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Abstract:

Feedback in the evaluation process has
become more important in teaching practice
since the start of the Covid-19 pandemic. The
aim of the present study is to analyse the con-
struct validity and reliability of the Sociofor-
mative Analytical Rubric for the Assessment
of Assertive Feedback (RASERA). This instru-
ment was applied to a sample of 525 students
from normal schools in Mexico. Exploratory
and confirmatory factor analysis were used
to analyse its construct validity. Its reliabil-
ity was analysed using Cronbach’s alpha.
The results of the first analysis revealed the
formation of two factors; the first, we called
execution of assertive feedback and the sec-
ond, representativeness of assertive feedback.
These two factors explained more than 65% of
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the variance and all of the items with signifi-
cant factor loadings were found in them (FL >
0.50). For its part, the CFA revealed a good fit
of this model (Ratio y*/df: 2.284; GFI: 0.909;
RMSEA: 0.068; RMR: 0.035; CFI: 0.966; TLI:
0.955). For each factor, the average variance
extracted, and the composite reliability were
pertinent (AVE > 0.50 and CR > 0.70) and
each item showed an adequate standardised
factor load (SFL > 0.50). The reliability analy-
sis gave optimal factor values (Cronbach’s al-
pha and McDonald’s omega > 0.85). We con-
clude that the RASERA instrument has ade-
quate psychometric properties.

Keywords: factor analysis, assertiveness, eval-
uation, teacher training, feedback, validation.
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Resumen:

La retroalimentacién en el proceso de eva-
luacién cobré mayor relevancia en las practicas
docentes durante la pandemia de COVID-19.
El objetivo del presente estudio fue realizar
un andlisis de la validez de constructo y con-
fiabilidad del instrumento «Ribrica Analitica
Socioformativa para la Evaluacién de la Re-
troalimentacion Asertiva» (RASERA). El ins-
trumento se aplicé a una muestra de 525 dis-
centes de escuelas normales en México. Para
el andlisis de validez de constructo se empled
el analisis factorial exploratorio y confirma-
torio, y el analisis de confiabilidad se efectud
mediante el Alfa de Cronbach. Los resultados
del primer analisis mostraron la conformacion
de dos factores; el primero se denominé Ejecu-
cién de la retroalimentacién asertiva y el se-
gundo Representatividad de la retroalimenta-
cién asertiva. Ambos factores explicaron mas

65 % de la varianza y en donde se encuentran
incorporados todos los items con cargas facto-
riales significativas (CF>0.50). Por su parte,
el AFC revel6 un buen ajuste de este mode-
lo (Razén y2/gl: 2.284; GFI: 0.909; RMSAE:
0.068; RMR: 0.035; CFI: 0.966; TLI: 0.955).
Se especifica que, para cada factor, la varianza
media extraida y la confiabilidad compuesta
fue pertinente (VME>0.50 y CC>0.70) y cada
item manifest6 una carga factorial estandari-
zada adecuada (CFE>0.50). Concerniente al
analisis de confiabilidad, se obtuvieron valores
optimos por factor (Alfa de Cronbach y Omega
de McDonald>0.85). Se concluye que el dispo-
sitivo RASERA posee propiedades psicométri-
cas adecuadas.

Descriptores: analisis factorial, asertividad,
evaluacion, formacion del profesado, retroali-
mentacion, validacion.

1. Introduction

Educational research has studied var-
ious aspects of evaluation: its evolution,
defined through evaluation models, its
application, and its methodology. Dur-
ing the Covid-19 pandemic, studies have
centred on feedback resulting from eval-
uation in virtual education (Castro et al.,
2020; Miguel, 2020; Temesio et al., 2021)
owing to its importance in decision mak-
ing by teachers to ensure that students
meet learning targets. Garcia-Jiménez
(2015) defines feedback as the relevant

tive strategies to apply to improve their
performance by improving evidence of
learning. Furthermore, a range of types
of feedback have been described: retroac-
tive-proactive, intrinsic-extrinsic, correc-
tive-indicative, assertive, specific-gener-
al, content-based, product-based, process
oriented, self-regulation centred, and
centred on the person itself, evaluative,
descriptive and returnable, prescriptive,
informative, confrontational, cathartic,
catalytic and supportive, evaluative-de-
scriptive, and negative-positive (Berlanga

information for learners to ensure that
they are aware of their learning progress,

iz,

Q)
§ 9
s

& Juarez, 2020a).

R

can become conscious of it, and can
take decisions about which metacogni-

Of those listed, we focus here on as-
sertive feedback. This entails consist-
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ently, respectfully, and cordially evaluat-
ing the learner’s performance throughout
all of the learning process and, is given in
an appropriate way for undertaking the
corresponding improvements (Berlan-
ga & Judrez, 2020b). This new feedback
proposal has its genesis in socioformative
evaluation, which includes stages of di-
agnosis, continuous appraisal, and feed-
back, the aim of which is to achieve the
established goals by developing the learn-
er’s talent (Tobdn, 2017).

In contrast, Sadler (1989) posits the
importance of involving learners in feed-
back making available the information ob-
tained to improve their performance. On
the same lines, Bordas and Cabrera (2001)
refer to forming evaluation, distinguishing
it from formative evaluation because the
feedback emanates from the learner’s ini-
tiative and reflection.

This being so, assertive feedback cor-
responds to what is outlined in forming
evaluation and its use offers a variety of
benefits, such as fostering self-evaluation
and self-regulation of learning because the
learner has a more active role and can lead
the evaluation, as it generates metacogni-
tive mechanisms. Likewise, it facilitates
consensual and participatory evaluation
and quality information to guide learn-
ers in improving their learning (Berlanga
& Juarez, 2020a). Another advantage of
adding assertiveness to feedback, is that
the teacher creates a positive classroom
environment, and so helps provide a solid
and integrated foundation for the learn-
er’s education (Monje et al., 2009; Triana
& Velasquez, 2014).

Tobon (2013) has set out the re-
quirements for implementing assertive
feedback. The first is that it should be
offered immediately while carrying out
the evaluated activity; the second is that
it is important to start by underlining
achievements and positive aspects, with
the purpose of accentuating motivation,
as Mejia and Pasek de Pinto (2017) note.
Other requirements are that the teacher
must guide learners with reasoning and
respect, while simultaneously giving
them the opportunity to make improve-
ments, so that feedback does not become
a series of instructions.

Berlanga and Juérez (2020a) affirm
that associating assertive feedback with
feedforward (Garcia-Jiménez, 2015) es-
tablishes a systematic and optimal pro-
cess for evaluating learning. Nonethe-
less, it is advisable to incorporate the
stages of the feedback for learning mod-
el proposed by Quezada and Salinas
(2021): literacy, signification, construc-
tion, comparison, reworking, and visual-
isation.

Assertive feedback is understood
from its perspectives as a dialogic and
sustainable activity. The first perspective
derives from the interaction between the
teacher and the learner; while the sec-
ond is because when it is combined with
feedforward, there is an effort to im-
prove the current evidence and identify
future learning needs (Quezada & Sali-
nas, 2021).

There are a number of instruments for
examining feedback in higher education,
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but despite the importance of feedback in
education, we found no contributions for
evaluating assertive feedback. In view of
the above, Berlanga and Judrez (2020a)
proposed the Socioformative Analytical
Rubric for the Assessment of Assertive
Feedback (RASERA), a teacher-train-
ing instrument that makes it possible
to analyse various aspects of assertive
feedback: its focus, execution, and rep-
resentativeness in the initial training of
teachers. It also provides data that give
information for improving teachers’ per-
formance in evaluating, for example, es-
tablishing the degree of assertiveness in
the evaluation process, because learners
are more likely to feel confident in ex-
pressing doubts, confusions or concerns
when this is given respectfully and cor-
dially and so are more likely to be capable
of leading their feedback themselves (To-
bon, 2017), and identifying other types
of feedback in teaching practices and
identifying features they share with as-
sertive feedback and how they differ from
it (Tunstall & Gipps, 1996; Torrance &
Pryor, 1998; Randall & Thornton, 2005;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Farahman &
Masoud, 2011; Evans, 2013; Jonsson,
2013; Garcia-Jiménez, 2015; Contreras
& Zuniga, 2019).

Similarly, it provides information
about the circumstances in which feed-
back is given with the aim of recognis-
ing which ones facilitate or hinder its
realisation (Wiggins, 2011; Padilla &
Gil, 2008; Wiliam, 2011; Martinez-Ri-
z0, 2013; Garcia, 2015; Lopez & Osorio,
2016). When descrlblng, analysing and
evaluating a process of evaluation such as

feedback in teaching practice, meta-eval-
uation is elicited, a key element of the
socioformative focus, which involves re-
viewing the process of evaluation and its
effects (Diaz, 2001).

The instrument considers the aspects
of the focus, execution, and representa-
tiveness of assertive feedback. It in-
cludes 16 items and was constructed in
the format of a socioformative analyt-
ical rubric, meaning that for each item
there are levels of action, each of which
comprises one descriptor. Socioformative
analytical rubrics are tools that facilitate
detailed evaluation of the performance of
an individual in resolving a conflict that
has to be solved in a given context. In ac-
cordance with socioformative evaluation,
the levels that represent the progression
of the competences go from the basic to
the most complex. The specific and qual-
itative features of the activities to be
evaluated in each domain are connected
to the descriptors. For these elements
the socioformative taxonomy was taken
as a basis. This is a set of actions centred
on meeting the challenges of the knowl-
edge society, and so the levels of action
of the socioformative focus were also
considered: preformal, receptive, prob-
lem-solving, autonomous, and strate-
gic (Tobén, 2017).

After the design of the rubric, it was
subjected to a process of review by ex-
perts and expert judgement, which con-
firmed its face validity and content va-
lidity (Berlanga & Juarez, 2020a). This
process established that the elements
of the instrument are appropriate, rele-
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vant, pertinent, and representative of the
attribute or target construct (Connell et
al., 2018; Koller et al., 2017). Carvajal et
al. (2011) note that evaluating the psy-
chometric properties of an instrument is
an essential criterion for determining the
quality of its measurement. Construct
validity stands out among them and is
regarded as the principal type of validi-
ty (Pérez-Gil et al., 2000; Messick, 1980)
as it determines the link in the instru-
ment between theory and the concep-
tualisation that supports the construct,
and also verifies whether the structure
of the instrument truly reproduces that
of the proposed construct (Lagunes-Cor-
doba, 2017). This property is defined as
the integral validation that “subsumes
the relevance and representativeness
of the content, as well as the relations
with the criteria, as both give meaning to
the scores of the tests” (Martinez, 1995,
p.335, own translation). For its part,
reliability refers to the capacity to ob-
tain measurements with minimal error
(Jabrayilov et al., 2016).

Consequently, as a result of the signif-
icance and relevance of the psychometric
properties set out, the aim of the present
work was to analyse the construct validity
and reliability of the RASERA instrument
for evaluating assertive feedback provided
by teachers.

2. Material and Methods

2.1. Type of study
We carried out an instrumental study,
which included the development of instru-

ments and analysis of the psychometric

properties of an instrument (Ato et al.,
2013).

2.2. Process

The study of the validity and reliability
of the instrument was done in the follow-
ing phases:

1. Instrument. The RASERA in-
strument (Berlanga & Judrez,
2020a) comprises 16 items, which
include aspects relating to the
focus, execution, and representa-
tiveness of feedback. The rubric
was first subjected to face valida-
tion through expert review and
content validation through ex-
pert judgement. Pilot testing of
the instrument was carried out,
through which an initial analysis
of the reliability and suitability of
the instrument for the target pop-
ulation was performed (Berlanga
& Juérez, 2020a). Consequent-
ly, the instrument was validated
in terms of face and content va-
lidity, and through the piloting,
it was determined that the un-
derstanding of instructions and
items was optimal. In this pilot
trial, the reliability was optimal
(Cronbach’s alpha: 0.906; 95%
CL: 0.818 = 0.963) (Berlanga &
Juéarez, 2020a).

After the process of review, expert
judgements, and implementation of the
pilot trial, the RASERA instrument was
as shown in Table 1 (Berlanga & Juarez,
20204a).
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TaBLE 1. Socioformative Analytical Rubric for Evaluation
of Assertive Feedback (RASERA).

Item

What is the purpose of the feedback the teacher provides?
What is the focus of the feedback received?
What type of feedback does the teacher provide?

Is the feedback received at a time that is appropriate and in line with the level of complexity
of the learning outcome evaluated?

How often is feedback given?

Is feedback generated on the basis of an evaluation instrument?
What information does the teacher’s feedback provide?

Is the process of feedback done to foster self-regulation?

Does the teacher propose evaluation targets?

Does the teacher set evaluation standards?

How is the communication by the teacher during the feedback?

What is the attitude of the teacher when a student disagrees with the evaluation or has
doubts about it?

When the teacher provides me with feedback, what is my role?
As a student, how do I use the feedback provided by the teacher?
As a student, what relevance do I give the feedback?

Is the feedback meaningful for my teacher training?

Source: Berlanga & Juérez (2020a).

2. Selection of the sample population sample comprised 77.5% women
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for application of the instrument.
The instrument was applied in nor-
mal schools in the state of Coahui-
la, Mexico. The tool was applied to
trainee teachers from ongoing se-
mesters without prior notice, and
so non-probability convenience
sampling was used. A total of 525
respondents was obtained from
the Escuela Normal Preescolar,
Benemérita Escuela Normal de
Coahuila, Escuela Normal Su-
perior, Escuela Normal Regional
de Especializacion, and Escuela
Normal de Educacion Fisica. The

and 22.5% men, with a mean age of
26.95 years and with a mean of 2.8
years of study of teacher training.
With regards to the place of origin
of the sample, 390 learners were
from the municipality of Saltillo in
the state of Coahuila and 135 from
other municipalities in the same
state. There were also four learn-
ers who were from cities in other
states of Mexico as a result of the
student exchange in some of the
country’s normal schools. At the
same time as the application of the
rubric, the “Instrument satisfaction
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questionnaire” (CIFE, 2018) was
applied with the purpose of evalu-
ating how easy the instrument is to
complete. In order to comply with
ethical research criteria, the partic-
ipants were informed of the aim of
the instrument, informed consent
was sought, and personal data was
protected (General Law on the Pro-
tection of Personal Data Held by
Obligated Parties, 2017).

3. Construct validity and reliability
analysis. Firstly, the fit of the items
to the normal distribution was
analysed by calculating skew and
kurtosis with items with a value
greater than + 2 being eliminated
(Bollen & Long, 1993). The item-
test correlation was also examined
with the aim of identifying items
with a value lower than 0.20 or
greater than 0.90, which were elim-
inated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

The sample was then divided into two
equal parts to perform a cross validation
(Brown, 2015). The first part was analysed
using exploratory factor analysis (EFA)
and the second with confirmatory factor
analysis (CFA). It is important to note
that the sample was divided by a process
of randomisation. This was used to avoid
any bhias or pattern, using random num-
bers through an electronic spreadsheet.
To proceed with the exploratory factor
analysis, the relevance of the data was ver-
ified using the KMO index and Bartlett’s
test (Howard, 2016; Yong & Pearce, 2013).
Having checked that the items fit the nor-
mal distribution, exploratory factor analy-

sis was performed, selecting the maximum
likelihood method (Howard, 2016; Yong
& Pearce, 2013). The number of factors
to retain is based on the Guttman-Kaiser
criterion, scree plot, explained variance,
and the eigenvalue > 1 criterion (Henson
& Roberts, 2006). Following the analysis
of the factor matrix, if factor complexity
was found, the matrix was rotated using
the most appropriate algorithm.

As with the factor structure obtained
through EFA, CFA was carried out on the
second subsample using the maximum
likelihood estimation method. With re-
gards to sample size, we followed the guid-
ance of Kline (2015), who suggests a sample
size of between 200 and 400 participants.
Specifically, the goodness of fit of the model
was evaluated using chi-squared, the chi-
squared/degrees of freedom ratio (x%df),
and indices of fit (goodness) of fit index
(GFD); root mean square error of approx-
imation (RMSEA), root mean square re-
sidual (RMR); comparative fit index (CFI);
and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI), consider-
ing the criteria proposed by Yuan (2005)
and Blunch (2013). Subsequently, the av-
erage variance extracted and composite
reliability were calculated in accordance
with Fornell and Larcker (1981), taking as
the threshold for the former values greater
than 0.50 and for the latter 0.70 (Hair et
al, 2014). Based on what Hair et al. (2014)
state, for each factor we checked whether
the standardised factor loadings by item
were greater than 0.5, the average vari-
ance extracted greater than 0.5, and the
composite reliability greater than 0.7. Fi-
nally, we calculated reliability using Cron-
bach’s alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951)
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with 95% confidence intervals (Koning &
Frances, 2003), as well as the omega coef-
ficient of reliability (McDonald, 1999). The
criteria established by Taber (2018) were
used for the values obtained from these
coefficients.

The skew, kurtosis, item-test corre-
lation, Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, Mc-
Donald’s omega coefficient, and the ex-
ploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
were calculated using JASP version 0.11.1
(JASP Team, 2019) software.

3. Analysis and results

3.1. Analysis of construct validity and
reliability

According to the analysis, as Table 2
shows, none of the items broke the cri-
teria established for skew and kurtosis,
and so the data can be assumed to have
a normal distribution. No item had a val-
ue lower than 0.20 or greater than 0.90 on
the item-test—correlation indicator, and
so there was no need to eliminate any of
them.

TaBLE 2. Skew and kurtosis of the items.

Item Skew Kurtosis Item-test correlation
1 0.473 -0.922 0.673
2 0.492 -1.041 0.609
3 0.509 -0.989 0.664
4 -0.005 -0.957 0.752
5 0.34 -1.037 0.681
6 0.462 -1.219 0.691
7 0.677 -0.816 0.556
8 0.53 -1.119 0.727
9 0.004 -1.526 0.666
10 0.062 -1.577 0.751
11 -0.206 -1.385 0.739
12 -0.069 -0.993 0.554
13 0.433 -1.156 0.618
14 0.037 -1.248 0.606
15 -0.17 -1.429 0.719
16 -0.339 -1.466 0.732

Source: Own elaboration.
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The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (KMO:
0.961) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity (X2:
3751.286 df: 120; p < 0.00001) were used to
test the relevance of the data to be analysed
through EFA. The matrix of communali-
ties represents all of the items within the
factor model as Table 3 shows. The factor
extraction found divergences with regards
to the theoretical model, as two factors with
an eigenvalue greater than 1 were found,
which together explain more than 65% of

the variance. It is worth noting that two
items were found with factor loading in
more than one factor, and so the matrix was
rotated and the loadings were clarified. The
factor structure obtained specifically indi-
cates that items 1 to 12 were represented in
factor one, and so we called this Execution
of feedback. Factor two included items 13,
14, 15 and 16, and so we named it Repre-
sentativeness of feedback. Table 3 shows
the factor structure of hoth factors.

TapLE 3. Communalities and factor loadings.

Item Communality Factor Loading
Factor 1 Factor 2
1 0.629 0.820
2 0.565 0.674
3 0.622 0.631
4 0.718 0.661
5 0.687 0.750
6 0.839 0.834
7 0.573 0.763
8 0.818 0.892
9 0.638 0.771
10 0.771 0.657
11 0.638 0.608
12 0.447 0.709
13 0.611 0.583
14 0.573 0776
15 0.686 0.719
16 0.707 0.732

Source: Own elaboration.
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The confirmatory factor analysis re-
vealed a good fit for the two-factor mod-
el. In particular, optimal values were ap-
parent in the value of the ratio between
chi-squared and degrees of freedom (c2/df:
2.284), goodness of fit index (GFIL: 0.909),
root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA: 0.068, 90% CI. 0.057 = 0.080, p
> 0.005), root mean square residual (RMR:
0.035), comparative fit index (CF1I: 0.966),
and Tucker-Lewis index (TLIL: 0.955).

The composite reliability, average vari-
ance extracted by factor, and standard-
ised factor loading by item are presented

in the summary of the model in Table 4.
Each factor fulfilled the condition of the
standardised factor loading by item (SFL
> (.50), average variance extracted (AVE
> 0.50), and composite reliability (CR >
0.70). The above is shown in Table 4 and
Graph 1. Finally, the reliability (alpha and
omega) by factor was optimal (Table 4).

With regards to the analysis of feasi-
bility of the instrument (Table 5), it can
be seen that the perception of the respon-
dents regarding comprehension of instruc-
tions and items and satisfaction with the
instrument was evaluated as excellent.

TaBLE 4. Summary of the model.

Stan-

’
Number dardised Av?rage Composite Cronbach’s McDonald’s
Factor of items factor varlance . liabilit alpha omega
. extracted y (95% CI) g
loadings
11 (0.79),
12 (0.73),
13 (0.77),
14 (0.85),
Execu- %2 Egg;;’ 0.95
tion of 12 P 0.646 0.955 (0.940 0.922
feedback 17(0.74), + 0.958)
18 (0.91), -
19 (0.79),
110 (0.87),
111 (0.79),
112 (0.63)
Repre- 113 (0.77), 0.88
sentatl- g IA0T6, e 0.886 (0.853 0.851
veness of 115 (0.86),
+ 0.902)
feedback 116 (0.86)

Source: Own elaboration.
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GrapH 1. Representation of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis
of the Two-Dimensional Model.
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TaBLE 5. Analysis of satisfaction with the instrument.

Questions Low Acceptable Good Excellent de-
degree (%)  degree (%) degree (%) gree (%)
querstan.dlng 0.6 5.7 37.9 55.8
of instructions
Urgderstandmg 0.4 6.9 40.2 52.6
of items
Satisfaction with 0.4 5.5 32.8 61.3

instrument

Source: Own elaboration.
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4. Conclusions

Assertive feedback, defined through so-
cioformative evaluation, makes it possible
to evaluate the entire process of acquir-
ing learning and developing competenc-
es, thus offering an opportunity to make
the necessary adjustments to facilitate
reorientation of learning (Tobdn, 2017).
This shows its importance in the educa-
tion and learning process, since it ena-
bles the development of cognitive mecha-
nisms in the student (Shute, 2008), which
result in self-regulation of the learning
process, thus making learners self-educat-
ing (Garcia-Jiménez, 2015).

Evaluating assertive feedback in ini-
tial and continuing teacher training has a
dual advantage on the basis of the results
achieved. Theoretical-methodological el-
ements complement one another and a
taxonomy and instruments emerge that
are more in line with the professional and
disciplinary competences of the teacher for
evaluating his or her performance from
the socioformative focus. The other advan-
tage lies in promoting assertive feedback
in teacher training, given that it is one of

the pillars for evaluating competences (To-
bén, 2017).

As stated above, evaluation of the psy-
chometric properties of an instrument is a
fundamental criterion for determining the
quality of its measurement (Carvajal et
al., 2011). The proposed RASERA instru-
ment was initially subjected to a process of
review by experts and content validation
by expert judgement, which firstly estab-
lished the pertinence of the items to the
phenomenon, their relevance, their word-

ing, and whether they are understandable
for the target population (Connell et al.,
2018). The analysis of the content valid-
ity also showed that the items from the
instrument cover the domain of content
of the construct, indicating its pertinence,

relevance, and representativeness (Koller
et al., 2017).

This process was highly significant giv-
en that content validity is a fundamental
component of construct validity (Messick,
1980). This property is regarded as fun-
damental because it determines the rele-
vance of the items to the objective that has
been designed as well as how much each
of them represents the construct evaluat-
ed (Messick, 1980). In this respect, Furr
(2020) asserts that construct validity is
the degree to which the relations expected
under the theory and the definitions that
support the construct are confirmed.

Regarding the analysis of this prop-
erty in the present work, we carried out
a cross validation process, which corre-
sponds with the classical, greatest rel-
evance recommendation (Brown, 2015;
Lloret-Segura et al., 2014). The first ap-
proach was done through exploratory
factor analysis, which has the objective of
identifying the factor structure underly-
ing the items (Lloret-Segura et al., 2014)
and observing the correspondence of the
resulting factor structure with the the-
oretical proposal. The second approach
was done with confirmatory factor analy-
sis to validate the sustainability of the
factor structure obtained with EFA and,
consequently, the validity of the theoreti-
cal inferences made from it (Leyva, 2011).
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The results of the EFA revealed dis-
crepancies with what was theoretically
proposed, as a one-dimensional model
was initially considered but a model with
two dimensions (factors) was found. This
fit is functional in nature given that the
theoretical elements listed directly and
represented in the items were concentrat-
ed sequentially. For example, factor one
(Execution of feedback) includes items that
target aspects of focus (Garcia-Jiménez,
2015; Tobén, 2017), information on the
conditions in which it is created (Martinez
-Rizo, 2013; Padilla & Gil, 2008), types
(Tunstall & Gipps, 1996; Torrance &
Pryor, 1998; Randall & Thornton, 2005;
Hattie & Timperley, 2007; Farahman &
Masoud, 2011; Evans, 2013; Jonsson,
2013; Garcia, 2015; Contreras & Zuni-
ga, 2019), time (Tobdn, 2017), frequency
(Garcia-Jiménez, 2015; Wiggins, 2011),
implementation (Tobdn, 2017), informa-
tion created based on feedback (Jonsson
et al., 2018; Anijovich & Cappelletti, 2017,
Garcia-Jiménez, 2015), self-regulation of
the learner (Garcia-Jiménez, 2015; Tobdn,
2017; Quezada & Salinas, 2021), setting of
evaluation targets, establishing evaluation
rules, and interaction between teacher and
learner during feedback (Tobdn, 2017).

Meanwhile, factor two (Representative-
ness of feedback) addressed the role of the
learner in the feedback, its use, and the im-
portance given to it in their teacher train-
ing (Tobdn, 2017). Both factors explained
more than 56% of variance and there was
representativeness and correspondence of
100% of the items from the tool, indeed, in
all cases they displayed significant factor
loadings (FL > 0.50), reflecting their signif-

icance and representativeness in the con-
struct evaluated (Lagunes-Cordoba, 2017).

Evaluation through CFA provided el-
ements of confirmation of the fit of the
model to the data, which make it possible
to validate the empirical sustainability of
the proposed theoretical model (Herrero,
2010; Yuan, 2005) since the y%/df ratio, and
the indices of fit used displayed optimal
values. One significant aspect contributed
by this analysis is the value of the stand-
ardised factor loadings (SFL > 0.50), com-
posite reliability (CR > 0.70), and average
variance extracted (AVE > 0.50). This set
of results makes it possible to verify the em-
pirical sustainability of the proposed mod-
el, and to note that the proposed indicators
adequately measure this factor (Cheung &
Wang, 2017; Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Regarding the reliability —analysis
(Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega,
and composite reliability), optimal values
were obtained for each factor, indicating
that at least 70% of the variance in the
measurements in the instrument is free
from error (Cho & Kim, 2015; Viladrich et
al., 2017). Likewise, an optimal value was
obtained with the pilot group (Cronbach’s
alpha: 0.906, 95% CI: 0.818 + 0.963) (Ber-
langa & Juarez, 2020a). It is important to
note that this calculation was done with 15
students and, as Charter (2003) states, the
potential and consistency of the coefficient
is determined by the sample size. On simi-
lar lines to the above, and with the sample
size, in the present study, the value of the
reliability was optimal and according to
the confidence intervals, greater stability
in the measurement is indicated.
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With regards to this, it is appropriate to
note the position of Jabrayilov et al. (2016)
who argue that the reliability of an instru-
ment refers to its ability to obtain mea-
surements with minimal error and, shows
the correlation between the items and the
concept studied (Gliner et al., 2001).

One very important aspect analysed is
the degree of satisfaction with the instru-
ment or its feasibility (Carvajal et al., 2011),
which considers elements associated with
the instrument’s ease, length, and time
needed to complete it; the degree of compre-
hension of instructions and items; and the
clarity of the wording (Conell et al., 2018;
Halek et al., 2017). It is notable that the
instrument presented here obtained an ex-
cellent evaluation regarding comprehension
of instructions and items, as well as satis-
faction with the instrument. Carvajal et al.
(2011) underline that these aspects are rele-
vant because they are threats to the validity,
reliability, and precision of the instrument.

The methodological process followed
means we can state that the RASERA mech-
anism is optimal given that its content and
construct are valid and it is also reliable. The
demonstration of the psychometric proper-
ties analysed in the present work means we
can state that the instrument provides valid
and reliable information (Mendoza-Mendo-
za & Garza, 2009). Based on this, we note
that the proposed RASERA instrument pro-
vides a valid and reliable diagnostic tool.

We propose expanding its use owing to
the benefits obtained in the execution and
significance of assertive feedback, given
that it has an influence on the improve-

ment of the performance of the teacher and
the learner. In relation to the action of the
teacher, we propose its use because it would
facilitate identification of the degree of as-
sertiveness in the guidance given during
evaluation, and because of its repercussion
in the development of competences, the
conditions in which it is provided: time, con-
duct, context (Canabal & Margalef, 2017),
the implementation of evaluation, and the
level of information (Garcia-Jiménez, 2015;
Jonsson et al., 2018). Regarding learner
performance, when teachers incorporate
assertive feedback into their educational
praxis, this also has an impact on the cog-
nitive and emotional realm of the learner.

Meanwhile, the evaluation of assertive
feedback by learners is of value given
that the information gathered comes
into play in their performance and in
the performance of the teacher. It is also
important to note that knowledge of the
teacher’s perception would consolidate a
complete meta-evaluation and would fa-
cilitate self-evaluation with the intention
of contributing to the improvement of ed-
ucational praxis relating to the process of
evaluation. Consequently, a future line of
research would be to construct an instru-
ment that enables teachers to self-evaluate
the degree of assertiveness in their feed-
back and the conditions in which it is ex-
ecuted. Furthermore, in the present work
we did not consider the application of any
other instrument that includes an aspect
of assertiveness, whether as behaviour or
communication, which limits understand-
ing of the convergent and concurrent va-
lidity of the measurement instrument pre-
sented here.
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