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Abstract

The aim of this article is to identify the effectiveness of a teacher education program based
on student perceptions. In this aim, a longitudinal research project was carried out with
a sample of 14,229 students at a Spanish university who evaluated their teachers (using
a Likert-type scale) after they completed a teacher training program. The CEDA teacher
evaluation scale (α = 0.968; ω = 0.968) was used to assess students’ perceptions of the
instructor’s role as a facilitator of learning. Complementary qualitative information was
also collected, which complemented the quantitative findings. The first conclusion is the
positive impact of key variables of the teacher training program: the pedagogical model,
educational innovation, and evaluation strategies. Secondly, the students’ perception was
slightly better in relation to the pedagogical model, followed by evaluation strategies and
finally educational innovation. Thirdly, although students generally rated the teaching
of technical subjects more highly than the humanities, the perception of change linked
to teacher training was positive for all subjects. Finally, there was a slight difference in
students’ perceptions according to the academic course (second, third, or fourth). All of the
above should be considered for future teacher training programs.

Keywords: teacher training; effectiveness; teacher evaluation; higher education

1. Introduction
Post-secondary teachers, as activators of student learning, are a fundamental ele-

ment in achieving significant changes in the quality of higher education [1–3]. Excellent
instructors make a difference; they can ‘guide learning through classroom interactions,
monitor learning and provide feedback, attend to affective attributes and influence student
outcomes’ [3]. Our research question is this: what are the key variables of a teacher training
program considered from the student’s perception of the teaching–learning process?

Higher education institutions, as both drivers and scenarios of continuous change,
need to update and adapt their teaching practices to meet new challenges [4]. However,
despite much effort, investment and time, the results are not always positive. What
elements should be included in a teaching–learning process (and in teacher training) to
have a good impact on students’ perceptions of the quality of their education? What do
instructors need to learn to help all students achieve their potential? [5,6]. There is no
magic formula, but there are valuable experiences that can be shared, including that of
the Universidad Francisco de Vitoria in Madrid, the results of which are presented in
this article. This university implemented a teacher training program called “Educate to
Transform” (in Spanish “Formar para Transformar”, hereafter FpT). The course design
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considered the connection and coherence of the content, the use of mentoring practices,
and learning in professional communities, in line with expert recommendations [7]. The
FpT training program was launched from June to September 2020.

The results of the program, measured by changes in post-secondary teachers’ attitudes
towards innovation and practices, were positive, and the results have been published [8].
However, the impact of the program on students’ perceptions of the teaching–learning
process has not yet been measured. The aim of this article is to fill this gap and provide
guidelines for the development of future teacher training programs. The variables (which
are elements of the teacher training program) we have analyzed in this study are as follows:
the pedagogical model, educational innovation, and evaluation strategies.

The pedagogical model of FpT focuses on the importance of community and interper-
sonal encounter, the search for truth, goodness, and a synthesis of knowledge [9,10], in line
with the thinking of many authors [11–13]. The pedagogical model of the UFV [10] has
three steps: awaken, discover, and decide. This model has elements in common with the
experiential learning model [14]. It is based on the dynamism of human action; it seeks to
awaken desire and connect the learner with meaningful questions to reflect critically and
make responsible decisions.

The second variable of FpT, educational innovation, deals with the development and
use of teaching methods that facilitate the creation of meaningful learning experiences. In
other words, the aim is to promote self-discovery through learning, a process of interpella-
tion of students for their personal growth and fulfillment [15]. To achieve this innovation
in the classroom, the FpT training program proposed a rethinking of the objectives or end
goals of university courses and the pedagogical models best suited to achieving them.
The FpT program offered instructors the opportunity (through asynchronous videos and
texts, as well as synchronous online meetings) to consider and internalize different teach-
ing methodologies and innovative teaching tools and techniques, such as project-based
learning, learning service, problem-based learning, gamification, cooperative learning,
simulations, etc.

The third variable of the FpT program is evaluation strategies. The rethinking and
renewal of evaluation strategies is based on the premise that they are an integral part of
the learning process itself, rather than the end or conclusion of the process [16]. As such,
evaluation strategies not only provide students with feedback on their strengths and areas
for improvement but also serve as a learning experience. The aim is for students to take
responsibility for their own learning, making them aware of their ‘journey’ so far and the
road ahead [10].

The FpT training program was delivered to instructors in an online format. Three
synchronous online meeting points were established [8]:

• Introductory seminar: to explain the role of evaluation as part of the learning process,
the importance of innovation in teaching practice through different methodologies,
and the potential of the new virtual learning platform (CANVAS).

• Encounter session: to share in community the discoveries and skills acquired, as well
as encourage links between different models and the path taken so far.

• Closing session: to summarize in community the skills acquired and to organize their
application to the courses, including the redesign of courses, teaching guides, and
virtual classrooms.

The main content of the course was delivered asynchronously online, with the help of
mentors and tutorials to clarify doubts and encourage individual and group learning.

The general objective of the research is to identify the effectiveness of a teacher training
program based on the student’s perception of teaching practice. The specific aims of the
study to achieve this overall aim were (1) to identify any statistically significant differences
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in students’ perceptions of the three dependent variables of the teacher training program,
the pedagogical model, the educational innovation and the evaluation strategies according
to the academic year (2018–2019; 2019–2020; 2020–2021; 2021–2022; 2022–2023), the aca-
demic course (second, third, and fourth), and the type of subject (technical or humanistic)
and the interaction between these variables, and (2) to know students’ opinion on the
changes in teaching practice in terms of the pedagogical model, educational innovation,
and the renewed evaluation strategies.

2. Material and Methods
2.1. Methodological Approach

The study used a quantitative ex post facto methodology by cohort [17]. The research
was carried out after the first academic semester following the implementation of the FpT
training program.

In addition, qualitative data were collected to confirm and gain a deeper insight into
the results of the quantitative analysis [18].

2.2. Variables

The dependent variable of the study was the students’ perception of the teaching
practice of UFV professors as facilitators of their learning process. Specifically, three aspects
were evaluated: the pedagogical model, educational innovation, and the renewed evalua-
tion strategies.

The study used the following independent variables: academic year, academic course,
and type of subject.

The academic year 2018–2019, before the pandemic, was used as a reference. The
implementation of the FpT training program took place at the end of the academic year
2019–2020, the year of the pandemic.

The academic courses included in the study were 2nd, 3rd, and 4th. All university
degrees in Spain have four academic courses. The first academic course was not included
in the study because there was no previous experience to compare with the teaching prior
to the FpT program.

The last independent variable was the type of subject. Subjects were divided into
humanistic and technical subjects. Humanistic subjects were those related to anthropology,
ethics, or theology. Technical subjects were those specific to areas of science.

2.3. Participants

The target population of the study was UFV students of the academic years 2018–2019,
2019–2020, 2020–2021, 2021–2022 and 2022–2023, and an intentional sampling method was
used. For the inferential study, the sample consisted of 14,229 students. By academic year,
the sample was distributed as follows: 20.6% (n = 2933) in 2018–2019, 21.6% (n = 3070) in
2019–2020, 20.1% (n = 2855) in 2020–2021, 19.7% (n = 2804) in 2021–2022 and 18% (n = 2567)
in 2022–2023. The inclusion criteria selected students in the second (42%), third (31.5%),
and fourth (26.5%) academic course of their degree programs. The researchers selected
degree programs with at least one humanistic subject in the academic course.

For the qualitative study, the sample consisted of 34 students, all of whom were student
delegates or sub-delegates. All faculties of the university were represented in both parts of
the study. Delegates and sub-delegates, due to their representative function, are particularly
well positioned to identify meaningful changes in the teaching–learning process.
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2.4. Instruments

The CEDA “Questionnaire on the Impact of Teaching Practice on Students” was
used to collect information. This questionnaire has been used by the UFV for 25 years to
measure students’ perceptions. The original version was first developed and validated
by García Ramos [19] and has been slightly modified over the years to adapt to new
teaching-learning circumstances. The information was provided by the UFV Department
of Institutional Evaluation.

For this study, we decided to use 14 items from the scale (maximum score of 84) on the
role of the instructors as facilitators of learning. The items could theoretically be grouped
into three variables according to whether they assessed the pedagogical model (maximum
score of 36 points), educational innovation (maximum score of 24) and evaluation strate-
gies (maximum score of 24). The internal consistency of the questionnaire (Table 1) was
excellent [20].

Table 1. Internal consistency of the scale and variables.

Variable Cronbach’s Alpha McDonald’s Omega Number of Items

Total 0.968 0.968 14
Pedagogical model 0.917 0.916 6

Educational Innovation 0.901 0.905 4
Evaluation Strategies 0.922 0.922 4

In order to collect qualitative information, a series of open-ended questions were
designed to elicit students’ opinions on the perceived changes in teaching practice since
the 2020–2021 academic year. The open questions addressed the following areas: (a) the
characteristics of the courses that most promoted integral education (corresponding to the
‘pedagogical model’ variable), (b) the perceived changes in the way instructors conducted
classes (corresponding to the ‘educational innovation’ variable), and (c) the perceived
changes in evaluations (corresponding to the ‘evaluation strategies’ variable).

2.5. Data Collection

To conduct the study, information was collected from two sources. The first was
a questionnaire on students’ perceptions of teaching practice (CEDA) for the academic
years 2018–2019, 2019–2020, 2020–2021, 2021–2022, and 2022–2023. These evaluations were
accessible thanks to the help of the UFV Vice-Rectorate for Quality and Organisational
Change. All students signed an informed consent form before participating in the study.
The second was an online questionnaire with the open-ended questions mentioned above.
It was administrated at the end of the 2020–2021 academic year.

2.6. Data Analysis

First, the internal consistency of the instrument was estimated by calculating Cron-
bach’s Alpha and McDonald’s Omega.

For the first objective of the study, randomized two-way ANOVA tests were used, as
well as one-way repeated measures ANOVA. The sample effect size was also estimated [21].

For the second aim of the study, thematic discourse analysis was used to create
semantic networks [18].

Quantitative analysis of the results was carried out using IBM SPSS v.26 and R Studio
v.4.0.4. The qualitative analysis was carried out using the program Atlas.Ti. v.9.1.
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3. Results
In terms of the results obtained, the inferential results are presented first, followed

by the qualitative results. Furthermore, within each of the sections, the results are orga-
nized according to the dependent variables—pedagogical model, educational innovation,
and evaluation strategies. Furthermore, in each of the sections, the results obtained are
presented according to the academic year, the type of subject, and the academic course, as
well as the interaction between them.

3.1. Results on Pedagogical Model

Table 2 below shows the means and standard deviations of the “Pedagogical model”
score by academic year, academic course, and subject type.

Table 2. Mean (standard deviation) of the main effects of the “Pedagogical model”.

Year Mean (SD) Course Mean (SD) Subject Mean (SD)

2018–2019 28.08 (1.122) 2º 29.68 (1.08) Humanistic 28.87 (1.08)
2019–2020 29.41(1.121) 3º 29.56 (1.09) Technical 30.56 (1.08)
2020–2021 30.51 (1.125) 4º 29.91 (1.10)
2021–2022 29.71 (1.125)
2022–2023 30.87 (1.133)

Regarding the main effects found, a significant main effect was observed, with a mod-
erate effect size, and an adequate observed power of the academic year (F (2, 14183) = 75.78;
p < 0.001; η = 0.021; 1 − β = 1). The effect of subject type (F (1, 14183) = 226.14; p < 0.001;
η = 0.016; 1 − β = 1) on the pedagogical model variable was also significant, moderate,
and adequate. On the other hand, the effect of the academic course was not significant
(p = 0.055).

In the information collected after the post hoc analyses, it was observed that there
were significant differences between the academic years, except when comparing years
2019–2020 and 2021–2022 and 2020–2021 and 2022–2023. In these cases, the results are
similar. Moreover, it was observed that technical subjects scored significantly higher in the
pedagogical model variable than humanistic subjects.

As for the interaction effects, we first observed a significant interaction effect with
a weak effect size and an adequate power of academic year and course (F (4, 14183) = 6.31;
p < 0.001; η = 0.004; 1 − β = 1). Comparisons between the academic year and course
(Table 3) revealed that (a) in the second course, significant differences were found in all
comparisons except between academic years 2018–2019 and 2019–2020, academic years
2019–2020 and 2021–2022, and academic years 2020–2021 and 2022–2023. (b) In the third
course, significant differences were only found between academic year 2018–2019 and all
other academic years. The remaining differences were not significant. (c) In the fourth
course, all differences were significant except for the comparison of academic year 2019–
2020 with academic year 2021–2022 and academic year 2020–2021 with academic year
2021–2022.

Table 3. Mean (standard deviation) of the interaction effect between the academic year and course of
the “Pedagogical model”.

Course
Year

2018–2019 2019–2020 2020–2021 2021–2022 2022–2023

2º 28.16 (1.19) 28.82 (1.17) 30.63 (1.18) 29.56 (1.19) 31.22 (1.19)
3º 28.02 (1.20) 30.05 (1.23) 30.30 (1.21) 29.59 (1.20) 29.75 (1.22)
4º 28.06 (1.22) 29.35 (1.21) 30.61 (1.24) 29.88 (1.24) 31.64 (1.26)



Societies 2025, 15, 272 6 of 16

Secondly, a significant interaction effect was observed with a weak effect size and
adequate power (F (2, 14182) = 9.15; p < 0.001; η= 0.003; 1 − β = 1) of academic year and
subject type (Figure 1). All differences were found to be significant except for humanistic
subjects when comparing years 2018–2019 and 2019–2020 and when comparing years 2020–
2021 and 2022–2023 and except for technical subjects when comparing years 2019–2020
with years 2020–2021 and 2021–2022.
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Figure 1. Mean scores of the “Pedagogical model” by academic year and type of subject.

Thirdly, an interaction effect was observed between the academic course and subject
type (F (2, 14183) =163.92; p < 0.001; η = 0.023; 1 − β = 1). In humanistic subjects, all pairwise
comparisons were significant, except when comparing the second and fourth course. On the
other hand, all pairwise comparisons were significant in technical subjects, with third-year
students giving their instructors the highest scores on this variable (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Mean scores of the “Pedagogical model” by academic course and type of subject.
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3.2. Results on Educational Innovation

Table 4 below shows the means and standard deviations of the “Educational Innova-
tion” score by academic year, academic course, and subject type.

Table 4. Mean (standard deviation) of the the main effects as concerns “Educational Innovation”.

Year Mean (SD) Course Mean (SD) Subject Mean (SD)

2018–2019 17.85 (5.06) 2º 18.78 (5.05) Humanistic 18.81 (5.43)
2019–2020 18.56 (4.96) 3º 18.76 (5.17) Technical 19.45 (4.69)
2020–2021 19.39 (4.65) 4º 19.02 (4.87)
2021–2022 18.87 (5.30)
2022–2023 19.64 (5.02)

Three significant main effects were found, with those corresponding to academic year
(F (4, 14202) = 61.63; p < 0.001; η = 0.017; 1 − β = 1), academic course (F (2, 14202) = 5.830;
p < 0.01; η = 0.001; 1 − β = 0.873), and subject type (F (1, 14202) = 273.202; p < 0.001; η = 0.019;
1 − β = 1). For the academic year, all comparisons were significant, except when comparing
the academic year 2019–2020 with 2021–2022. Regarding the academic course, there were
statistically significant differences when comparing the second and third course with the
fourth course. Differences between the second and third course were not significant. Finally,
higher mean scores were observed in technical subjects compared to humanistic ones.

Regarding the interaction effects, statistically significant differences were observed in
the interaction effect between academic year and course (F (8, 14203) = 3.03; p < 0.01; η = 0.002;
1 − β = 0.963). Pairwise comparisons (Table 5) showed that all comparisons were significant
except in the second course when comparing academic year 2018–2019 with 2019–2020 and
academic year 2019–2020 with academic year 2021–2022 and 2020–2021. In addition, in
the third course, the comparison of academic year 2019–2020 with 2020–2021 and 2021–
2022, the comparison of 2020–2021 with 2021–2022 and 2022–2023, and the comparison of
2022–2023 with all other years except 2018–2019 were not significant.

Table 5. Mean (standard deviation) in the interaction effect between academic year and course on
“Educational Innovation”.

Course
Year

2018–2019 2019–2020 2020–2021 2021–2022 2022–2023

2º 17.74 (5.24) 18.25 (5.04) 19.41 (4.67) 18.58 (5.36) 19.88 (4.67)
3º 17.83 (5.05) 18.94 (4.95) 19.31 (4.67) 19.03 (5.40) 18.87 (5.62)
4º 18.01 (4.82) 18.73 (4.80) 19.46 (4.60) 19.08 (5.06) 20.21 (4.62)

In the comparison between academic year and subject type, the effect was also sig-
nificant (F (4, 14202) = 8.502; p < 0.001; η = 0.002; 1 − β = 0.999). Pairwise comparisons
(Figure 3) showed that all comparisons were significant except in the humanistic subjects
when comparing years 2019–2010 and 2019–2020 and years 2020–2021 and 2022–2023. In the
technical subjects, the comparison between 2019–2020 and 2021–2022 was not significant.

Finally, in the comparison between academic year and subject (F (2, 14202) = 222.723;
p< 0.001; η = 0.030; 1 − β = 0.1). In the pairwise comparison (Figure 4), all the comparisons
were significant, except for the comparison in the humanities subject when comparing the
second and fourth course.
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Figure 3. Mean scores of “Educational Innovation” by academic year and type of subject.

 
Figure 4. Mean scores of “Educational Innovation” by academic course and type of subject.

3.3. Results on “Evaluation Strategies”

Table 6 below shows the means and standard deviations of the “Evaluation strategies”
score by academic year, academic course, and subject type.

Table 6. Mean (standard deviation) of the main effects of “Evaluation strategies”.

Year Mean (DT) Course Mean (SD) Subject Mean (SD)

2018–2019 18.01 (5.02) 2º 19.19 (5.01) Humanistic 18.35 (5.32)
2019–2020 18.87 (5.04) 3º 18.85 (5.29) Technical 19.77 (4.75)
2020–2021 19.69 (4.66) 4º 19.15 (4.93)
2021–2022 19.11 (5.34)
2022–2023 19.79 (5.08)

Three significant main effects were observed, with those corresponding to academic
year (F (4, 14202) = 59.09; p < 0.001; η = 0.016; 1 − β =1), academic course (F (2, 14202) = 4.64;
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p < 0.05; η = 0.001; 1 − β = 0.784), and subject type (F (1, 14202) = 324,152; p < 0.001; η = 0.022;
1 − β = 1).

All the comparisons regarding academic year were significant, except when comparing
the years 2019–2020 and 2021–2022 and the years 2020–2021 and 2022–2023. With respect to
the academic course, significant differences were observed in all the comparisons made
except when comparing the second and fourth course. Finally, it is in the technical subjects
that the evaluation strategies score is most noticeable.

Regarding the interaction effects, a significant effect of year and course on “Evaluation
strategies” was observed (F (1, 14202) = 5.540; p < 0.001; η = 0.003; 1 − β =1), as we can see in
Table 7.

Table 7. Mean (standard deviation) of the interaction effect between academic year and course as
concerns “Evaluation Strategies”.

Course
Year

2018–2019 2019–2020 2020–2021 2021–2022 2022–2023

2º 18.08 (5.09) 18.59 (5.21) 19.91 (4.57) 19.21 (5.26) 20.32 (4.55)
3º 17.89 (5.14) 19.27 (4.86) 19.46 (4.76) 19.21 (5.05) 18.69 (5.92)
4º 18.08 (5.02) 18.96 (4.89) 19.57 (4.69) 19.21 (5.21) 20.26 (4.90)

In the comparison between academic year and subject type, the effect was also sig-
nificant (F (4, 14202) = 8.502; p < 0.001; η = 0.002; 1 − β = 0.999). Pairwise comparisons
(Figure 5) showed that all comparisons were significant except for the humanities subjects
when comparing years 2018–2019 and 2019–2020 and years 2020–2021 and 2021–2022 with
2022–2023, and in the case of technical subjects, when comparing years 2019–2020 and
2020–2021 and years 2020–2021 and 2021–2022.

 
Figure 5. Mean scores of “Evaluation Strategies” by academic year and type of subject.

Finally, there was also a significant interaction effect between academic course and
subject (F (8, 14202) =189.265; p < 0.001; η = 0.026; 1 − β = 0.999). All pairwise comparisons
(Figure 6) were significant.
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Figure 6. Mean scores of “Evaluation Strategies” by academic course and type of subject.

3.4. Overall Results of the Teacher Training Program

Finally, the three variables assessed above (pedagogical model, educational innovation,
and evaluation strategies) were compared to test whether the students’ perceptions were
different. To perform this comparison, the variable scores were re-scaled to a 72-point
scale (Table 8), as the number of items were different. The analysis showed that there were
differences between the scores of the variables (F (2, 28236) =1198.376; p < 0.001; η2 = 0.078;
1 − β = 1). The pedagogical model showed the highest score, followed by evaluation
strategies and (closely) educational innovation.

Table 8. Original and scaled means (standard deviation) of the variables.

Variable Mean (SD) Comparison p Cohen’s d

Pedagogical Model 59.28 (13.37) 1 <0.001 0.403
Educational Innovation 56.51 (15.12) 2 <0.001 0.310

Evaluation Strategies 57.22 (15.26) 3 <0.001 0.095
Comparisons: 1 = Pedagogical Model–Educational Innovation; 2 = Pedagogical Model–Evaluation Strategies;
3 = Educational Innovation–Evaluation Strategies.

3.5. Qualitative Results

Regarding the “Pedagogical model”, students perceived that their instructors made
an effort to improve their learning experience. In general, the students identified certain
actions or practices of the instructors that reflected the pedagogical model of the UFV, which
is oriented towards integral education (“To educate the student as a person, apart from technical
knowledge”). This type of learning is understood by the students as experiential, practical,
and human learning, aimed at stimulating their creativity and developing their capacity
for synthesis (“They have space for debate and sharing; opinions are asked for and shared among
everyone”). Furthermore, the qualitative results show the commitment of the instructors
to build a closer relationship with the students, facilitating the work across the different
courses (“Thanks to the technology that has been included, there is a faster relationship between
the teacher and the student (even for tutorials via video calls), and, on the other hand, it promotes
learning (when you have not been able to attend class for various reasons, the recordings allow you
to replay the class over and over until you understand it, which is appreciated in terms of learning
time). There are students who find the class challenging, and these recordings help them decide their
own learning pace”). Figure 7 displays a semantic network of the discourse described above.
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Figure 7. Semantic network for the pedagogical model.

For “Educational innovation”, the students identified both positive and negative
aspects of teaching practice of their instructors. The positive aspects included the involve-
ment of instructors, and their capacity to adapt, their engagement and openness, and the
good structure of the course content (“They are 100% engaged with the class both inside and
outside the classroom.” The teachers were very attentive to any issues that each student might
have, and they were always willing to help). Students also mentioned the dynamism in the
classroom and the way instructors promoted students’ autonomy in the learning process
(“More practical assignments. Presentations by company employees. Practical exams on applied
theory. Volunteer/additional work beyond classroom readings.” They are dynamic, practical, and
long enough to maintain the student’s attention). On the negative side, students noted that on
many occasions instructors were rigid or inflexible and were sometimes unable to resolve
difficulties in the use of classroom technology, resulting in lost class time (“He/she did not
know how to use the technological tools of the classroom, and therefore, valuable time of the course
would be lost”). In addition, students perceived that their instructors were uncomfortable
with the hybrid format, indicating that this modality was not particularly conducive to
their learning and that they felt overloaded with work (“The vast majority of teachers, if not
all, felt very uncomfortable with hybrid or online classes”). Figure 8 presents a semantic network
of the issues noted above for the variable “Educational innovation”.

Finally, regarding the variable “Evaluation Strategies”, students indicated, as with
“Educational Innovation”, both positive aspects and areas for improvement. Among the
positive aspects, students noted that evaluations were practical, flexible, and technologically
accessible online (“There is flexibility on the part of the teachers in that the exams are not all
theoretical, but have adopted a more practical profile, as is the case with the projects; “The tests
available after some topics are a very useful tool for studying.”). They also considered evaluations
as a learning tool and the feedback they received from their instructors as an important
part of their learning process (“When the teachers write comments explaining what I got wrong
and how to improve for next time.”). In terms of negative aspects or areas for improvement,
students commented that the adaptation of classroom content to the online environment
(e.g., use of simulators) was not always optimal and that instructors’ demands were
often excessive, leading to an overload of work and exams. Students also identified
technical problems or bugs that reduced the effectiveness of the evaluation process (“When
technological failures occur, many teachers do not take them into account and there is no such
flexibility”). In some cases, students did not see any changes in the way evaluation was
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carried out, or they lacked effective feedback from their instructors (“In aspects not related to
technology or the virtual classroom, I have not noticed any changes”)

Figure 8. Semantic network for educational Innovation.

Figure 9 shows a semantic network for ‘renewed evaluation strategies’ based on the
above information.

Figure 9. Semantic network for evaluation strategies.

4. Discussion and Conclusions
The aim of this research project was to identify the effectiveness of a teacher education

program, based on student perceptions. A positive impact on all three variables (peda-
gogical model, educational innovation, and evaluation strategies) is observed in the three
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academic years after carrying out the program. It can be concluded that the teacher training
program has a positive efficacy on students, so it is plausible to consider an adequate
pedagogical model, a proposal for educational innovation and a renewal of evaluation
strategies as key variables.

It is noticeable that the positive impact is greatest in the year immediately following
the intervention, and it then decreases and increases again in the third year to a level
slightly higher than in the year following the intervention. Overall, we can say that the
program had a positive and stable effect over time. This finding confirms the importance of
systematic teacher training programs for university professors to develop the pedagogi-
cal, methodological, assessment, and technological competences necessary to implement
learning-centered educational models [22].

Secondly, the impact is similar for all three variables: pedagogical model, innovation,
and evaluation. The pattern is similar in all academic years, with the pedagogical model
being the best perceived variable, followed by evaluation and finally innovation.

Thirdly, although the training program has a positive impact and a similar trend on
both technical and humanistic subjects, the difference in students’ perception in favor of
teaching technical subjects is significant. These results are similar to those found in other
universities [23,24]. One explanation for the students’ perception could be the difficulty
of teaching humanistic subjects and the possible consideration that these subjects are less
relevant to the daily realities of students’ lives. Similar results were found in other courses,
such as statistics or data analysis. This is not to say that these subjects are less important
in building character and developing critical thinking in students. It would be helpful to
conduct further research into the causes and possible solutions to this poorer perception of
teaching performance in humanistic subjects.

In addition, the results show a clear difference in the evaluation of technical and
humanistic courses depending on the year of the students. Humanistic subjects were
scored significantly lower by third-course students than by second- and fourth-course
students. On the other hand, technical courses scored higher among students of the third
course. This may be explained by the organization of the curricula. In the second and
fourth courses, students are either establishing themselves in the university environment,
taking mainly introductory courses in their disciplines, or oriented towards their future
employment, finishing their studies and interested in their professionalization and the
final stages of their studies (internships and/or final projects). These results are similar to
those of the study by González [25], which found that first-year students are ‘disconcerted’
or ‘disoriented’ within the university environment, while final-year students experience
similar feelings, but in the face of future employment prospects.

Finally, the effect is similar in all variables, but there is a slight difference in students’
perceptions depending on the course, which suggests that different strategies should be
offered depending on the course; the pupils who perceive their instructors best are those in
the fourth course (e.g., at the end of their studies). In any case, the differences are small.
Differentiated teaching strategies should be designed according to the course.

The qualitative results are consistent and enrich the above explanation. Regard-
ing the pedagogical model, students perceive and value positively the university’s ped-
agogical model based on interpersonal encounters, open reasoning, and experiential
learning [26–28].

In addition, students emphasized the importance of establishing close relationships
between students and instructors, as well as interdisciplinary work. Again, as above,
students emphasized the importance of the student-teacher relationship and the importance
of mentoring. Both are fundamental elements of the educational project pursued by the
UFV. Interdisciplinary work can refer to the integration of knowledge, establishing a
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dialogue between the humanities, philosophy, and theology and specific fields of science.
It is certainly the essential role of any university to seek the integration or synthesis of
knowledge [29–31].

In terms of educational innovation, one of the aspects most valued by students was
the involvement and engagement of instructors in adapting to the new way of teaching.
The importance of instructors’ adaptation and involvement, as well as the greater auton-
omy of students as protagonists of their learning process, has been studied by several
authors [32,33]. However, adaptation is a process. Instructors need time to consolidate new
methodologies appropriate to a hybrid environment and to adjust content and workload
according to new teaching practices [34]. This last aspect also has implications for evalua-
tion strategies, especially for practical evaluation modalities [35]. Nevertheless, new forms
of evaluation are seen as an opportunity for learning, especially when instructors provide
meaningful feedback [36].

This work has a number of limitations that should be noted. Firstly, the research was
carried out with students from a single university, which prevents the external validity
of the study from being established. Future research should include students from other
universities in its sample to provide a more complete picture of how higher education
institutions are adapting their educational models and teaching practices to the needs of
the new educational scenario. Another limitation identified may be related to multiple
variables that affect the interpretation of the results, such as the teaching style, the years
of teaching practice, and the variables connected to the students’ own learning process,
including their commitment and motivation.

Despite its limitations, this study can be considered a useful exploratory study. The
results of the teaching practice evaluation questionnaires provide very valuable informa-
tion for faculty to improve the teaching–learning process. Instructors need to become
interpreters of evidence and know the effectiveness and impact of their teaching; ‘when
educators focus on defining, evaluating and understanding their impact, this leads to
maximizing student learning and achievement’ [2]. In any case, it seems clear that it is im-
portant to design and implement appropriate continuing education programs for university
teachers, as research suggests [37].

Future research could adopt an experimental design that includes a control group
(students taught by newly hired instructors who have not yet participated in the program).
This approach could provide stronger evidence of the program’s efficacy. Moreover, sub-
sequent studies may expand the analysis by examining potential differences in students’
perceptions across subject areas and academic years. This could allow for the development
of more tailored and effective training strategies.
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