et al. (2019) state that: “Everything that can be
graded should be assessable but not everything that can be assessed has to be gradable” (p.14).

In this sense, within Pre-Service Teacher Education (PTE), it is necessary to apply assessment models
focused on generating student learning, away from constant grading. In this sense, Formative and Shared
Assessment (F&SA) systems play a fundamental role in PTE.

Formative and Shared Assessment in Pre-Service Teacher Education

Firstly, it’s necessary to understand the concept of Formative Assessment and Shared Assessment.
Formative Assessment is an assessment process whose main objective is to improve student learning,
teaching practice and teaching-learning processes (Lopez-Pastor and Pérez-Pueyo 2017). Bennett (2011)
states that formative assessment cannot be conceived as a test or as a process, but as a reflective integration
of the process and the methodology or instrumentation designed. Likewise, Hidalgo (2021) understands
Formative Assessment to be:

A strategy for the acquisition of new knowledge in a more proactive way and for the
development of skills and attitudes on the part of the students, with the university teacher
being the key player, as they are the active and conscious protagonists in the management
of evaluation (p. 191).

Shared Assessment is a dialogical process between teachers and students on the assessment of learning
and teaching-learning processes (Lopez-Pastor, 2009; Ldpez-Pastor and Pérez-Pueyo, 2017). In contrast,
Salinas (2002) defines Shared Assessment as the sharing and coordination of teachers on the assessment to
be used in the classroom. However, Ibarra et al. (2013) state that Shared Assessment is the sharing of
assessment work between teachers and students, which enables strategies such as self-assessment and co-
assessment to be put into practice. These authors differentiate between the term co-assessment and peer-
assessment, differentiating between who assesses (students, students and teachers) and the degree of
responsibility and participation in the assessment process.

Parra and Garcia-Martinez (2021) state that active assessments in which the student plays a leading role
(as in Shared Assessment), have increasingly more presence than traditional assessments due to their high
formative value.

The combination of Formative Assessment and Shared Assessment (F&SA) seeks to generate student
learning, improve and reorient teaching practice and redirect the teaching-learning process, all by involving
students in the assessment process through different techniques (L6pez-Pastor and Pérez-Pueyo, 2017).
Some of the participation techniques that make it up are self-assessment (carrying out a self-assessment);
peer-assessment (which can be intra- or inter-group); self-assessment (assigning a numerical mark to
oneself, which should be a consequence of self-assessment); and dialogue grading (a process of dialogue
between students and teachers to adjust a final numerical mark based on a previous self-assessment). In this
sense, Gutiérrez et al. (2018) define F&SA as a feedback process between all educational agents whose
main objective is to generate student learning and improve teaching practice, without associating this
process with grading.

Several studies (Cafiadas, 2021; Dorit and Nirit, 2020; Estevan et al., 2018; Gallardo and Carter, 2016;
Gallardo et al., 2020; Hamodi and Lopez-Pastor, 2012; Hortigliela-Alcald, et al., 2021; Pascual-Arias and
Molina, 2019; Romero et al., 2014) claim that it is convenient to experiment with F&SA systems in PTE
because, in addition to being a specific knowledge competence, students learn more and better and their
interest and motivation increase. There is work that defends F&SA systems in PTE for several reasons:

(1) Because it improves the acquisition of professional competences, thanks to the involvement of
students in their assessment process (Castejon et al., 2018; Gallardo and Carter, 2016; Romero
et al., 2016).

(2) Because it improves student learning (Hortigiela-Alcala et al., 2019; Martinez-Minguez et al.,
2019).
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(3) Because it improves students’ academic performance (Fraile et al., 2013; Mastagli et al., 2020;
Panadero and Jonsson, 2013).
(4) Because students and teachers have a high degree of satisfaction (Atienza et al., 2016).

According to Lopez-Pastor et al. (2021) the use of F&SA systems in PTE has a double meaning: (1) it
is an assessment system that affects students’ learning processes; and (2) assessment is a professional
competence to be acquired during PTE. Furthermore, these authors list six reasons why it is important to
develop F&SA systems in PTE:

(1) Itserves to learn more and better.

(2) It helps to better develop many teaching competences.

(3) It encourages students to focus more on their learning process and to take responsibility for it.

(4) Ittends to lead to more educational success and better academic performance.

(5) It is a basic competence of every teacher, which is usually acquired more through practical
experimentation than through theoretical study.

(6) It facilitates a better transfer between what is learned in PTE and educational practice in schools
(Lopez-Pastor et al., 2021, p.38).

Gutiérrez et al. (2018) assert that F&SA is a feedback process between the educational agents that are
part of the process, which focuses on improving student learning and teaching practice. Therefore, feedback
is an important aspect of F&SA systems. Feedback is the information provided to students to correct and
redirect their mistakes (Barrientos et al., 2019; Canabal and Margalef, 2017; Martinez, 2021; Nicol et al.,
2014; Panadero et al., 2017; Saiz-Linares and Susinos-Rada, 2018). This information should not only be
provided by the teacher, but these processes can be carried out with the participation of students as a group,
for example, through self-assessment or peer-assessment (Hortigiiela-Alcala et al., 2019). In this sense,
Bono and Nufez-Pefia (2018) state that when students provide feedback to each other (they monitor,
evaluate and regulate their learning), this has an impact on their learning. Furthermore, if they receive
external feedback from the teaching staff, they argue that this information should be converted into internal
feedback among students to generate this impact on learning, because when they give each other feedback
among peers, at the same time they think, reflect and generate more feedback on their own work, which
makes them more independent.

Parra and Garcia-Martinez (2021) conducted a study with two groups to analyse the impact of teacher
feedback on student evaluations. One group received feedback after the teacher evaluation and the other
did not. The results show that both groups improved after the assessment, but there was a significantly
greater improvement in the group that received feedback. Winstone and Boud (2021) point out a number
of problems arising from the confusion between the terms assessment and feedback. They identify the main
problems as being:

(1) Students focus on grades rather than developmental information.
(2) Teachers focus feedback on the justification for the mark rather than providing developmental
information.
(3) Feedback information may come too late to be useful.
(4) Course design does not focus on feedback.
(5) The ways of documenting feedback may impair its quality.
(6) Anonymous grading depersonalises and inhibits the quality of feedback.
The authors also compile a collection of strategies to preserve the learning function of feedback:
(1) Adaptive release of grades.
(2) The elicitation of feedback from learners.
(3) Designing for the application of feedback information.
(4) Reallocating time spent providing detailed feedback to a different part of the learning cycle.
(5) Separate anonymous grading from personalised feedback.
(6) Encourage continuous feedback curation.

For all the above reasons, feedback should help learners to progress in their learning process, and can

be given in written or oral form, before, during or after an activity.
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However, according to various studies (L6pez-Pastor and Pérez-Pueyo, 2017; Molina and Lopez, 2017;
Nieva et al., 2021; Martinez-Minguez et al., 2015; Romero et al., 2015; Vallés et al., 2011), Table 1 shows
the advantages and disadvantages of F&SA in PTE.

TABLE 1
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF F&SA
Advantages Disadvantages
— Active and meaningful learning takes place. — The workload is greater for both teachers and
— It helps to acquire personal and professional students. The degree of existence is greater
competences. than in other types of assessment.
— It encourages the monitoring of studentsona | — It requires daily continuity and active class
more individual basis. attendance.
— There is a relationship between theory and — The work dynamics may be unfamiliar due to
practice. lack of experience in F&SA.

— The student is a participant in his or her own
evaluation process.

— It improves academic performance.

— Constant and quality feedback helps to
improve student learning.

Source: own elaboration (based on Lépez-Pastor and Pérez-Pueyo, 2017; Molina and Lépez, 2017; Nieva et al., 2021;
Martinez-Minguez et al., 2015; Romero et al., 2015; Vallés et al., 2011).

Tutored Learning Projects and Formative and Shared Assessment Systems

Tutored Learning Projects (TLP) are a work that combines a theoretical and a practical part on a topic
(Barba-Martin et al., 2010; Gallardo et al., 2018; Lopez-pastor et al., 2021). TLP have been used in PTE
for several decades because they are a very effective methodology with good results in terms of learning
and student satisfaction (Barba et al., 2010; Gallardo et al., 2020; L6pez-Pastor et al., 2020, 2021; Martinez-
Minguez, 2016; Martinez-Minguez et al., 2019). TLP are combined with F&SA systems because it seems
to be the most logical assessment, as constant feedback during the development of the work helps to
improve student learning and to obtain a good quality of the documents.

Lopez-Pastor et al. (2020) present an experience combining TLP and F&SA in PTE. The results show
that students do not consider the experience to be of high difficulty and that it is useful, innovative, effective
and replicable. Along the same lines, Lopez-Pastor et al. (2021) present a proposal for TLP and F&SA in
which they detail the assessment instruments used during the process (graded scales, group self-assessment
form and form for reflective assessment on the implementation of TLP) and explain how the feedback is
carried out: in all the necessary deliveries and tutorials the teacher provides oral and written feedback on
the documents, and the students have the possibility of improving until they reach an acceptable quality.

In other studies, students’ perception of the combination of TLP and F&SA is that they are quite
satisfied with the experience and the assessment system and, in addition, students perform well
academically (Barba and Lépez, 2017; Martinez-Minguez et al., 2019). In this sense, Manrique et al. (2010)
claim that this combination of TLP and F&SA also helps students to acquire professional competences.

Currently, there are few longitudinal studies that analyse the results of the applicability of TLP in the
FIP in the same subject and with the same teaching staff; that is, there is little published data on this type
of study in terms of the effects of competence acquisition, the evaluation and feedback system provided
during the process or student satisfaction with the experience and the evaluation system used. Therefore,
the aim of this research is to check the consistency of the application of the F&SA over three academic
years. The objectives pursued are (1) to analyse the results of the applicability and difficulty of the TLP
Good Practice, as well as competence acquisition, assessment, feedback and student satisfaction, combined
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with the F&SA systems in a PTE subject over three academic years; and (2) to examine the advantages and
disadvantages of the F&SA system used in the same subject.

MATERIAL & METHODS

Research Method and Sample

This is a longitudinal study with a mixed methodology (qualitative and quantitative) in which
comparisons are made over three academic years of the same subject with different students (Montero and
Ledn, 2005). The same F&SA system is applied in all the courses with the same teachers and, in addition,
the same learning activities are carried out. The aim is to check the reliability of applying TLP and F&SA
over time.

This study is carried out in a PTE subject at a Spanish public university: Children’s Body Expression
and Communication. The sample used is 114 students in the 4th year of the Early Childhood Education
Degree, distributed over three academic years (see Table 2).

TABLE 2
STUDY SAMPLE
Academic year N° of students enrolled Gender Average age
93.3% women
2019-2020 37 6.7% men 22,85 years
96.2% women
2020-2021 35 3.8% men 23,03 years
91.8% woman
2021-2022 42 8.906 men 22,82 years
TOTALS 114 100% 22,8 years

The teachers responsible for the subject are the same and the same F&SA system is used and the same
TLP is carried out throughout all the courses.

On the first day of class, the assessment and grading criteria for the subject are agreed by consensus
between students and teaching staff. Three learning and assessment pathways are offered in order to pass
the subject. Figure 1 shows the requirements that must be met and the weight of each activity in the grade
for each of the pathways.

The F&SA system developed in the course is based on constant feedback, both on the work and
documents handed in by the students, as well as during the face-to-face classes. The assignments are
corrected by the teachers, who provide the necessary feedback within one week. In the same way, students
have one week to correct the documents and re-submit them if necessary.

Throughout the course, students are involved in their own assessment process; there is constant self-
assessment and peer-assessment. In addition, at the end of the course, there is a process of self-assessment
and dialogue grading to arrive at the final mark for the course. Throughout the four-month period, no
numerical marks are given to the students; they work with rubrics and graded scales that the student has
from the first day of class.
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FIGURE 1

REQUIREMENTS FOR EACH OF THE PATHWAYS OFFERED IN THE SUBJECT AND THE
WEIGHT OF THE LEARNING ACTIVITIES IN THE GRADE
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The TLP is a learning activity carried out in the subject. As can be seen in Figure I, it is a compulsory
activity, regardless of the learning and assessment pathway chosen by the student. It is a work that combines
theory and practice. On the first day of class, groups of 3-4 people are formed and students are given a set
of topics to work on. On the same day, a draw is made in which the groups of students choose the TLP
topic. The steps to be followed in the elaboration of the TLP are:

(1) Hold a tutorial with the tutor to provide the basic bibliography for the theoretical framework
on the chosen topic. This document should occupy four pages. The teaching staff provides the
necessary feedback in tutorials to correct the document until it is of good quality.

(2) Design a practical session on the topic chosen for the early childhood education stage, but
which they must put into practice in the faculty gymnasium with their classmates. In the same
way, this session is corrected by the teaching staff through constant feedback until it is of good
enough quality to be put into practice.

(3) Putting the session into practice in the gymnasium and producing a final report detailing the
changes that have taken place between what was planned and what happened, analysing the
teaching competences and the data collected by the evaluation instruments they have designed
for the implementation of the session. Once again, this document is corrected by the teaching
staff providing feedback for good quality.

Students who experience the session that their classmates have desighed must complete a practice sheet
in which they analyse what happened in the session. In this document, a narration of the session, an analysis
of the advantages and disadvantages of the practical proposal and of the TLP topic, a personal experience
and an analysis of the teaching competences of the classmates who have presented the TLP are provided.
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Data Collection Instruments
To collect the data for this study and to study the consistency of the application of TLP and F&SA
systems over three academic years, the data collection instruments used in this study have been validated
by the F&SA in Education Network:
(1) A structured report of Good Practices in university teaching (Hortigliela-Alcala et al., 2018).
This report collects the subject data on the experience of Good Practice of TLP and the
advantages and disadvantages of the assessment system that has been developed. This
instrument is carried out at the end of the subject with the data from the anonymous
questionnaire explained below.
(2) An anonymous questionnaire for students to evaluate the Good Practice experience that has
been carried out and the assessment system of the subject (validated by Castejon et al., 2015,
with a validity of RMSEA= 0.078 and a reliability index of 0.84). The questionnaire has a
Likert-type scale with five levels: 1 (not at all), 2 (a little), 3 (somewhat), 4 (quite a lot) and 5
(a lot). At the end of the questionnaire there is an open guestion for students to make comments
if necessary. This questionnaire is completed on the last day of the course. This questionnaire
aims to measure, according to the students’ perception, (1) the applicability and difficulty of
the TLP experience; (2) whether the TLP experience helps to acquire professional
competences; (3) the F&SA system used and the feedback given during the process; and (4)
student satisfaction.

Data Analysis
The data are analysed around three main blocks: (1) the results of the questionnaire on the students’
perception of the implementation of the TLP; (2) the students’ perception of the advantages of the F&SA
system of the subject; and, (3) the disadvantages of the F&SA system.
As for the results of the questionnaire, the items have been divided into several categories:
(1) Appllcablllty and difficulty of the TLP experience.
Do you consider what you have learned from this experience to be useful?
— Itis an innovative experience, because it develops new or creative solutions.
— Itis an effective experience, because it demonstrates a positive and tangible impact of
improvement.
— Itisasustainable experience, because it is maintained over time and can produce long-
lasting effects.
— It is a replicable experience, when it is possible to use it as a model to develop it in
other contexts.
— What is the degree of difficulty of the experience?
(2) Acquisition of competences
— Do you think that this experience has helped you to acquire professional competences?
— Does the evaluation that has been planned favour the acquisition of professional
competences?
(3) Assessment and feedback
— How do you value the support received by the teacher?
— How do you rate the help you received from your colleagues?
(4) Student satisfaction.
— Indicate overall satisfaction in relation to the experience.
— Indicate the overall satisfaction in relation to the evaluation of the experience.
As for the data analysis, a descriptive quantitative analysis (arithmetic mean (X), standard deviation
(o) and mode (M)) and an inferential analysis (one-factor ANOVA) are performed to check if there are
significant differences (p<0.05); in this way, we want to check if there is consistency in the application of
the same F&SA system in the subject throughout the three academic years. In the one-factor ANOVA test,
the dependent variables are the questionnaire items, while the independent variable is the academic year.
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The open-ended question at the end of the questionnaire collects the observations of some students on
their experience with TLP. All existing responses have been selected, as comments are scarce. The
responses were categorised around the repetition of resources, the applicability of TLP in Early Childhood
Education, the support provided by teachers and the lack of motivation of pupils.

RESULTS

This section analyses the results obtained. Firstly, the results of the TLP questionnaire are presented,
then the advantages of the F&SA system used in the subject and, finally, its disadvantages. Table 3 shows
the results of the descriptive analysis of the TLP questionnaire data over the three academic years.

TABLE 3
RESULTS OF THE DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS OF THE TLP QUESTIONNAIRE DATA OVER
THE THREE ACADEMIC YEARS

Items Course 2019- Course 2020- Course 2021-
2020 2021 2022
X| oM X] o|[M|X] oM

Applicability and difficulty of the TLP experience
D(_) you cqn3|derwhat you have learned from 248! 5661 51 470! 535| 5| 263| 490! 5
this experience to be useful?
It is an innovative experience, because it
develops new or creative solutions.
It is an effective experience, because it
demonstrates a positive and tangible impact | 4.64 | 549 | 5 | 443 | 568 | 4 | 434 | 591 | 4
of improvement.
It is a sustainable experience, because it is
maintained over time and can produce long- | 4.30| .648| 4 | 433| .802| 5 | 418 .673| 4
lasting effects.
It is a replicable experience, because it can be
used as a model to be developed in other 458 | 561 | 5| 460| .675| 5| 4.44| 561 | 4
contexts.
What is the degree of difficulty of the
experience?

427 .719| 4 | 410| 885| 5| 420| .632| 4

315 .870| 3 | 297| 669| 3 | 340 .812| 3

Skills acquisition
Do you think that this experience has helped
you to acquire professional competences? 4.73| 4521 5| 467 479 | 514541 505 5
Does the assessment that has been planned
favour the acquisition of professional 433 645| 4 | 453 .730| 5| 420 | 677 4
competences?

Assessment and feedback
How do you value the help received by the 448! 7550 5| 230 651 51 217! 707| 4
teacher? ' ' ' ' ' '
How do you value the help received by your
colleagues?

3.76| .830| 4 | 417| .791| 5| 3.89| .963| 4

Satisfaction
434 653 | 4 | 443| 568 | 4 | 411 | 631| 4

Indicates the overall satisfaction in relation to
the experience .

Indicates overall satisfaction in relation to the
evaluation of the experience.

403 637 | 4 | 410| 548| 4 | 3.74| .701| 4
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According to the results of Table 3 regarding the category of applicability and difficulty of the TLP
experience, students consider TLP to be useful, innovative, effective, sustainable and replicable (means
between 4.18 and 4.70). In addition, students do not perceive the experience as very difficult (averages
between 2.97 and 3.40).

As for the second category concerning the acquisition of competences, the students agree quite strongly
that the TLP help to acquire professional competences (averages between 4.54 and 4.73), and that the
evaluation system used was quite conducive to the acquisition of these competences (averages between
4.20 and 4.53).

With regard to assessment and feedback, the results show that the help received by the teacher has a
high average (between 4.17 and 4.48), but the help received by classmates has a lower average (between
3.76 and 4.17), although it is still a high average. Thus, students rate teaching help better than help from
their peers.

Student satisfaction reflects that they are quite satisfied with the TLP experience. Moreover, in relation
to the evaluation of the experience, the students are somewhat and fairly in agreement with the F&SA
system used (averages between 3.74 and 4.10).

With regard to the open question at the end of the questionnaire, “Do you have any comments or
observations about the experience,” some students wanted to reflect on various issues:

Regarding the repetition of resources, some students consider that:

“We have seen repetitive things and some of them are difficult to carry out in our future
teaching. Due to the lack of willingness of many centres, the lack of innovation and time
raised.” (A25- 2019/20)

In contrast, other students point out that, with adaptations, TLP resources can be carried out with
children:

“Lots of resources to use (being able to be modified and adapted) tomorrow with the little
ones.” (A14- 2019/20)

Pupils are grateful for the help received by the teaching staff when the workload accumulates:

“l would like to comment that the teacher has been quite good in giving us time to do the
PAT even though we were behind schedule.” (A5- 2020/21)

Finally, one group points out the lack of motivation and willingness to learn throughout the
implementation of the different TLP groups:

“To my TLP group it is a challenge that we try to learn and enjoy both ourselves and pass
it on to the rest, however, there are many people who do not take it that way and it makes
the TLP practices a bit heavy at times.” (A30- 2019/20)

In the following Table 4, we present the results after performing the one-factor ANOVA test. In our

case, the independent variable is the academic year, since we want to know if there are significant
differences between the groups of the different academic years. The significance value is p<0.05.
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TABLE 4
RESULTS OF THE ONE-FACTOR ANOVA TEST OF THE ITEMS REFERRING TO TLP

Questionnaire items Sumof | df Mean F ANOVA
Squares Square

1. Do you think that this experience has helped .602 2 301 1,306 276
you to acquire professional competences?

2. Does the evaluation that has been proposed 1.804 2 .902 1.930 151
favour the acquisition of professional
competences?

3. Do you consider what you have learnt from .766 2 .383 1.362 .261
this experience useful?

4.1. 1t is an innovative experience, because it A71 2 .235 423 .656
develops new or creative solutions.

4.2. 1t is an effective experience, because it 1.519 2 .760 2.337 102
demonstrates a positive and tangible impact of
improvement.

4.3. 1t is a sustainable experience, because it is 453 2 227 439 .646

maintained over time and can produce long-
lasting effects.

4.4.1tis a replicable experience, when it is possible 481 2 240 672 516
to use it as a model to develop it in other
contexts.

5. How do you value the help received by the 1.680 2 .840 1.680 192
teacher?

6. How do you value the help received by your 2.730 2 1.365 1..807 170
colleagues?

7. State your overall satisfaction with the 1.789 2 .895 2.328 .103
experience.

8. State your overall satisfaction in relation to the | 2,389 2 1,195 2,959 .057
evaluation of the experience.
9. What is the degree of difficulty of the 3,085 2 1,542 2,458 .091
experience?

As can be seen in Table 4, there are no significant differences in the means of the academic years
studied. This reflects the consistency of the TLP design and the F&SA systems of the subject throughout
the academic years.

Table 5 presents the results of the students’ perception of the advantages of the F&SA system
implemented in the subject.
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TABLE5
STUDENTS’ PERCEPTION OF THE ADVANTAGES OF THE SUBJECT’S F&SA SYSTEM

Items Course 2019-2020 | Course 2020-2021 | Course 2021-2022
X o | M X o M| X | o | M
1. Offers alternatives to all 434 | 653 | 4| 440 |.621| 4 |423|.808] 5
students.
2. Thereis a prior, negotiated and
consensual contract of the 4.22 1.039 | 4 443 |.898| 5 |450|.615| 5
evaluation system.
3. Itis focused on the process, 450 | 672 | 5| 490 |.305|5 |451|562]5
importance of daily work.
4. The student is an active learner. 4.75 440 | 5 487 |.346| 5 | 446 | .657| 5
5. Teamwork is approached in a 459 | 550 | 5| 470 |.466| 5 | 460|553 5
collaborative way.
6. The learner is more motivated,
the learning process is more 4.03 752 | 4 430 |.596| 4 |4.06|.765| 4
motivating.
7. Grading is fairer. 3.94 669 | 4 427 |.691| 4 |386]|.845| 4
8. Improved academic tutoring
(monitoring and helping the 4.50 762 | 5 423 | 568 | 4 |4.26|.553 | 4
student).
9. Allows functional learning. 4.50 508 | 4 437 | 556 | 4 |440|.710 | 4
10. Generates meaningful learning. 4.63 492 | 5 473 |.450| 5 |440|.553 | 4
11. Much more is learned. 4.53 621 | 5 470 | 596 |5 |434|.684|5
12. Improves the quality of the 444 | 716 | 5| 453 |.681| 5 |409|.818] 4
work required.
13. There is an interrelation 472 | 523 | 5| 453 |.620|5 |449].658] 5
between theory and practice.
14. It assesses all possible aspects
(in terms of knowledge, know- 4.50 508 | 4 453 | 507 |5 |429)|.519 | 4
how, being and being).
15. There is feedback on
documents and activities. 4.69 535 | 5 470 |.535|5 443 |.608| 5
16. There is a possibility to correct
mistakes in documents and 4.84 369 | 5 483 | .461| 5 |451|.562|5
activities.
17. There is more individualised 419 780 | 4 417 | 9131 5 | 397 | 747 | 4
follow-up.
18. Requires more accountability. 4.65 608 | 5 463 | 556 |5 |463|.598]| 5

As can be seen in Table 5, the results are very positive: the arithmetic means are in all courses higher
than 3.86 for all items.

The items with the highest arithmetic mean across the three courses, and with a mode of 5 are: 3. It is
focused on the process, importance of daily work; 4. There is an interrelation between theory and practice;
15. There is feedback on documents and activities; 16. There is a possibility to correct mistakes in
documents and activities; and 18. It requires more responsibility.

Therefore, students consider these to be the main advantages of the F&SA system implemented in the
subject (averages between 4.34 and 4.90).
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The item with the lowest mean across the three courses is The grading is fairer, with means between
3.86 and 4.27. But it still has quite high averages. So, in general, students agree quite well with the items
analysed.

Table 6 shows the results after the one-factor ANOVA test. Similarly, the independent variable is the
academic year in order to find out whether there are significant differences between the different groups.
The significance value is p<0.05.

TABLE 6
RESULTS OF THE ONE-FACTOR ANOVA TEST OF THE ITEMS REFERRING TO THE
ADVANTAGES OF THE F&SA SYSTEM USED IN THE SUBJECT

Questionnaire items Sumof | df Mean F ANOVA
Squares Square
1. It offers alternatives to all students. .503 2 251 507 .604
2. Thereis a prior, negotl_ated and consensual 1.404 5 702 942 304
contract on the evaluation system.
3. \I,:cl(;srll"ocused on the process, importance of daily 3196 9 1598 5474 | 006*
4. The student is an active learner. 2.940 2 1.470 5.722 | .005*
5. There is a collaborative approach to team work. 220 2 110 .392 677
6. The stuo!ent is more _mot_lvated, the learning 1347 9 673 1328 270
process is more motivating.
7. Grading is fairer. 2.962 2 1.481 2.676 074
8. It improves academic tutoring (monitoring and
help for the student). 1.349 2 675 1.426 245
9. It allows functional learning. .303 2 152 521 596
10. It allows meaningful learning. 1.903 2 .952 3.764 | .027*
11. Much more is learned. 2.072 2 1.036 2.553 .083
12. It improves the quality of the work required. 3.689 2 1.844 3.329 | .040*
13. Therg is an interrelation between theory and 992 9 196 1344 266
practice.
14. It evaluates all possible aspects (knowing,
knowing how to do, knowing how to be or 1.205 2 .602 2.301 .106
being).
15. There is feedback on documents and activities. 1.573 2 787 2.486 .089
16. There is the p033|b_|ll_t3_/ of correcting mistakes in 2 356 9 1178 5042 | 007*
documents and activities.
17. There is a more individualised follow up. .956 2 478 725 487
18. It requires more responsibility. .005 2 .002 .007 993

As can be seen in Table 6, there are significant differences between the averages of the different
academic years in five items: 3.- It is focused on the process, importance of daily work; 4.- The student
carries out active learning; 10.- It allows significant learning; 12.- It improves the quality of the work
required; and 16.- There is the possibility of correcting errors in documents and activities.

Table 7 shows the results of the students’ perception of the disadvantages of the F&SA system of the
subject.
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TABLE 7
STUDENTS’ PERCEPTION OF THE DRAWBACKS OF THE F&SA SYSTEM OF

THE SUBJECT
Items Cogrse 2019-2020 Cgurse 2020-2021 Cogrse 2021-2022
X o M| X o M X o M

1. It requires compulsory and
active attendance.
2. It has an unfamiliar working

4.56 759 | 5 | 463 | 55 | 5 409 |1011 | 4

dynamic, lack of habit. 268 | 1275 2 |323|1633| 3 260 |1.265| 3
3. It requires continuity. 4.72 457 | 5 | 477 ] 504 | 5 4.69 631 | 5
4. Itis necessary to understand it 416 847 | 51413 | 681 | 2 406 838 | 4
beforehand.
5. Requires more effort. 4.44 914 | 5 1430]1149| 5 4.40 812 | 5
6. |Itisdifficulttoworkinagroup. | 272 1301 | 2 | 243 [1165| 2 2.79 946 | 2
7. Alotofworkcanpileupatthe | 577 | 1383 |5 |393|1.143| 5 | 354 |1197] 5

end.

8. There is a disproportion
between work/credits.

9. The grading process is more
complex and sometimes 216 | 1036 | 1 | 277 | 1524 | 2 266 |1.027 | 2
unclear.

10. It generates insecurity and
uncertainty, doubts about what 2.06 914 | 1 | 253 |1.008| 3 246 | 1172 2
is to be done.

11. It is unfair compared to other 2.03 933 | 1|207|1461| 1 237 1239 |1
evaluation processes.

12. The corrections have been 1.56 948 | 1240|1276 1 194 11187 | 1
unclear.

13. The assessment of the work is
subjective.

14. It requires me to participate in
my own evaluation (self- 4.50 672 | 5450 | 777 | 5 451 742 | 5
evaluation).

388 | 1129 | 5 | 287 |1676| 1 357 1170 3

200 |1136| 1 |227|1143| 1 244 11501 |1

As Table 7 shows, the items with the highest arithmetic mean (means between 4.06 and 4.72) and
which, therefore, are the main disadvantages according to the students’ perception are: 1; Requires
compulsory and active attendance; 3. It requires continuity; 4. It is necessary to understand it beforehand;
5. It requires more effort; and 14. It requires me to participate in my own evaluation (self-evaluation).
Items 3, 5 and 14 always have a mode of 5, so they always have a very high rating.

As for the items with the lowest arithmetic mean, and which, therefore, students do not consider
disadvantages of the F&SA system because they have little or no agreement with them, they are: 2. it has
unfamiliar work dynamics, lack of habit; 6. there is difficulty in working in groups; 9. The marking process
is more complex and sometimes unclear; 10. It generates insecurity and uncertainty, doubts about what to
do; 11. It is unfair compared to other assessment processes; and 12. Corrections have been unclear; and
13. The assessment of the work is subjective.

This means that students do not consider these items to be drawbacks of the F&SA system used in the
subject. In addition, the item corrections were unclear is the item with the lowest arithmetic means (between
1.56 and 2.40).
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Table 8 presents the results of the one-factor ANOVA test on the items of the questionnaire on the
drawbacks of the F&SA system carried out in the subject. Likewise, the independent variable is the
academic year in order to find out if there are significant differences between the different groups. The
significance value is p<0.05.

TABLE 8
RESULTS OF THE ONE-FACTOR ANOVA TEST OF THE ITEMS REFERRING TO THE
DISADVANTAGES OF THE F&SA SYSTEM USED IN THE SUBJECT

Questionnaire items Sumof | df | Mean F ANOVA
Squares Square

1. It requires compulsory and active attendance. 5.921 2 | 2960 | 4518 .013*

2. It has an unfamiliar work dynamic, lack of habit. 7.449 2 | 3724 | 1918 153

3. It requires continuity. .106 2 .053 182 .834

4. 4.-Itis necessary to understand it beforehand. 181 2 .091 143 .867

5. It requires a greater effort. 312 2 .156 .169 .845

6. Itis difficult to work in a group. 2.262 2 | 1131 | .866 424

7. A lot of work can be accumulated at the end. 2.518 2 | 1259 | .813 447

8. There is a disproportion between work and credits. 16503 | 2 | 8.252 | 4.630 .012*

9. The m_arklng process is more complex and 6.460 5 | 3230 | 2218 115
sometimes not very clear.

10. It generates insecurity and uncertainty, doubts about 4.055 5 | 2028 | 1.868 160
what has to be done.

11. It is unfair in comparison with other assessment 2 354 5| 1177 | 785 459
processes.

12. The corrections have been unclear. 10.874 | 2 | 5437 | 4.157 .019*

13. The evaluation of the work is subjective. 3.241 2 | 1620 | .990 376

14. It requires me to participate in my own evaluation 005 2 002 004 996
(self-evaluation).

According to the results shown in Table 8, the items in which significant differences can be seen
between the three academic years analysed are: 1.- It requires compulsory and active attendance; 8.- There
is a disproportion between work/credits; and 12.- The corrections have been unclear.

DICUSSION

Regarding the first objective of the study on the analysis of the results of the applicability and difficulty
of the TLP Good Practice, the students consider TLP to be useful, innovative, effective, sustainable and
replicable. These results are the same as those found by other studies such as Lopez-Pastor et al. (2020),
Lopez-Pastor et al. (2021) and Martinez-Minguez (2016).

Regarding the category of competence acquisition, students consider that TLP and the F&SA system
used help to acquire professional competences. In this sense, Gutiérrez et al. (2018) and Manrique et al.
(2010) claim that the combination of good practices, such as TLP, and F&SA systems help the acquisition
of professional competences of PTE students.

In the third category on evaluation and feedback, the results show that students value the support
received from teachers more highly than from peers. Feedback is the most important part of the TLP
development process, as it focuses on correcting and redirecting students’ mistakes (Nicol et al., 2014;
Panadero et al., 2017). In this sense, the results of the study do not coincide with those found by Bono and
NuUfez-Pefia (2018), who state that peer feedback has an impact on learning and that, in addition, the
feedback provided by the teacher converts it into internal feedback among peers because it has better results.
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In short, the results show that students are quite satisfied with the TLP experience. This satisfaction
with this good practice is also reflected in the study by Barba et al. (2010) and Martinez-Minguez et al.
(2019).

Regarding the ANOVA analysis to check if there are significant differences between academic years,
it is worth noting that in the TLP data there are no significant differences between items, which reflects the
consistency of the design of the good practice throughout the courses.

With regard to the second objective, concerning the analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of
the F&SA system used in the same subject, it should be noted that the results are very positive. All the
items analysed in relation to the advantages of the F&SA system obtained high averages, so the students
consider that the F&SA system has several advantages, among them that learning is active and more is
learnt, there is an interrelation between theory and practice and there is the possibility of correcting errors
in the process and in the product. These advantages were already reflected in studies such as those by Nieva
et al. (2021) and in a study a decade ago by Vallés et al. (2011).

As for the disadvantages that students point out about the F&SA system of the subject, they are: the
requirement for compulsory and active attendance; the requirement for continuity and greater effort; the
prior understanding of the assessment system; and the requirement to carry out self-assessments. These
results are similar to those found by Romero et al. (2015). The rest of the items analysed obtained low and
very low averages, so the students do not consider them to be disadvantages to be highlighted.

Over the academic years, the item concerning participation in the evaluation process has hardly changed
in the mean over the academic years (mean of 4.50 or 4.51). In addition, it is worth noting that the item on
the disproportion of work and credits has ambivalent results. The means range from 2.87 to 3.88, but the
mode is 5 in the academic year 2019-2020, 1 in the academic year 2020-2021 and 3 in the academic year
2021-2022. In addition, the item Corrections have been unclear is the item with the lowest arithmetic means
(between 1.56 and 2.40), which reflects the idea of feedback being applied throughout the course, both oral
and written. Canabal and Margalef (2017) and Nicol et al. (2014) state that feedback helps to correct errors,
because corrections should be as clear as possible, both by teachers and students.

As for the significant difference in the means after the one-factor ANOVA test, it should be noted that
there are hardly any significant differences between the academic years. There are few significant
differences in the advantages and disadvantages of the F&SA system implemented in the subject, with five
and three differences respectively, which reflects the firmness of the design of the subject’s assessment
system over time.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, the results found in the study are very positive, reaffirming the consistency of the subject
design in terms of good practice and the F&SA system in place. The students consider that there are more
advantages than disadvantages in the F&SA system used. The main limitation of the study is the small
sample of students. As future research, it would be interesting to increase the number of years of the study
in order to continue checking the consistency of its design.

This research may be of interest to PTE teachers who carry out TLP combined with F&SA systems or
who wish to implement them in the classroom.
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