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Abstract: Students’ skills acquisition is one of the main aims of higher education institutions. On the
one hand, the development of professional competences is important, but on the other hand, it is
known that professionals who feel competent have a more intrinsic motivation in their jobs. The goal
of this study was to describe and detail the perceptions of students, graduates, and their university
tutors about the level of acquisition by students of professional competences. The methodology was
based on a descriptive and comparative study that included a total sample of 2075 participants of
the Degree in Primary Teaching and the Degree in Physical Activity and Sport Science. All of them
came from 21 different universities of Spain: 345 university tutors, 1243 students, and 487 graduates.
The instrument used was a competences perception questionnaire. The statistical analysis included
means, standard deviations, and an ANOVA analysis. The results show discrepancies in the
perceptions of proficiency levels between students and graduates, on one hand, and university tutors,
on the other. Likewise, there was general agreement that competences related to critic capacity and
motor games were the most acquired and programs for individuals with special needs were the
least acquired.
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1. Introduction

The perception of professional competences and real competences acquired during the physical
education teacher education (PETE) can have an essential influence on the future quality of
education. Education and skills acquired by university students are known to influence the workplace.
Skills acquired by students during training can affect both the volume of work and the worker’s
satisfaction. Besides, there is a mismatch between the skills available after initial training and the skills
required at work [1].

In Spain, there are still few studies about perceived competence from students’ and graduates’
point of view. Recently, quite a few scholars have been conducting research on the subject (e.g., [2–6]).
Therefore, it is important to carry out studies to test competences in higher education [7] and to get
students’ and graduates’ beliefs, as well as that of their university tutors.

The models of educating teachers have undergone various changes in recent times, evolving
from the well-known and entrenched traditionalist approaches to more competence-based approaches.
The competency-based training model is the new frame of reference, which guides higher education
institutions in the design of their training programs [8]. University education is gradually transitioning
through a focus on implementing, analyzing, and studying the effectiveness of new training models
based on established competencies [9].

The focus has moved from the more technical and reductionist competence approaches of the
seventies, to competence approaches that are more holistic and of greater complexity due to the
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integration of techniques, strategies, interpersonal, and emotional competences, the latter being those
that are currently receiving greater focus within universities [10].

Regarding the definition of the term ‘competence’, it is generally understood as a combination of
knowledge, skills, and individual characteristics, such as motivation, self-awareness, personality traits,
attitudes, beliefs, values, and interests, which can be measured and can be determinants of differences
in performance [11]. Competence training is related to the type of effective actions that are oriented
towards the resolution of problems and the improvement of social contexts, applying knowledge and
being effective in the use of resources [12]; always from a perspective of self-responsibility. In short,
it delivers the ability to solve contextualized problems with self-responsibility, using knowledge, skills,
and individual characteristics that can be measured and that are decisive in the optimal resolution of
the complex situations encountered.

In the opinion of some authors, specific competences, also referred to as professional competences,
are related to technical issues (knowledge) and methodological aspects (know-how), while generic
competences, also known as transversal competences, remain closer to participatory behavior (knowing
how to act) and personal behavior (knowing how to be) [10].

In particular, the specific competences in the Spanish universities offer the PETE teachers
the opportunity to correspond to a greater or lesser extent with so-called teaching competences.
Panel members design these competencies derived from various curricular guidelines and textbook
sources of the government. Some authors [13,14] have focused their reflections in recent times on this
area of study.

In the wider context, it can be said that teaching competence has long been an object of study
that has been analyzed and researched in depth. Nevertheless, it should be clarified that in some of
these studies it is advisable to determine when reference is made to teaching competence as opposed
to professional effectiveness [15]. In general, many studies have focused on competence from the
perspective of current or future teaching professionals (e.g., [16,17]). However, as indicated in a recent
study [18], it is still important to clarify what is meant by a competent or an effective teacher; and more
specifically, within European countries, since most of the research on this subject is currently centered
in the United States [19].

According to students’ acquisition of competences during their PETE, several research studies have
focused on highlighting that in competency training models it is important, first of all, to corroborate
the existence of an adequate alignment between the competency training model and the way it
is assessed [20]. This is an essential issue for the effective acquisition of competencies by future
professionals and it is known that several studies have tried to explain this topic (e.g., [21–23]).

On the one hand, likewise, some research studies have considered it vitally important to obtain data
on perceived competence from students, as future professionals, so some studies have been oriented
towards the need to identify the student’s perspective in relation to the acquisition of competences
through self-evaluation [24].

On the other hand, there has been considerable effort in some research to consider the opinions
and perceptions of university tutors regarding competency-based training models [25]. Although,
there has not been a research effort to obtain their opinions about the level of students’ competences.

However, at the same time, the interest in knowing the perceptions of more agents and not only
the students’ perceptions is growing. One of the last studies published, [26], showed this point of view.
The authors analyzed students, teachers, and employers’ perceptions. The results showed a disparity
of different agents’ perceptions. In their opinion, this map of perceptions is the right way to improve
the curriculums in higher education.

Within PETE programs there has also been an interest in studying the most effective alignment
between assessment systems and the competencies that are intended to be acquired [27,28] and,
furthermore, in analyzing the perception of the students themselves and their tutors’ perceptions of
the students’ acquisition of competences during their initial training period [29,30].
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It can be seen, therefore, that in the field of research regarding the study of competences acquired
through the PETE, it is considered fundamental to collect data from the students themselves, from
graduates who are experiencing their first engagement with the workplace, their university tutors,
and, of course, from an analysis of the alignment and consistency of the contemporary training
models themselves.

A variety of designs have been employed in these previous studies, although they have been
predominantly quantitative in nature. This approach was also chosen for this current study, as
explained beneath.

The study developed the below aims for investigating PETE in Spain, both in the Bachelors’
Degree in Primary Education (DPE) and in the Bachelors’ Degree in Physical Activity and Sports
Sciences (DPASS)—more specifically, the perception of the acquisition of specific competences from the
perspective of current students, graduates, and university tutors. The ultimate purpose was to identify
these groups’ viewpoints and to have a map of the level of acquisition of physical education teaching
competences within the PETE.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Participants

A non probabilistic, snowball sampling was taken. In this form of sampling, researchers find
participants and ask them to recruit other sample subjects [31]. The final recruitment was composed
of 2075 subjects (890 women and 1185 men). Of these total, 345 were university tutors of the DPE
or of the DPASS in Spain that had taught on either of those programs in any of the four preceding
academic years; 1243 were students on the final year of their course; and 487 were graduates from
the last five cohorts of the previously mentioned degree courses in Spain. All of them came from
21 different universities that covered a wide spectrum of Spanish geography, fulfilling the criterion of
heterogeneity of the population (Table 1).

Table 1. Participants.

% Gender % Degree

N Male Female PEF PASS

Students 1243 56.5% 43.5% 68.0% 32.0%
Tutors 345 56.8% 43.2% 60.4% 39.6%

Graduates 487 58.9% 41.1% 39.0% 61.0%

2.2. Instruments

Three scales were designed for the analysis of the perceptions that tutors, students, and graduates
had about the level of acquisition by students of generic or personal competences, generic teaching,
and specific physical education teaching competences during their initial training in undergraduate
courses. Each of the three groups were asked, in relation to all of the subjects on their degree course,
to say to what extent they believed that the students had developed each of twenty-two teaching
competences (Table 2). Responses were assessed using a Likert-type response scale with five points of
agreement: 0 (nothing); 1 (little); 2 (moderately); 3 (a lot); and 4 (very much). The items used were the
competences incorporated in the corresponding “Libros Blancos” of the DPE and in DPASS [32,33]
were textbooks sources, edited by the Spanish government, which include some curricular guidelines
for Spanish universities.
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Table 2. Physical education specific teaching competences.

Competences Spec. Gen.

A B C D

1 Design, apply, and analyze didactic interventions in the discipline of PE *

2 Develop and implement PE programs that facilitate the effective participation of
students with special educational needs *

3
Design, develop, and evaluate teaching–learning processes related to physical
activity and sport with attention to the individual and the contextual
characteristics of participants

*

4 Understand and promote the different motor manifestations that are part of your
traditional culture * *

5 Understand psychomotor development and its evolutionary maturation *

6 Understand physical capacities and the factors that determine their evolution and
know how to apply their specific technical foundations * *

7 Understand the biological and physiological fundamentals of the human body in
relation to physical activity *

8 Understand the elements and foundations of bodily expression and nonverbal
communication and their formative and cultural value *

9 Understand the basics of introducing school sports and design specific tasks to be
used in the field of education * *

10 Have strategies for applying the elements of health regarding hygiene and
nutrition in educational practice *

11 Deliver teaching strategies that promote the acquisition of regular physical
activity habits *

12 Know how to use games as a teaching resource and as teaching content *

13 Know how to apply the fundamentals (techniques) of physical activities within the
natural environment *

14 Know how to use assessment instruments in the discipline of PE *

15 Promote complementary activities related to physical activity and sports inside
and outside the educational arena * *

16 Respond to issues of diversity in PE practices * *

17 Be able to reflect on teaching and learning process, different organizational types,
and different methodologies within PE classes * *

18 Understand the corporal and motor skill educational processes *

19 Design, modify, and/or adapt to the educational context of motor situations
oriented to the development and improvement of motor skills *

20 Design, develop, and evaluate teaching–learning processes related to motor skills,
with attention to the individual and the contextual characteristics of participants *

21
Analyze and communicate, in a critical and substantiated way, the value of
physical activity and sport and their contribution to the development and
well-being of individuals

* *

22 Identify and prevent the health risks that derive from the practice of inappropriate
physical activities * *

The different scales of teaching competencies [34] were semantically adapted to the characteristics
of each of the three groups of students, graduates, and tutors. The questionnaires were constructed
in three stages: (1) in an initial phase, an extensive set of questions was compiled from the literature
review on the subject [35], which resulted in a first version comprising 89 questions; (2) in the second
phase, the relevance (the items most related to the object of study) and clarity (easily understandable,
using simple statements) of this first draft were evaluated by 9 experts in movement and physical
education—members of the National Network of Formative and Shared Assessment in Spain, with a
proven track record in initial teacher training and physical education—and based on data they provided,
the final questions were selected; and (3) in a third phase, tests were conducted with subjects of similar
characteristics to the participants in the study to ensure their comprehension. Once the questions that
were unreliable and unclear according to the experts were clarified, the final scales were created, with a
total of 46 items divided into three major areas [36]: (1) generic or personal competences; (2) generic
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teaching competences; and (3) specific Physical Education teaching competencies. The reliability
measured by Cronbach’s alpha showed very high values, specifically, in the scale of physical education
teaching competencies, which was the primary focus in this work. The values were: graduates 0.931;
students, 0.921 and tutors 0.954. All were therefore above 0.7, commonly established as the reference
value for reliability.

The twenty-two competences were classified as follows [10]: specific, distinguishing between
‘knowing’ (A) and ‘knowing how to do’ (B); and generic, differentiating between ‘knowing how to act’
(C) and ‘knowing how to be’ (D). Of the twenty-two competences, eighteen had a specific character,
one was generic, and three were mixed (specific and generic) (Table 2).

2.3. Variables

The dependent variables were the perceptions of graduates, students, and tutors about the degree
of acquisition of twenty-two physical education teaching competencies. The independent variables
were the type of population (graduates, students, and tutors) and the typology of the competences,
organized into four groups (knowing, knowing how to do, knowing how to act, and knowing how to
be) (Table 2).

2.4. Process

The definition of the sample and the application of the questionnaire were carried out in April 2015.
We contacted some Spanish professors, and they accepted the invitation to collaborate by recruiting
a large number of participants for the study. Students and their tutors from 21 Spanish universities
answered paper-based questionnaires distributed in three zones: the northern zone (Universities
of Valladolid, León, Burgos, Cantabria, Salamanca, País Vasco, and La Coruña), the eastern zone
(Universities of Zaragoza, Lleida, Barcelona, Ramón Llull, Vic, Valencia, and the Autonomous University
of Barcelona), and the central and southern zones and that of the Canary Islands (Universities of
La Laguna, Alcalá, Murcia, Castilla-la Mancha, Granada, Seville, and Córdoba); the graduates
were asked through an electronic questionnaire (Google), due to the difficulty in accessing this
group. The approximate duration for completion was forty minutes. Previously, an informed
consent form was written for all of them and anonymity was guaranteed at all times by coding the
completed questionnaires.

2.5. Data Analysis

Two types of analysis were carried out: (1) descriptive from the means and SD of the three groups
and the relative means (the order of the means within each group); (2) differences between groups
using ANOVA, as there were more than two groups, and analysis of the differences between pairs of
groups using the Bonferroni test. A level of significance of p ≤ 0.05 was established. The program
SPSS_v19 was used.

3. Results

In a global approach to the results, it was observed that the graduates presented the highest global
average (M = 2.8), followed by students (M = 2.5), and finally, tutors (M = 1.4). The graphs of the
means of the 22 items and across the three populations showed a degree of agreement, with close
values between students and graduates (always higher for the latter) and both distanced from the
values of the tutors (Figure 1).
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and 20 (teaching–learning programs of motor competence with attention to the individual and 
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Figure 1. Graph of the means of the three groups and global average.

The range of averages for students and graduates was 1.1 points, with those of students between
M = 2.0 and M = 3.1 and those of graduates between M = 2.1 and M = 3.2. For the tutors, the range was
somewhat higher, 1.3 points, with the lower average being M = 1.0 and the higher M = 2.4, although
the SD was higher in this group.

It was observed that the highest average in the three groups corresponded to competence 12
(motor games) and the second, but in third place for students, corresponded to competence 21 (critical
ability). At the opposite extreme, competence 2 (programs for people with special needs) received the
lowest value from students and graduates and the second lowest in the case of tutors.

Differences between these two groups versus tutors were also studied. The major discrepancy
appeared in competence 13 (natural environment) between teachers and the other two groups; with
students, the difference was 1.463 and it was 1.665 with the graduates. The smallest differences between
tutors and students were in competence 3 (PE teaching–learning programs with attention to individual
and context; 0.702) and among tutors and graduates in competence 20 (motor skills teaching–learning
programs with attention to individual and context; 0.799).

Applying the ANOVA, there were significant differences (p ≤ 0.05) in all the competences, so the
Bonferroni post hoc test was applied. Of the sixty-six possible crosses (22 items and 3 samples),
significant differences were found in sixty-one of them (94.5%). In the five items in which there
was some coincidence, it was always between students and graduates: competence 2 (programs for
people with special needs); 11 (acquisition of habits); 14 (EF evaluation); 16 (attention to diversity);
and 20 (teaching–learning programs of motor competence with attention to the individual and context)
(Table 3).

In the study of the typology of competences, the greatest differences between students and
graduates as opposed to tutors were found in the specific competences related to knowledge (7, 22, 9,
6), while the smallest differences occurred in the competences relating to know-how (20, 2, 3, 12, 19).
This section may be divided by subheadings. It should provide a concise and precise description of
the experimental results and their interpretation, as well as the experimental conclusions that can
be drawn.
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Table 3. Differences between pairs of groups.

V ANOVA Comparison between Groups_Bonferroni 95% Confidence Interval

Quadratic Means F Sig. Difference in Means Standard Deviation Sig. Lower Limit Upper Limit

1 105.626 121.734 0.000
Student Graduate −0.236 * 0.05 0.000 −0.35 −0.12

Tutor 0.784 * 0.059 0.000 0.64 0.93
Graduate Tutor 1.019 * 0.067 0.000 0.86 1.18

2 85.064 83.761 0.000
Student Graduate −0.09 0.054 0.280 −0.22 0.04

Tutor 0.769 * 0.064 0.000 0.62 0.92
Graduate Tutor 0.859 * 0.073 0.000 0.68 1.03

3 81.077 90.295 0.000
Student Graduate −0.182 * 0.051 0.001 −0.3 −0.06

Tutor 0.702 * 0.06 0.000 0.56 0.85
Graduate Tutor 0.884 * 0.069 0.000 0.72 1.05

4 126.976 140.761 0.000
Student Graduate −0.134 * 0.051 0.026 −0.26 −0.01

Tutor 0.928 * 0.06 0.000 0.78 1.07
Graduate Tutor 1.061 * 0.069 0.000 0.9 1.23

5 134.651 146.022 0.000
Student Graduate −0.159 * 0.051 0.006 −0.28 −0.04

Tutor 0.939 * 0.06 0.000 0.79 1.08
Graduate Tutor 1.098 * 0.069 0.000 0.93 1.26

6 178.128 206.673 0.000
Student Graduate −0.276 * 0.05 0.000 −0.39 −0.16

Tutor 1.033 * 0.059 0.000 0.89 1.17
Graduate Tutor 1.309 * 0.067 0.000 1.15 1.47

7 269.463 276.489 0.000
Student Graduate −0.267 * 0.053 0.000 −0.39 −0.14

Tutor 1.309 * 0.062 0.000 1.16 1.46
Graduate Tutor 1.577 * 0.071 0.000 1.41 1.75

8 143.014 142.084 0.000
Student Graduate −0.143 * 0.054 0.023 −0.27 −0.01

Tutor 0.979 * 0.063 0.000 0.83 1.13
Graduate Tutor 1.122 * 0.072 0.000 0.95 1.3

9 196.254 201.49 0.000
Student Graduate −0.170 * 0.053 0.004 −0.3 −0.04

Tutor 1.151 * 0.062 0.000 1 1.3
Graduate Tutor 1.322 * 0.071 0.000 1.15 1.49

10 143.777 133.896 0.000
Student Graduate −0.239 * 0.055 0.000 −0.37 −0.11

Tutor 0.935 * 0.065 0.000 0.78 1.09
Graduate Tutor 1.174 * 0.075 0.000 0.99 1.35

11 129.809 136.101 0.000
Student Graduate −0.08 0.052 0.377 −0.2 0.05

Tutor 0.962 * 0.062 0.000 0.81 1.11
Graduate Tutor 1.042 * 0.071 0.000 0.87 1.21

12 87.036 102.289 0.000
Student Graduate −0.165 * 0.049 0.002 −0.28 −0.05

Tutor 0.729 * 0.057 0.000 0.59 0.87
Graduate Tutor 0.895 * 0.066 0.000 0.74 1.05
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Table 3. Cont.

V ANOVA Comparison between Groups_Bonferroni 95% Confidence Interval

Quadratic Means F Sig. Difference in Means Standard Deviation Sig. Lower Limit Upper Limit

13 314.489 316.532 0.000
Student Graduate −0.202 * 0.053 0.000 −0.33 −0.07

Tutor 1.463 * 0.063 0.000 1.31 1.61
Graduate Tutor 1.665 * 0.072 0.000 1.49 1.84

14 146.499 127.114 0.000
Student Graduate −0.088 0.057 0.383 −0.23 0.05

Tutor 1.025 * 0.068 0.000 0.86 1.19
Graduate Tutor 1.113 * 0.078 0.000 0.93 1.3

15 140.499 141.493 0.000
Student Graduate −0.150 * 0.053 0.015 −0.28 −0.02

Tutor 0.973 * 0.063 0.000 0.82 1.12
Graduate Tutor 1.123 * 0.072 0.000 0.95 1.3

16 109.905 102.538 0.000
Student Graduate −0.087 0.055 0.345 −0.22 0.05

Tutor 0.878 * 0.065 0.000 0.72 1.03
Graduate Tutor 0.966 * 0.075 0.000 0.79 1.15

17 98.623 95.998 0.000
Student Graduate −0.229 * 0.054 0.000 −0.36 −0.1

Tutor 0.755 * 0.064 0.000 0.6 0.91
Graduate Tutor 0.983 * 0.073 0.000 0.81 1.16

18 106.916 122.877 0.000
Student Graduate −0.142 * 0.05 0.013 −0.26 −0.02

Tutor 0.838 * 0.059 0.000 0.7 0.98
Graduate Tutor 0.980 * 0.067 0.000 0.82 1.14

19 92.326 107.409 0.000
Student Graduate −0.169 * 0.05 0.002 −0.29 −0.05

Tutor 0.762 * 0.059 0.000 0.62 0.9
Graduate Tutor 0.931 * 0.067 0.000 0.77 1.09

20 73.19 82.101 0.000
Student Graduate −0.091 0.051 0.214 −0.21 0.03

Tutor 0.707 * 0.06 0.000 0.56 0.85
Graduate Tutor 0.799 * 0.068 0.000 0.64 0.96

21 132.675 154.157 0.000
Student Graduate −0.367 * 0.05 0.000 −0.49 −0.25

Tutor 0.792 * 0.058 0.000 0.65 0.93
Graduate Tutor 1.159 * 0.067 0.000 1 1.32

22 186.372 188.2 0.000
Student Graduate −0.316 * 0.053 0.000 −0.44 −0.19

Tutor 1.033 * 0.063 0.000 0.88 1.18
Graduate Tutor 1.349 * 0.072 0.000 1.18 1.52

* Significant differences, p ≤ 0.05.
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4. Discussion

Summary. The results of our study showed that students and graduates considered that they
acquired, to a large extent, the teaching competences in PE, while their tutors perceived a lower level of
acquisition of the competences by the students and graduates. The opinions of students and graduates
coincided in somewhat more than a quarter of the competences, while the tutors maintained significant
differences with the other two groups with regard to all of them. However, there was an almost perfect
coincidence between the three groups as to which competences were the most acquired (critical ability
and motor play) and which were the least (programs for people with special needs). Regarding skills
typologies, the greatest differences were seen between students and graduates, as opposed to tutors, in
the knowledge category and the smallest differences were seen in the competency of know-how.

Global data. In the present study, based on the perceptions of these educational agents, we found
agreements with the findings of [37], who attributed to the evaluation of the perceptions of students
and tutors an even more relevant role than systematic observation or the study of cases. This is because
it has the advantage of being based on the evaluation of the effective experience of the students within
a specific environment and incorporates the judgments of all the members of the class group. On the
other hand, evaluations made based on the collection of student information are useful for improving
the quality of teaching because they are relatively valid and are not influenced by potential biases [38].
In addition, some limitations of research on student perceptions are derived from the lack of contrast
with the tutor’s assessment [39], but this did not happen in our study as it includes tutors within
the sample.

The results of our study produced satisfactory data in that both students and graduates perceived
they had acquired the necessary PE teaching competences to a large extent. The graduates, who provided
the highest averages, considered that the level of skills they acquired was M = 2.8, close to a lot.
The students were placed in an intermediate–high category (the global average was M = 2.5, between
moderate and a lot). So, if a person can be considered competent when he or she is capable of solving
problems specific to their field of activity [40] and of applying appropriate competencies to a variety of
situations [41], we could say that both students and graduates perceived themselves to be between
average and very prepared to deal with the demands of the profession; that is, to resolve issues in
professional teaching situations. The high values given by the graduates have great relevance when
considering this group as, having recently completed one of the degree courses being studied here,
they have a practical appreciation of the usefulness of their studies that provide experiences relative to
the professional context. Therefore, they can analyze, with a good degree of perspective, the strengths
and weaknesses of the courses they have experienced. However, the tutor group perceived a low level
of acquisition of the competences by their students or alumni. The lowest averages always occurred in
this group (M = 1.4), who considered the required competences had only been acquired to a little or
moderate degree.

Similarities. Of the five competences for which the differences between students and graduates
were not significant, three of them have a similar nature because they all relate to taking into account the
individual characteristics of the people to whom teaching–learning processes are applied: competence
2 (special educational needs, M = 2); competence 16 (diversity of the students, M = 2.3); and competence
20 (individual and contextual characteristics, M = 2.4). Given that the three are located in or close to
the moderate category we cannot say that these data indicate a satisfactory position.

Reinforcing the data analyzed above, in relation to the competences acquired to a lesser degree,
there was an almost total coincidence between the three groups with regard to competence 2 (programs
for people with special needs): graduates and students awarded the lowest average (moderately
acquired) and tutors put it in second place (little acquired). This leads us to believe that this is an area
that has not been adequately addressed within initial teacher training, as suggested above. Particularly
if we take into account that knowing how to manage heterogeneity represents a key competence in
teacher education [42].
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Differences. The ANOVA data showed some significant differences in perceptions about the
22 competencies. In analyzing which pairs of groups produced these differences, it was observed that
they occurred in all possible crosses except in five of the student-graduate pairs.

Therefore, there was an important discrepancy between the opinions of tutors vs. students and
graduates, unlike the findings in [38], in which the degree of agreement between tutors and students
in each dimension of their study was significant.

Although in our study there were significant differences between the three groups, except for the
five mentioned crossings where students and graduates coincided, the analysis of the relative values
(the order of each mean with respect to their group) showed that there were coincidences about what
competencies were the least and most valued by all groups. This was also observed in the profiles,
partially similar, between the three graphs (Figure 1). We consider that the coinciding opinion of three
different groups gives the data great stability. The three groups gave their highest value to competence
12 (motor games), followed closely by competence 21 (critical ability).

Games have long been a key element of content in the compulsory PE curricula [43],
which undoubtedly seems to be reflected in initial training programs. Also, the fact that games
are included in university curricula, as content and as a methodological resource (recreational
methodologies are frequently referenced in the programs), has been able to influence the significant
consideration that students, graduates, and tutors all give to this competence. Nevertheless, regarding
PETE, new learning trends are emerging in the 21th century. One of them is the transition to more
health-based curriculum [44,45], and another one is the beginning of a new neuroscience contribution
to curriculum theory [46].

Regarding the reference to the natural environment, tutors produced a lower average score and
the biggest difference between their perception and that of students and graduates, probably as a result
of the different appreciation of the material conditions in which this type of activity is developed.

On the other hand, that fact that the competence related to critical ability presented one of
the highest average scores is very positive, given that the development of a critical and reflective
attitude is in line with the university model of education currently being implemented, which is
focused on the student and on the competences that he/she must acquire. These, as we mentioned
in the introduction [10], are not only knowledge and know-how, but also personal competences
such as knowing how to act or knowing how to be. The importance of the reflective professional
as an agent of change has been pointed out [40]. That is the reason why tutors must learn to adapt
following reflection [47]. As a result, reflective practice and critical involvement would be, rather than
competences, “fundamental behaviors” to be acquired through teacher education [42] (p. 506). Equally,
the job of teaching within current parameters stresses the need for reflection in practice [48]. Clearly,
the professional approach to university education, as expected by society, should include systematic
reflection by all involved on their own actions [49].

Finally, according to society expectations, labor market, and scientific evidence, it would be
interesting for university faculty to offer quality training to tutors and partners to have more alignment
with expectations and methodologies. Perhaps some current academic competences are misaligned
with these issues.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, the results allow us to be partially optimistic, at least from the opinion of students
and graduates, in particular of the latter, regarding the degree of acquisition of specific teaching
competencies in a context where the professional profiles of university degrees are characterized
by addressing multiple and complex competencies to respond to multiple and complex jobs [12].
Resulting from this is a need to delve deeper into the reasons for the low values expressed by the
tutors and the differences that may arise between degrees that are not studied here due to reasons of
the dimension of the study.
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It has become evident that there is a need to continue reflecting on what formative aspects tutors
attribute importance to in comparison to students. It seems that everything that relates to conceptual
knowledge has a great significance for tutors, while students are more oriented to knowing how to do
things, to practical knowledge, and ways to apply that knowledge; this is something that has been
reiterated in this research and that future educational models should continue to develop.

Critical and reflexive capacity has been shown to be important in this study; without doubt the
teaching professionals demanded by society must take all this into account. Therefore, it will be
necessary to study and influence, in even greater depth, research into this area and its operational
implementation within PETE, since it is based on the logic of training plans that are focused on
competencies where that approach becomes essential.

The aspects that refer to the individualization, diversity, and special educational needs of the
practical proposals that future tutors should implement in their professional contexts, are highlighted
as an area in which future training needs to be influenced.

All of these proposals for improvements should probably be implemented by viewing educational
methods from a modular perspective and getting tutors to work in teams in order to ensure all
competences are acquired effectively [12].
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