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ABSTRACT: Competency assessment is central to determining whether pre-service teachers are prepared to 
integrate technical-vocational expertise with effective pedagogy. This study compared the self-assessed and 
cooperating-teacher-evaluated competencies of Bachelor of Technical-Vocational Teacher Education interns 
during Academic Year 2024-2025. A descriptive-comparative design covered 50 pre-service teachers in Food and 
Service Management, Computer Hardware Servicing, and Fashion and Garment Technologies. Forty-five 
cooperating teachers produced 50 external evaluation records, yielding 100 rating profiles when combined with the 
50 self-assessments. A researcher-developed 42-item instrument assessed seven competency domains and showed 
excellent internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha = 0.95). Because the archived output did not preserve matched 
case-level scores or evaluator identifiers, the reported Mann-Whitney U test was retained only as an exploratory 
comparison of the two rating distributions; individual agreement and evaluator clustering could not be tested. The 
self-assessment grand mean was 4.47, while the cooperating-teacher mean was 4.23; both were interpreted as 
Competent. Pre-service teachers rated Diversity of Learners highest (M = 4.63, SD = 0.61) and Technical-
Vocational Knowledge and Skills lowest (M = 4.32, SD = 0.81). Cooperating teachers rated Curriculum and 
Planning highest (M = 4.41, SD = 0.69) and Personal Growth and Professional Development lowest (M = 3.99, 
SD = 0.97). The exploratory comparison did not detect a statistically significant distributional difference, U = 
1450.00, z = 1.379, p = 0.168, with a small effect (r = 0.14). The result indicates broad aggregate convergence, not 
individual-level agreement or equivalence. Programs should adopt behaviorally anchored rubrics, calibrated 
mentor feedback, matched-data analysis, evidence portfolios, and industry-informed performance tasks to 
strengthen the validity and usefulness of competency assessment. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Technical and vocational education and training 
(TVET) teachers must perform two connected forms of 
work: they must possess current occupational 
knowledge and practical skills, and they must transform 
those capabilities into safe, inclusive, and assessable 
learning experiences. Philippine teacher-education 
standards similarly frame competence across content 
knowledge, learning environments, learner diversity, 
curriculum planning, assessment, community 
engagement, and professional growth [1], [2]. 
Competence is therefore better understood as a 
continuum linking knowledge, interpretation, decision 
making, and observable performance than as a single 
trait or test score [3]. In contemporary TVET, 
competence also includes the capacity to respond to 
changing technologies and workplace expectations [4]. 
Teacher-education programs commonly use self-
assessment and external observation to judge readiness. 
Self-assessment can promote metacognition, self-
regulation, and professional responsibility when criteria 
are explicit and feedback is available [5]. External 
evaluation contributes evidence from actual teaching 
performance and can identify blind spots that novices 
do not recognize. However, internal and external 
judgments do not necessarily measure the same 
perspective, and a lack of statistical difference between 
average ratings does not prove that the ratings agree for 
each individual [6]. Recent evidence also shows that 
pre-service teachers may rate their performance more 

favorably than trained raters, especially when 
performance is weak [7]. 
The practicum is the setting in which these judgments 
become educationally consequential. Mentor 
relationships influence professional identity [8], while 
structured tools, observation protocols, and guided 
conversations can deepen reflection and make feedback 
more actionable [9, 10]. Effective mentoring is not 
merely supervision; it requires cooperating teachers to 
explain instructional decisions, connect standards with 
evidence, and help interns interpret classroom events 
[11]. Digital portfolios and mobile portfolio 
applications can also support the collection of 
performance evidence, although their value depends on 
consistent criteria and meaningful mentor use [12, 13]. 

Despite the importance of dual-source assessment, 

research directly comparing pre-service teachers' self-

ratings with cooperating-teacher evaluations remains 

limited in Philippine technical-vocational teacher 

education. The specific gap is not merely the absence of 

two sets of scores; it is the limited use of matched 

evidence to determine whether interns and mentors 

interpret the same competency standards similarly at the 

individual and domain levels. The present journal 

version therefore (1) describes the competency profiles 

reported by both sources, (2) examines the aggregate 

difference and its magnitude, (3) distinguishes 

distributional similarity from statistical agreement, and 

(4) identifies methodological and program 
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improvements needed for a more valid competency-

assessment system. 

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Research design and setting 
A descriptive-comparative design was used to examine 
naturally occurring competency ratings without 
manipulating instructional conditions. The study was 
conducted during Academic Year 2024-2025 in the 
teaching-internship component of the Bachelor of 
Technical-Vocational Teacher Education program of 
the University of Science and Technology of Southern 
Philippines. Internship placements included three public 
high schools in the Divisions of Cagayan de Oro and 
Misamis Oriental and one state university in Northern 
Mindanao. 

Participants and rating records 
The accessible population was included through a 

census approach. Participants comprised 50 pre-service 

teachers specializing in Food and Service Management, 

Computer Hardware Servicing, and Fashion and 

Garment Technologies, and 45 cooperating teachers. 

The analytical output contained 50 self-assessment 

records and 50 cooperating-teacher evaluation records. 

Since 45 cooperating teachers produced 50 external 

records, at least some mentors evaluated more than one 

intern; however, the exact evaluator-to-intern clustering 

pattern was not preserved in the manuscript. The study 

did not compare specialization groups because the 

original objective focused on overall technical-

vocational and pedagogical competence. 

Instrument 
The researcher-developed questionnaire contained 42 

indicators organized into seven domains: (1) technical-

vocational knowledge and skills, (2) learning 

environment, (3) diversity of learners, (4) curriculum 

and planning, (5) assessment and reporting, (6) 

community linkages and professional engagement, and 

(7) personal growth and professional development. 

Indicators were derived from the Philippine 

Professional Standards for Teachers, CHED 

Memorandum Orders 78 and 79, and TESDA Trainers 

Methodology standards. Five specialists in technical-

vocational education, teaching internship, 

psychometrics, and pedagogy reviewed the instrument. 

Cronbach's alpha was 0.95, indicating excellent internal 

consistency, although an alpha this high may also 

reflect overlapping or redundant items. The original 

response anchors were frequency labels ranging from 

Always to Never, while composite means were 

interpreted using competence categories: 4.50-5.00 

Highly Competent, 3.50-4.49 Competent, 2.50-3.49 

Somewhat Competent, 1.50-2.49 Somewhat 

Incompetent, and 1.00-1.49 Incompetent. Because 

frequency of behavior is not identical to demonstrated 

proficiency, future versions should use behaviorally 

anchored competency descriptors. The available report 

did not include a content-validity index, item-total 

statistics, domain-level reliability, or factor analysis; 

therefore, the alpha coefficient should be interpreted as 

evidence of score consistency rather than complete 

construct validity [14]. 

Data collection and ethics 
Participants received information about the purpose, 

voluntary nature, confidentiality provisions, and 
intended use of the study. Informed consent and 
institutional permission were secured. Identifiers were 
removed from the analytical file, and results were 
reported in aggregate. Cooperating teachers completed 
the same competency framework from an external-
observer perspective after supervising the interns during 
practice teaching. 

Statistical analysis 
Means and standard deviations summarized the 

domain scores to retain comparability with the original 

institutional report. Normality tests were significant for 

the composite scores, and Levene's test indicated 

unequal variances (p = 0.017). The original analysis 

therefore used the Mann-Whitney U test for the two sets 

of rating records and computed effect size as r = 

|z|/sqrt(N), where N = 100 rating records; values near 

0.10, 0.30, and 0.50 were interpreted as small, medium, 

and large [15]. However, the same 50 interns were 

evaluated by both sources, and some cooperating 

teachers rated more than one intern. Consequently, the 

independence assumption is questionable. Case-

matched raw scores and evaluator identifiers were not 

available for reanalysis, so medians, interquartile 

ranges, paired domain differences, the Wilcoxon 

signed-rank test, intraclass correlation, and multilevel 

models could not be reconstructed. The Mann-Whitney 

result is therefore reported only as an exploratory 

aggregate comparison and not as a direct test of 

individual agreement. 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Competency profiles 

Table 1. Competency ratings by assessment source 

Domain Self M (SD) CT M (SD) Gap 

Technical-vocational knowledge and 

skills 
4.32 (0.81) 4.14 (0.66) 0.18 

Learning environment 4.59 (0.62) 4.33 (0.76) 0.26 

Diversity of learners 4.63 (0.61) 4.19 (0.93) 0.44 

Curriculum and planning 4.59 (0.67) 4.41 (0.69) 0.18 

Assessment and reporting 4.33 (0.84) 4.18 (0.78) 0.15 

Community linkages and 

professional engagement 
4.52 (0.65) 4.36 (0.71) 0.16 

Personal growth and professional 

development 
4.34 (0.86) 3.99 (0.97) 0.35 

Grand mean 4.47 (0.86) 4.23 (0.79) 0.24 

Note: Gap = self-assessment mean minus cooperating-teacher mean. Means of 

4.50-5.00 are Highly Competent; 3.50-4.49 are Competent. Case-level raw scores 

were unavailable, so medians and interquartile ranges could not be reconstructed. 
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Both sources placed the overall competence of the 

interns within the Competent range. The self-

assessment grand mean was 4.47 (SD = 0.86), 

compared with 4.23 (SD = 0.79) from cooperating 

teachers. The difference of 0.24 scale points indicates a 

modest tendency for self-ratings to be higher. Because 

the archived dataset did not contain case-matched 

distributions, the means should be treated as descriptive 

group summaries rather than evidence that each intern 

and mentor produced similar scores. Self-evaluation is 

influenced by confidence, experience, interpretation of 

standards, social desirability, and access to comparison 

benchmarks [5-7]. 
Pre-service teachers rated Diversity of Learners highest 
(M = 4.63), followed by Learning Environment and 
Curriculum and Planning (both M = 4.59). These scores 
suggest strong confidence in inclusive planning and 
classroom organization. Nevertheless, the largest source 
gap occurred in Diversity of Learners (0.44), where 
cooperating teachers gave a lower mean of 4.19. This 
difference is educationally important even though both 
values remain positive: confidence in inclusive teaching 
may develop faster than the ability to adapt instruction 
consistently in complex classroom situations. 
Competence should therefore be evidenced through 
differentiated lesson plans, observed adaptations, 
learner work, and post-lesson reflection rather than self-
report alone. 
The lowest self-assessed domain was Technical-

Vocational Knowledge and Skills (M = 4.32), closely 

followed by Assessment and Reporting (M = 4.33) and 

Personal Growth and Professional Development (M = 

4.34). These results identify appropriate targets for 

improvement. Vocational teachers' professional 

learning should remain connected to workplace 

practice, current technology, industry standards, and 

continuing development opportunities [4, 16–18]. Pre-

service teaching performance is strengthened through 

standards-based observation, curriculum review, and 

systematic development of professional attributes [19], 

[20]. Practical learning and performance tasks are 

shaped by access, family and institutional support, and 

the authenticity of learning conditions [21]. These 

findings reinforce the need to assess technical 

competence through observable demonstrations, current 

equipment and processes, and documented performance 

evidence rather than perception alone. 

Cooperating teachers rated Curriculum and Planning 

highest (M = 4.41) and Personal Growth and 

Professional Development lowest (M = 3.99). The latter 

domain also had the second-largest source gap (0.35) 

and the highest cooperating-teacher variability (SD = 

0.97), suggesting uneven evidence of reflective practice, 

professional initiative, and sustained learning. 

Mentoring studies emphasize that professional growth 

is strengthened when mentors make their reasoning 

visible, use structured tools, and connect feedback to 

specific evidence from practice [8–12]. Monitoring and 

assessment practices similarly highlighted the value of 

varied evidence, timely feedback, and explicit 

classroom assessment processes [22]. E-portfolios can 

support this work when they contain annotated lesson 

plans, observation notes, learner evidence, technical 

demonstrations, and action plans rather than serving 

only as document repositories [13]. 

Comparison of rating distributions 

Table 2.Exploratory Mann-Whitney U comparison and effect 

size 

Statistic Value 

Pre-service teachers 50 

Cooperating teachers 45 

Rating records (50 self + 50 external) 100 

Mann-Whitney U 1450.000 

Wilcoxon W 2725.000 

Standard error 145.012 

z 1.379 

p, two-sided 0.168 
Effect size r 0.14 (small) 

The Mann-Whitney U test did not detect a statistically significant 

difference between the two score distributions at alpha = 0.05, U = 

1450.00, z = 1.379, p = 0.168. The effect size was small (r = 

0.14). The result indicates that the aggregate 

distributions were not clearly separated, but it does not 

demonstrate agreement, equivalence, or accurate self-

assessment. A nonsignificant result may occur because 

the distributions are genuinely close, because the 

sample has limited power, or because positive and 

negative person-level differences cancel at the group 

level. Individual agreement requires matched analyses 

such as the Wilcoxon signed-rank test for paired 

differences and an intraclass correlation or other 

reliability model appropriate to the rater structure. 
This more cautious interpretation changes the 

practical conclusion. The objective is not to make self-
ratings identical to mentor ratings; rather, it is to 
improve calibration so that interns can justify their 
judgments with evidence and mentors apply common 
standards consistently. Recent Elsevier research found 
that pre-service teachers' self-assessments were often 
inconsistent with trained-rater scores and that weak 
performers were especially likely to overestimate their 
success [7]. Consequently, programs should examine 
domain-level and person-level discrepancies even when 
the overall test is nonsignificant. 
Program implications 
Five aligned actions are recommended. First, the 

program should conduct calibration sessions in which 

interns and cooperating teachers score sample teaching 

evidence using behaviorally anchored rubrics and 

discuss the reasons for each rating. Second, technical-

vocational competence should be assessed through 
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industry-relevant demonstrations, current equipment 

and processes, and, where feasible, co-assessment by 

qualified industry partners. Third, internship portfolios 

should include observable evidence linked to each 

competency domain and a response-to-feedback log. 

Fourth, mentoring conferences should follow a 

structured cycle of evidence review, self-analysis, 

mentor feedback, agreed action, and follow-up 

observation. Fifth, the program should maintain 

matched intern-level records, evaluator identifiers, and 

repeated observation dates so that paired, inter-rater, 

and multilevel analyses can be conducted. Mentoring 

tools and reflective portfolios are most useful when 

embedded in coherent learning routines rather than 

added as isolated requirements [9, 12, 13]. 
Strengths and limitations 
The study's strengths include the use of two assessment 

perspectives, coverage of seven standards-based 

domains, a complete cohort of interns, and an 

instrument with high internal consistency. The revision 

also reports the effect size and distinguishes group-level 

convergence from agreement. Several limitations 

remain. The study was conducted in one institution and 

one internship period. Competence was measured 

through Likert ratings rather than direct technical tests, 

classroom artifacts, learner outcomes, or repeated 

observations. The frequency-based response anchors 

were interpreted as competency levels even though 

frequency and proficiency are not equivalent. The 

content-validity process was described, but no 

quantitative validity index, domain reliability, factor 

structure, or item-redundancy analysis was available. 

Cooperating teachers differed in experience, some rated 

more than one intern, and neither evaluator clustering 

nor inter-rater reliability was assessed. The comparative 

test did not model paired intern scores, and the absence 

of raw data prevented reporting medians, interquartile 

ranges, domain-specific tests, or individual agreement. 

Finally, the study did not analyze specialization, 

placement school, internship duration, mentor 

experience, or other contextual variables. These 

limitations restrict causal interpretation, measurement 

validity, and generalizability. 

 
4. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The pre-service teachers and cooperating teachers both 

evaluated the interns as Competent in technical-

vocational and pedagogical domains. Self-ratings were 

descriptively higher, particularly in Diversity of 

Learners and Personal Growth and Professional 

Development. The exploratory Mann-Whitney U 

analysis did not detect a statistically significant 

aggregate difference, and the effect was small. This 

finding supports broad group-level similarity only; it 

does not establish individual agreement, equivalence, or 

the accuracy of self-assessment. 

Teacher education programs should retain self-

assessment because it promotes reflection, but it should 

be triangulated with calibrated mentor observation, 

behaviorally anchored rubrics, direct technical-

performance evidence, learner artifacts, and industry-

informed assessment. Priority areas are technical-

vocational knowledge and skills, assessment and 

reporting, and personal growth and professional 

development. Future research should preserve matched 

intern-level data; report medians and interquartile 

ranges; apply paired and multilevel analyses; estimate 

inter-rater and self-versus-mentor agreement; examine 

each competency domain and specialization; and follow 

interns longitudinally into beginning teaching. These 

changes would make competency judgments more 

valid, actionable, and aligned with the dual professional 

demands of TVET teaching. 
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