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Abstract

Introduction

The challenge of leading learning in schools has shifted the 
role of school leadership teams towards a more pedagogical 
approach to managing and evaluating curriculum 
implementation. In this regard, the objective of this study 
is to examine the involvement of educational actors in the 
curriculum evaluation promoted by school leadership teams 
to enhance teaching and learning processes in schools. 
Along these lines, the research adopts an interpretative 
qualitative methodology with a multiple case study design 
comprising 12 schools in the La Araucanía region of Chile. The 
participants consist of 117 education professionals serving in 
managerial positions or as class teachers. Data collection 
was conducted through semi-structured interviews and 
focus groups. The findings reveal that curriculum evaluation 
in the schools studied is concentrated primarily within the 
leadership teams and heads of pedagogical-technical 
units (UTP), who guide most evaluative practices from 
a hierarchical standpoint. Classroom teachers are only 
marginally involved, while student participation is almost 
absent. The most widespread practices include the review 
of teacher-designed assessments and the administration of 
diagnostic tests, both present in all cases. Although teachers 
value the feedback they receive, many perceive it primarily 
as supervisory and controlling. The study concludes that 
pedagogical leadership in schools must advance towards 
more democratic and collaborative practices that 
acknowledge teachers and students as active agents in 
curriculum development, thereby fostering a school culture 
that is more reflective, inclusive, and oriented toward 
educational improvement.

The aim of enhancing the comprehensive development 
of children and young people in schools has given 

impetus to the approach of “pedagogical leadership” 
or “learning-centred leadership”, which focuses on the 
curriculum and pedagogy rather than on administration 
(Bolívar, 2019; Robinson et al., 2009). From this perspective, 
leadership refers to a social phenomenon that is manifested 
in practices based on social interactions, going beyond 
tasks associated with a management role (Maureira, 2018; 
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Sisson et al., 2021; Spillane & Ortiz, 2019). Along these 
lines, school culture is transformed through various 
practices involving each educational actor and 
influencing the implementation of the curriculum and 
the learning process (Elmore, 2010; Rincón-Gallardo et 
al., 2019).

The management of teaching and learning 
programmes, along with teacher professional 
development, are recognised as key practices in 
effective school leadership (Leithwood et al., 2019; 
Robinson et al., 2008). In this regard, it has been 
demonstrated that, in high-performing schools, school 
leaders engage in teaching and learning processes 
and encourage teachers to assess and make decisions 
regarding the implementation of the curriculum in the 
classroom (Robinson, 2019; Robinson & Gray, 2019). In 
other words, pedagogical leadership requires school 
leadership teams and teachers to act collectively 
and make decisions that are consistent with the 
educational purposes of learning and comprehensive 
development.

On the other hand, curriculum evaluation practices 
have been approached from various perspectives, 
some with a supportive and collaborative nature 
and others that have been limited to prescription 
and control (Aravena et al., 2019; Santos-Guerra, 
2014). Similarly, in recent decades, different levels of 
participation of educational actors in the curriculum 
evaluation process have been observed (Mccormick 
& James, 1996; Santos-Guerra, 2013). Along these lines, 
a meta-analysis conducted by Carrera-Hernández 
(2024) is particularly noteworthy. This study reviewed 
conference papers, journal articles, doctoral theses 
and books with the purpose of examining the 
theoretical and methodological perspectives from 
which curriculum evaluation has been addressed 
in the Mexican context. The findings indicated the 
predominance of a technical and quantitative 
approach, oriented towards accountability, the 
measurement of performance indicators and students’ 
graduate profiles. This points to the need to broaden 
and diversify research by incorporating participatory 
and critical methodologies that transcend the 
logic of control and contribute more directly to the 
improvement of educational practices.

In the Brazilian context, a study by Freire-Sánches et 
al. (2025) explores the challenges and perspectives 
surrounding curriculum evaluation in schools. The 
research was carried out through a critical analysis of 
scientific articles and education policies. The results 
indicate that there are significant obstacles in the 
evaluation process, including teacher resistance to 
change, limited resources, pressure from standardised 
external assessments and insufficient opportunities for 
continuous professional development. The study also 
identifies as pressing the integration of educational 

technologies, the adaptation of the curriculum to 
labour market demands and the development of a 
more inclusive curriculum.

Leiva et al. (2024) conducted a qualitative study on school 
leaders’ perceptions of curriculum management in 25 
Chilean schools, using in-depth interviews. The findings 
indicate that these educational actors attribute the 
barriers in the process of curriculum implementation 
to low levels of teacher competence and student 
performance. The study concludes that it is necessary 
to strengthen pedagogical leadership and to foster 
the engagement of school leaders in curriculum 
management from a situated perspective that takes 
account of the contexts and requirements of schools. 
In turn, Rodríguez-Gallego et al. (2020) underline the 
need to study pedagogical leadership in relation to 
the level of teacher involvement in decision-making. 
Consequently, the challenge of leading learning in 
the 21st century requires curriculum assessment to 
be linked to the creation of a collaborative culture of 
learning and reflection on educational practice.

In a framework of pedagogical leadership, assessment 
is intrinsic to learning because it enables awareness 
of the quality of curriculum implementation (Jara 
et al., 2022). Similarly, the purpose of curriculum 
evaluation not only shapes the culture of learning 
(Sanmartí, 2007) but also has the power to maintain 
or subvert relationships of authority and control 
(Rincón-Gallardo, 2019). In this context, the following 
question arises: Who are the educational actors 
participating in curriculum evaluation processes? 
How is the participation of these actors expressed in 
curriculum evaluation depending on factors such as 
the performance category and type of financing of 
the school? What are the perceptions of educational 
actors regarding the process of curriculum evaluation? 
What is the nature of the relationships established 
among the educational actors who participate in 
the curriculum evaluation process? What challenges 
emerge for pedagogical leadership in the context of 
curriculum assessment in schools?

In response to these questions, the objective of this 
study is to examine the involvement of educational 
actors in the curriculum assessment that is promoted 
by school leadership teams to enhance teaching 
and learning processes in schools. The significance 
of this objective lies in the need to expand reflection 
on curriculum management as a socio-educational 
construction shaped within schools, which necessarily 
entails an interpretation of educational policy (Cox, 
2018). Examining the degree of participation and 
engagement of educational actors in curriculum 
management is therefore crucial to understanding 
how pedagogical leadership is exercised.
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Curriculum evaluation from a democratic and 
participatory perspective

Assessment in schools is a genuine opportunity 
for learning through a shared understanding of 
educational practices, moving away from mere task 
checking or evaluation of performance by school 
authorities or management (Santos-Guerra, 2014; 
Villagra & Fritz, 2017). Therefore, curriculum evaluation 
should be approached from a democratic and 
participatory perspective to foster learning within 
the educational community (Ríos-Muñoz & Herrera-
Araya, 2021; Santos-Guerra, 2013). That is, curriculum 
evaluation is essentially a collective practice that 
requires the involvement of various educational 
stakeholders through a shared responsibility for 
learning.

Despite efforts to position leadership in learning, 
curriculum management and assessment practices 
have focused particularly on instrumental and 
bureaucratic aspects at the expense of professional 
reflection (Bolívar, 2019; Mansilla & Beltrán, 2016; 
Mellado et al., 2017). In this regard, a study conducted 
by Ahtiainen et al. (2021) found that only a small 
number of headteachers include students and their 
families in assessment processes. Therefore, the 
bureaucratisation and centralisation of curriculum 
evaluation in schools are factors that weaken 
pedagogical leadership.

According to Santos-Guerra (2020), the perverse 
nature of assessment in schools manifests itself 
in organisational structures because evaluation 
increases as one descends the hierarchy. However, 
the power dynamics inherent in assessment can be 
mitigated through a willingness to engage in dialogue 
and foster participation (Del Pino, 2016; Venegas, 
2023). In response to these challenges, Maureira (2018) 
explains the resurgence of more participatory and 
shared approaches to leadership, where influence 
is not confined to management teams as the sole 
agents capable of influencing the development of 
practices aimed at improving education.

The involvement of teachers in assessment 
intentionally promotes their leadership within the 
school and, therefore, their professional development 
(Bolívar, 2019; Maureira & Garay, 2019; Tuytens & Devos, 
2014). From this perspective, teacher involvement 
in assessment processes could serve as a driver 
to encourage student and family involvement in 
curriculum design and evaluation, going beyond 
considering their opinions only at specific moments 
and blurring the hierarchical relationships between 
members of the educational community (Larsen & 
Hesby, 2023; Londoño, 2016). Therefore, assessment 
from the standpoint of pedagogical leadership 
requires authentic democratic practices that foster 
dialogue and reciprocal intergenerational learning in 

the school (Aguirre & Schugurensky, 2017; Mayes et al., 
2020).

The importance of democratic leadership that 
incorporates the participation of the school community 
in curriculum evaluation lies in the dynamic and 
deliberate co-construction of this process. Therefore, 
the assessment approach adopted should be aligned 
with the educational goals being pursued (Rojas, 
2019; Gordon et al., 2022; Knight, 2022). According to 
McCormick and James (1996), curriculum evaluation 
“is concerned with questions about what should be 
taught as well as with finding out what happens in 
the classroom” (p. 15). Thus, curriculum evaluation that 
considers context, processes, and outcomes enables 
schools to become aware of the quality of their 
educational work.

Taking into account the concept of educational 
quality, several studies indicate that leadership 
practices and curriculum evaluation are more 
focused on teacher instruction than on student 
learning (Aravena et al., 2019; Maureira, 2018). This may 
be explained by the limited pedagogical knowledge 
possessed by management teams, which influences 
decision-making in managing teaching and learning 
processes, emphasising the prominent role of the 
teacher in the classroom (Mellado et al., 2017 Treviño 
et al., 2019). Specifically, those leading curriculum 
evaluation face the challenge of collaboratively 
building a shared vision of pedagogy with the 
educational community for decision-making from a 
democratic and participatory perspective.

In the context, various international educational 
policies have consistently aimed to guide the 
pedagogical role of school management teams, who 
are called upon to deploy collective leadership for the 
development of a more equitable future (Organisation 
for Economic Co-Operation and Development, OECD, 
2016; 2017; Organization of Ibero-American States, OEI, 
2022). In particular, emphasis has been placed on the 
teams leading teaching and learning processes by 
monitoring the comprehensive implementation of 
the curriculum, conducting classroom observation, 
and providing feedback to teachers, among other 
initiatives. Appropriate development of these practices 
requires reflection on the evaluative approach, as its 
essence can either promote or hinder the educational 
improvement of the school.

From an initial perspective, examining the participation 
of educational agents in curriculum evaluation 
provides an approach to understanding how 
pedagogical leadership can promote the involvement 
of students and teachers as key components of the 
pedagogical core.
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Methodology 

This research is grounded in a qualitative-interpretative 
paradigm and adopts a multiple case study design 
(Smith, 2018), in which the research problem takes 
precedence over the particularities of each case 
(Stake, 2005). The selected cases are representative 
of the Chilean school system, specifically in the 
Araucanía region, and encompass the three types of 
school administration that receive state subsidies. In 
this sense, the sample corresponds to a group of cases 
that share a common problem (Canta & Quesada, 
2021). From a qualitative-constructionist perspective, 
categories were developed from the contextual 
realities in which the participants construct, interpret 
and socialise their everyday activities within the 
chosen school settings (Torres & Villagra, 2021).

Participants and context

For the selection of the case studies, 12 schools were 
deliberately chosen based on pertinent research 
criteria (Mallimaci & Giménez, 2006). These criteria 
included: a) schools funded by the Chilean State 
(public, municipal, or subsidised private); b) those 
offering primary education; c) those with enrolment of 
more than 100 students in primary education; and d) 
schools with performance categories determined by 
the Education Quality Agency (high, medium, medium-
low, or insufficient). These performance categories are 
delineated within the Education Quality Measurement 
System (SIMCE), considering the weighting of student 
achievement levels on written tests (67%) and personal 
and social development indicators (33%) collected via 
questionnaires. Adjustments to this index are made in 

accordance with the socioeconomic characteristics 
of the school. Table 1 provides a breakdown of the 
participants based on their professional roles and the 
characteristics of the schools.

With respect to the ethical considerations of the study, 
participants were invited to take part voluntarily and 
were informed about the purpose of the research. 
They signed an informed consent form detailing the 
scope of their participation and were briefed on 
the confidentiality and the measures for managing 
their data. All study protocols and procedures were 
approved by the Ethics Committee of the institution 
sponsoring the research. 

Procedures and instruments

The empirical production of information is grounded 
in the principles of participatory social research (Guba 
& Lincoln, 1989) and the co-construction of situated 
knowledge (Haraway, 1995). Firstly, a semi-structured 
interview was conducted with each headteacher 
and the head of the pedagogical-technical unit 
(UTP) from the 12 schools. In total, 24 interviews were 
conducted to explore curriculum evaluation practices 
from the perspective of “self-narration” (Cruz et al., 
2012). To carry out these interviews, a script of open-
ended questions was created to reveal the curriculum 
evaluation practices implemented by the school 
leadership and to construct a narrative that enables 
the practice to be objectified. This script underwent 
a content validation process by three expert judges, 
who analysed the consistency, relevance, and clarity 
of the questions based on the study’s objective. The 
detailed questions asked are the following:

Table 1.
Characteristics of participants

School School funding Performance 
category

Headteacher Head of 
Pedagogi-
cal-Techni-
cal Unit

Other members 
of Management 
team or 
Pedagogical-
Technical team

Class 
teachers

No. of partici-
pants

A Public High 1 1 4 5 11

B Public Medium 1 1 3 7 12

C Public Medium-low 1 1 1 6 09

D Public Medium-low 1 1 1 5 08

E Municipal High 1 1 4 6 12

F Municipal Medium 1 1 2 5 09

G Municipal Medium-low 1 1 2 6 10

H Municipal Insufficient 1 1 0 4 06

I Subsidised 
private

High 1 1 0 5 07

J Subsidised 
private

Medium 1 1 6 6 14

K Subsidised 
private

Medium-low 1 1 3 5 10

L Subsidised 
private

Insufficient 1 1 2 5 09

Total 12 12 51 66 117
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Secondly, focus groups were conducted with the 
management team and with a group of classroom 
teachers from each participating school, with the aim 
of validating the accounts of curriculum evaluation 
practices that had been systematised from the 
interviews. In this process, the research team provided 
participants with feedback on their practices, and 
participants were responsible for verifying or refining 
the description of each practice to ensure alignment 
with the school’s daily routines. This self-examination 
of practice enables reflection on the influence of 
curriculum evaluation and pedagogical leadership on 
student learning.

This approach to data collection emphasises the 
perspectives and subjectivities of educational actors 
through guiding questions that illuminate evaluative 
practices, fostering dialogic and contextually situated 
reflection. Moreover, it reinforces data triangulation as 
a mechanism for verification (Arias, 2022) in multiple 
case studies, where the richness of the data is derived 
from diverse sources of evidence (Smith, 2018).

Figure 1.
Knowledge production process

Data analysis

As a result of the knowledge production process, 
13 curriculum evaluation practices were validated 
and categorised. Each practice was characterised 
according to the dimension “who evaluates?”, 
referring to the person who, in their role in the school, 

Table 2.
Question framework to guide data collection

Research questions Analytical Dimension Questions 

Who are the educational ac-
tors participating in curriculum 
evaluation processes? How is 
the participation of these actors 
expressed in curriculum evaluation 
depending on factors such as the 
performance category and type 
of financing of the school? 

Participation and 
curriculum evaluation 
practices

How does the school management and leader-
ship team evaluate the implementation of the 
curriculum and the achievement of learning 
objectives?
What is the purpose of each practice men-
tioned?
Who participates in the implementation of 
these practices?
What tools do they use to evaluate the practic-
es mentioned?

What are the perceptions of edu-
cational actors regarding the cur-
riculum assessment process? What 
is the nature of the relationships 
established among educational 
actors participating in the curric-
ulum assessment process? What 
challenges emerge for pedagog-
ical leadership in the context of 
curriculum assessment in schools?

Perceptions and na-
ture of relationships in 
curriculum evaluation

How do they integrate these practices with 
some of the management instruments of the 
institution, for example, the Institutional Educa-
tional Project (PEI) or Educational Improvement 
Plan (PME)?
To what extent is a practice effective and sus-
tainable in the long term?
In what ways do the practices mentioned guide 
student development and institutional improve-
ment?
How do they perceive that these practices 
affect student learning?
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issues the value judgment regarding the object of 
evaluation. We used ATLAS.ti 8.0 software to facilitate 
and organise the analysis.

From a qualitative-hermeneutic standpoint, validity is 
ensured through the cultivation of trustful relationships, 
the opportunity to validate textualities, narratives, and 
practices with the participating collective, and the 
ability to observe the phenomenon under study in its 
entirety, rather than in isolated aspects. In this regard, 
data triangulation for verification (Arias, 2022) was 
essential. Accordingly, the analysis follows a symbolic-
interactionist approach, whereby participants co-
construct their situated knowledge through interaction 
in small groups.

Results 

This section presents the findings of the study in 
accordance with the research questions. 

Educational actors involved in curriculum evaluation 
processes

The results indicate the participation of six categories 
of evaluative actors, some operating collectively and 
others individually.

	– Management Team (MT): Administration, 
technical leadership, responsible for school 
coexistence, and coordination of the 
school integration project (PIE).

	– Head of pedagogical-technical unit (UTP): 
Teacher responsible for supporting the 
management of teaching and learning at 
the school.

	– Pedagogical-Technical Team: UTP 
leadership and class teachers with 
management responsibilities, such as 
coordination of departments, school 
cycles, or grade levels.

	– Teaching assistant: Class teacher without 
management responsibilities at the school.

	– Class teacher. 

	– Student.

Table 3 presents the frequency with which these 
educational actors engage in the various practices 
employed by each school to evaluate the curriculum. 
Specifically, it enumerates the number of practices 
in which each actor is afforded the opportunity to 
contribute to decision-making concerning teaching 
and learning processes.

Table 3 indicates that, in the majority of cases, the 
management team, UTP leadership, and classroom 
teachers participate as educational agents in 
curriculum management. It should be noted that none 
of the practices involved the individual presence of the 

headteacher as an evaluative agent, but their value 
judgments were instead always developed as part 
of a collective, specifically within the management 
team. In contrast, peer teachers were considered 
participants in curriculum evaluation in only 50% of 
the cases. Finally, only one school (F) allowed student 
participation in this process.

Table 4 summarises the involvement of these actors 
across a total of 13 curriculum assessment practices. It 
is important to mention that it is possible for more than 
one evaluative agent to participate in one practice. 
For example, in the practice “Pedagogical support 
for teachers”, which is carried out by seven schools, 
all educational agents participate except for the 
students.

Table 4 shows that curriculum evaluation carried out in 
100% of the participating schools involves the practices 
of “Review of and feedback on evaluations designed 
by teachers” and “Implementation of diagnostic 
evaluations”. On the other hand, the practices carried 
out least frequently are “ Application of an instrument 
that allows the student’s viewpoint to be to recorded” 
and “ Review of records in class register.”

Only two practices have been identified that involve a 
greater number of agents than value judgments, namely 
“Pedagogical support for teachers” and “Technical 
advice and professional pedagogical dialogues”. The 
curriculum evaluation practices that concentrate the 
value judgments within the management team or UTP 
heads, and which do not include the participation of 
class teachers, are “Observation of teachers in the 
classroom”, “Pedagogical evaluation meetings of the 
management team”, and “Support and evaluation of 
new teachers”. In contrast, the evaluation practices 
that show greater participation from class teachers in 
issuing judgments are “Implementation of diagnostic 
evaluations” and “Institutional evaluation and 
planning period”.

Regarding the agents who have the greatest 
participation in the 13 systematised evaluation 
practices, a hierarchical perspective prevails in the 
assessments. The technical team is present in 77% of 
them, the management team in 70%, and the head 
of UTP in 61%. Agents with less presence are class 
teachers (38% participation) and students, who are 
present in only one practice (7%). 

Participation of educational actors in curriculum 
evaluation according to school performance 
category and type of administration

With respect to the funding of the school, an analysis is 
presented on the level of participation of educational 
agents in curriculum evaluation (Figure 1). The level 
of participation is also described according to the 
categorisation of the schools (Figure 2).
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Table 3.
Participation of educational actors in curriculum evaluation practices within their respective schools

School School 
funding 

Performance 
category

Manage-
ment team

Head of 
UTP

Technical-
pedagogical 
team

Teaching 
assistant

Teacher Student

A Public High X X X

B Public Medium X X X

C Public Medium-low X X X

D Public Medium-low X X X X X

E Municipal High X X X X X

F Municipal Medium X X X X

G Municipal Medium-low X X X X X

H Municipal Insufficient X X X X

I Subsidised 
private

High X X X X

J Subsidised 
private

Medium X X X

K Subsidised 
private

Medium-low X X X X

L Subsidised 
private

Insufficient X X X

Table 4.
Agents evaluating the curriculum in schools

Evaluative Practice No. of schools 
that carry 
out the prac-
tice

Management 
team

Head of 
UTP

Techni-
cal-pedagog-
ical team

Teaching 
assistant

Teacher Student

1. Verification and moni-
toring of annual planning 

6 1 3 2 0 0 0

2. Pedagogical support for 
teachers 

7 3 2 2 2 1 0

3. Observation of teachers 
in the classroom

4 3 1 0 0 0 0

4. Pedagogical evaluation 
meetings of the manage-
ment team

2 2 0 0 0 0 0

5. Review of and feedback 
on teacher-designed 
evaluations

12 0 9 2 2 1 0

6. Technical advice and 
professional pedagogical 
dialogues

10 3 1 5 4 1 0

7. Peer evaluation and 
planning 

4 1 0 2 4 0 0

8. Implementation of diag-
nostic evaluations

12 5 2 1 0 12 0

9. Institutional evaluation 
and planning period

6 5 0 2 0 4 0

10. Application of an 
instrument that allows the 
student's viewpoint to be 
to recorded

1 0 0 1 0 0 1

11. Review of records in 
class register

1 0 0 1 0 0 0

12. Triangulation of the 
Annual Plan, class register 
and student evaluations. 

3 0 2 1 0 0 0

13. Support and evaluation 
of new teachers

2 1 1 0 0 0 0

Number of practices by agent 9 of 13  8 of 13  10 of 13  4 of 13  5 of 13 1 of 13
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Figure 2.
Number of practices and type of educational agents 
in curriculum evaluation according to type of school 
administration

Figure 2 illustrates that the pedagogical-technical 
team exhibits the highest participation in curriculum 
evaluation, which is particularly prevalent in subsidised 
private and municipal schools. Notably, only one 
municipal school includes student participation in 
curriculum evaluation. It is also apparent that peer 
professionals are more actively engaged in municipal 
and public schools compared with subsidised private 
schools. Public schools demonstrate a balanced 
involvement of the UTP leadership, the pedagogical-
technical team, and peer teachers; nevertheless, 
the participation of class teachers is comparatively 
lower. Moreover, public schools stand out due to the 
marked involvement of the management team in this 
evaluation process.

Figure 3.
Number of practices and type of educational 
agents in curriculum evaluation according to school 
performance category

Figure 3 illustrates that schools categorised as High, 
Medium-low, and Insufficient concentrate curriculum 
evaluation in the management team and UTP 
leadership. It is evident that schools categorised 
as having Medium performance focus evaluation 
practices on the pedagogical-technical and 
management teams, while schools categorized as 
Insufficient centre evaluation on the UTP leadership 
and the management team because they lack 
a formal structure for the pedagogical-technical 
team. It is notable that the involvement of teachers 
is equally low. Finally, schools with High performance 
demonstrate more evenly distributed participation of 
the different agents.

Nature of relationships established in the curriculum 
evaluation process 

To gain a deeper understanding of educational actors’ 
involvement in curriculum evaluation, this section 
presents representative narratives drawn from focus 
groups, aimed at examining the relational dynamics 
underpinning decision-making. The analysis is 
structured around two emergent categories that shine 
light on the inherent tensions in evaluative practices 
within schools: (a) assessment linked to hierarchical 
roles, and (b) democratisation of evaluative practice.

a.	 Category “Evaluation linked to hierarchical roles”

The narratives reveal that curriculum evaluation 
practices are primarily carried out by agents who hold 
a management position at the school. In this respect, 
the participants believe that the assessment and 
feedback process must necessarily be conducted 
by individuals who have positions in the school’s 
management teams:

“The evaluative materials designed by the teachers 
need to be sent to the pedagogical coordinators for 
feedback. As a team, we approve these materials for 
use once they have been reviewed” (Member of MT, 
Subsidised Private School in Medium performance 
category).

Regarding the justification for members of the 
management teams to review evaluative materials, 
these agents state that the purpose of this process is 
formative and associated with ensuring the validity of 
the instruments:

“We don’t carry out the review and feedback of 
lesson plans and evaluative instruments from a 
punitive perspective; on the contrary, it’s an effective 
practice that contributes to the construct validity 
of the instruments, because, even though we’re 
teachers, we make mistakes in the design of our 
pedagogical materials” (Member of MT, Public School 
in Medium-low performance category).

This view is shared by a group of class teachers, who 
express the importance of the value judgments issued 
by school authorities:

“Feedback from the management team is crucial 
because it enriches the review of all the materials we 
build and everything we do” (Class teacher, Municipal 
School in High performance category).

Similarly, they emphasise the importance of receiving 
relevant feedback on teaching performance from a 
much more dialogical perspective:

“They observed my class and told me everything was 
fine, that there was nothing to improve ... but I think 
they should have given me some suggestions. That’s 
why there needs to be more conversation when 
providing feedback on the class, to calmly discuss 
what is being evaluated” (Class teacher, Subsidised 
Private School in Medium-low performance 
category).
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On the other hand, another group of teachers 
expresses the need for recognition and participation 
in curriculum evaluation processes. This perspective is 
related to the possibility of building a more profound 
understanding of both their professional practice and 
the purpose of assessment: 

“If we’re not involved in the evaluation processes 
and the management teams make decisions behind 
closed doors only to tell us what to do afterwards, we 
don’t really develop any learning. It’s different when 
they consider you and invite you to think about how 
we can do it together” (Class teacher, Public School 
in Medium-low performance category).

“We perceive classroom support as supervision by the 
school management, but I believe it should be more 
enjoyable and led by teachers of the same subject. 
I’ve been observed once or twice this year, but it 
really makes you nervous” (Class teacher, Municipal 
School in High performance category).

The results in this category reveal that the different 
educational actors involved in curriculum evaluation 
are aware of the vertical nature of this process. Similarly, 
they recognise the need for feedback from an external 
agent, which could be members of the management 
team and professional peers. Furthermore, the 
narratives show various stances regarding the 
evaluative role of members of the management 
team. While one group of teachers values and 
considers the feedback and constant monitoring of 
their work by these agents to be appropriate, another 
group of teachers explicitly expresses the need to 
move towards more participatory and democratic 
evaluation practices in their schools.

b.	 Category “Democratisation of evaluative 
practice”

In this category, narratives are provided that reveal 
processes of resignification regarding the meaning 
attributed to evaluation by different agents. 
Specifically, these narratives illustrate a process of 
reflection and awareness regarding the need to 
reassess the underlying rationale of the assessment of 
teacher performance, primarily conducted through 
classroom observation:

“Classroom observation was focused on scrutinising 
the lesson using a somewhat secretive checklist. 
However, the practices didn’t improve, so we realised 
there was a need to provide feedback with criteria 
constructed alongside the teachers .... Following that 
collaborative process, we realised that we should 
never conduct that type of classroom inspection 
again” (Member of MT, Public School in Medium 
performance category).

From this transformative perspective, certain schools 
stand out for involving teachers in curriculum 
evaluation as a horizontal practice that is closely 
linked to teaching and learning processes:

“We’ve come to realise that our role as the 
management team is to create an appropriate 
context and conditions for teachers and students 
to carry out their activities. However, it’s primarily 
the professionals in the classroom who should make 
curriculum decisions” (Member of MT, Public School in 

Medium performance category). 

Likewise, some management teams stand out for 
making sustained efforts to shape democratic 
scenarios for curriculum management where 
professional learning is intertwined with evaluation 
processes: 

“In school, we work by subject ... all the teachers in 
the Maths department reach agreements on how 
to work on the curriculum, so feedback isn’t solely 
the responsibility of the head of the UTP, but rather 
a responsibility shared by all the teachers” (Class 
teacher, Municipal School in High performance 
category).

Along the same lines, teachers acknowledge the 
opportunities for peer collaboration they have 
during the teacher performance assessment process 
mediated by the classroom support practice:

“Classroom support has been beneficial for me. 
Collaborating with my colleagues by observing their 
classes has allowed me to reflect on my own practice 
and identify areas for improvement. So, there is a 
connection between teachers and coherence in 
learning” (Class teacher, Municipal School in High 

performance category). 

The positive view of teachers regarding taking a 
leading role in curriculum evaluation provides clear 
guidance for pedagogical leadership, as it fosters 
professional learning environments within the school. In 
this regard, shared practices of curriculum evaluation 
are seen as an opportunity to reflect on teaching and 
learning processes, while also enabling teachers and 
school leadership teams to make timely decisions that 
address the everyday challenges encountered in the 
classroom.

Discussion and Conclusions

The importance of pedagogical leadership has led 
to this research into curriculum evaluation practices, 
as they constitute a bridge between the actions of 
school management and teaching and learning 
processes (Villagra, 2020). In the same vein, it is evident 
that educational agents within school settings have 
varying levels of involvement in curriculum evaluation 
processes. It is particularly noteworthy that teachers 
and students, as key actors in the educational process, 
have fewer opportunities to express value judgments 
and make decisions about the educational process, 
resulting in a limited diversity of perspectives in the 
assessment practice. In this regard, Ríos-Muñoz 
and Herrera-Araya (2021) contend that assessment 
should aim to empower both teachers and students 
by fostering collaborative evaluation practices to 
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enhance learning. In other words, assessment in 
schools should adopt more collaborative perspectives 
(Elmore, 2010; Santos-Guerra, 2013, 2014). Therefore, 
the findings of this study do not aim to diminish the 
significance of the evaluative role of management 
teams, but rather contribute to reflection on the need 
to increase the participation of various stakeholders 
within the educational community. As argued by 
Barba-Martín and Hortigüela (2022), granting learners 
a voice and more control over the assessment process 
is intended to foster shared and dialogic assessment, 
without implying the transfer of all evaluative 
judgment from one party to another.

Viewed through the lens of assessment as a form 
of learning, it is clear that class teachers recognise 
the significance of their involvement in curriculum 
evaluation for their professional learning. Moreover, 
they broadly appreciate the opportunities for critical 
dialogue and collaborative work facilitated by 
instances of performance feedback. In this context, 
research by Tuytens and Devos (2014) suggests that 
teacher involvement in planning assessment fosters a 
deeper understanding of its purpose, thus perceiving 
it as a fairer and more beneficial process. Similarly, a 
study conducted by Aravena-Kenigs et al. (2023) finds 
that teacher participation in the design of assessment 
tools for their own performance leads to increased 
receptiveness to learning and contributes to the 
enhancement of professional confidence.

The results of this study reveal the existence of 
assessment practices that are led by professionals 
from the technical-pedagogical units (UTPs), who are 
considered expert teachers, with responsibilities for 
pedagogical management that sometimes manifest 
as control and monitoring of teaching and learning. 
According to a study by Aravena and Quiroga (2018), 
this practice is commonly established in the technical-
pedagogical unit in the Chilean educational context 
because the management focuses on managerial 
tasks and delegates responsibilities related to learning 
to the leaders of the UTP. This research also found 
that headteachers and UTP heads have differing 
understandings of learning and teaching, a factor 
that hinders the construction of a learning culture. 
Consequently, a pedagogical leadership approach 
should create the conditions necessary to foster the 
ongoing co-construction of the curriculum within 
the school, grounded in the authentic and legitimate 
participation of all members of the educational 
community (Rojas, 2019; Bolívar, 2019; Villagra y Torres, 
2023).

Within this framework, the findings of this study 
show that such assessments are usually carried 
out based on hierarchical logics and are generally 
implemented by individuals holding management 
positions within the school. From this perspective, 
the first challenge that emerges, as highlighted by 

Santos-Guerra (2013), is how to foster democracy in 
schools that have a hierarchical structure where the 
most important decisions are taken by the authority. 
The democratisation of assessment in schools is a 
key challenge for pedagogical leadership, requiring 
a clear intention to involve all educational agents in 
decision-making to achieve a shared vision of learning 
and pedagogy.

In light of these findings, it is crucial for the analysis 
to consider the standpoint of educational policies, 
which in recent years have driven several initiatives 
aimed at reinforcing the pedagogical role of school 
leadership. In this regard, it is necessary to examine 
the coherence of curriculum evaluation practices 
with the guidelines of educational policy that 
emphasize the formative function of assessment. 
However, entrenched traditional beliefs within 
school culture shape the evolution of practices for 
guiding teaching and learning processes through 
an approach of assessment-as-learning. As Santos-
Guerra (2020) warns, many assessment practices are 
developed based on a superficial understanding of 
the guiding principles of policy. Therefore, research is 
required on leadership practices in the Latin American 
educational context, as it has a social and political 
history that could explain the way schools are led 
(Seashore, 2017).

A superficial understanding of assessment can be 
counterproductive in leading teaching and learning 
processes, as the formative purpose is influenced by 
how the curriculum is assessed and by whom. In this 
regard, the results suggest that curriculum evaluation 
tends to be implicitly associated with hierarchical 
roles, thus highlighting the need to progress towards 
more democratic and participatory scenarios 
within the school. Considering these findings, the 
challenge for management teams lies in transitioning 
towards democratic evaluative practices that foster 
dialogue and question what is done to facilitate 
learning (Santos-Guerra, 2020), with a particular 
focus on providing teachers and students with real 
opportunities for participation as key agents in the 
educational process (Maureira & Garay, 2019).

Regarding the scope of this study, it is important 
to highlight the identification of critical issues that 
schools encounter in the curriculum evaluation 
process. These issues could potentially be addressed 
through educational policy, particularly by providing 
specific guidelines to foster the genuine involvement 
of all members of the educational community from a 
perspective of pedagogical leadership. It should be 
noted that the study has certain limitations, due to the 
small number of schools included in the case studies. 
Therefore, it is recommended that future studies 
expand both the quantity and variety of participating 
schools. 
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Similarly, future research is proposed to examine the 
meanings that teachers construct regarding the 
assessment experience in schools, linking evaluative 
agents (the individuals who evaluate), evaluative 
procedures (how evaluation is conducted), and the 
evaluative criteria (what is evaluated), with the aim of 
broadening understanding of curriculum evaluation 
practices and the factors that facilitate or hinder its 
development.
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