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ABSTRACT 

 

This study examined the development of English Education students’ core 

competencies based on lecturers’ intsructional practice report. The core competencies in 

this research include two domain: soft skills and hard skills. Soft skills and hard skills 

are categorized into sub-domain. Self evaluation questionnaire using likert scale 1 to 5 

responses were distributed to 30 lecturers, and 23 returned. The interpretation of mean 

score was catagorized  into five level; very low, low, medium, high and very high. The 

findings showed that lecturers rated their instructional practices in developing studens’ 

soft skills, and hard skills, and in overall core competencies were at high level. In sub-

skills of soft skills showed that instructional practices in term of communication skills, 

learning how to learn skills, problem solving skills and working with others were rated 

at high level, while IT skill and numeracy skills were practiced at medium level. It is 

assumed that the level of instructional practices of core competencies will impact on 

unsatisfied level of students' core competencies output. This study suggested that 

faculty and department should take a role in implementation of instructional practice 

based on students core competencies development.  

 

Keywords: core competencies; soft skills; hard skills; instructional practice; higher 

education 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

A number of studies related to students and graduate core competencies level have 

been done continuously until today following the challenges from years to year, such as 

(Hadiyanto, Mukminin, Failasofah. Arif, Fajaryani, and Habibi, 2017, British Council, 

2016; Aclan, E. M,  Noor Hashima & Valdez, N. P. 2015; Laura, et al (2015), Su and 

Zang (2015), Hadiyanto and Suratno (2015), Hadiyanto & Mohammed Sani (2013), 

Lowden et al. (2011), Jones (2009), Hogarth et al. (2007), the Business Council of 

Australia (BCA, 2006), Zalizan et al. (2006), Norzaini et al. (2005), Crebert et al. 

(2004), Bath et al. (2004), Pumphrey and Slater (2002), Curry et al. (2003), Borthwick 

and Wissler (2003), and others studies across countries that are different terminology 

used. The terminology of core competencies used such as 21st century skills, 

transferable skill, key skills, soft skills, generic skills and others terms. The term ‘core 

competencies’ are used in Indonesian higher curriculum (Tim Kurikulum dan 

Pembelajaran Direktorat Pembelajaran dan Kemahasiswaan, 2014) and Indonesian 
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Qualification Framework (Dikti, 2011). Both Indonesian Higher Education Curriculum 

(Tim Kurikulum dan Pembelajaran Direktorat Pembelajaran dan Kemahasiswaan, 

2014) and Indonesian Qualification Framewok (Dikti, 2011) states that the students’ 

must be provided with core competencies including soft skills and hard skills.  

 

Most of the studies as mentioned above state that the development of core 

competencies is best facilitated by giving students practice and not by simply talking 

about or demonstrating what to do. The teaching approach is no longer monotonies on 

lecture, and slide presentation only where a lecturer standing in front of class exchanges 

slide by slide. The teaching and learning at university level now, is students centered 

where the students build their core competencies through various learning activities in 

the classroom. 

The Education English graduates should not just be prepared for specific 

knowledge and technical skills of English such as grammar, reading, listening, 

speaking, writing, discourse analysis, teaching skills, e.tc, but also be prepared to 

enhance, accommodate, and apply their soft skills at work place. That is why the 

students’ core competencies development must be embedded in instructional 

practices and be evaluated from time to time (British Council, 2016; Aclan, E. M,  

Noor Hashima & Valdez, N. P. 2015; Marie and Donna, 2013; Bartel, 2011). 

  

The implementation of instructional practice based on students’ core 

competencies development had been stated as curriculum policy at national level and 

at university level. In University of Jambi, the implementation had been started since 

2014 by referring to guidance of curriculum of DIKTI  (Tim Kurikulum dan 

Pembelajaran Direktorat Pembelajaran dan Kemahasiswaan, 2014; English 

Education Program, Faculty of Teacher Training and Education, Universitas Jambi, 

2015; Indonesian Qualification Framewok, 2011).  

 

In relation with this study, though core competencies based learning had been 

stated in description and objective of curriculum of Education English (English 

Education Program, Faculty of Teacher Training and Education, Universitas Jambi, 

2015), however there is no yet instrument developed to measured students core 

competencies development. And research upon instructional practices conducted 

dealing with students’ core competencies development and the monitoring and 

evaluation of students’ core competencies development had not been conducted. 

Therefore, this study aimed to examine, describe and report the development of 

English Education students’ core competencies based on lecturers’ instructional 

practice report. It was conducted at English Education Department in Universitas 

Jambi. The result had been classified and discussed according to a main construct, 

and then breakdown into sub-construct.   

 

In addition, the result of the study will be contributed as reference to develop the 

model of students’ core competencies development that is being funded by 

Indonesian Ministry of Research, Technology and Higher Education year 2016 to 

2018.    
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

Defining Art Competencies 

 

In this study, by refereeing to some previous resources such as Hadiyanto & 

Suratno, 2015, Bialik, et., al. (2015), Hassan., et. al. (2013), Hadiyanto & Mohammed 

Sani (2013), Hadiyanto.(2011), Hadiyanto, (2010), and Zalizan., et. al (2006) core 

competencies are reconceptualised and redefined as skills developed during teaching 

and learning process at university in order to provide students with competencies; Soft 

Skills and English Hard Skills.  For obtaining the aim of the study, the writer 

formulated the conceptual framework as shown in Figure 1.  

 

 

Figure 1.    Conceptual framework of the study 

 

The conceptual framework shown in Figure 1 illustrates how the students’ 

engagement and activities were generated in the classroom in relation to the 

development of core competencies. The lecturers’ strategies on students’ engagement 

were indicated by indicators of core competencies as constructed in self-report 

questionnaire.  The model of students’ core competencies development discussed in this 

paper refer Hadiyanto, Mukminin, Failasofah. Arif, Fajaryani, and Habibi, 2017, 

Hadiyanto & Suratno, 2015, Bialik, et., al. (2015), Hassan., et. al. (2013), Hadiyanto & 

Mohammed Sani (2013), Hadiyanto.(2011), Hadiyanto, (2010), Person, Ann., et. al. 

(2009) and Zalizan., et  al (2006).Then, core competencies define as skills developed 
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during teaching and learning process at university in order to provide students with 

three major competencies; Soft Skills, English Hard Skills and Character. 

 

Soft Skill 

 

Hadiyanto (2010) stated that the term of soft skills is interchangeable terms with 

generic skills, key skills or transferable skills that the government and much of the 

industry to be essential for successfully work. Current popular term use to describe soft 

skills much similarly defined  as 2tst century skills (ILO,2014., p.15; Partnership for 

21st century skills. 2008. p. 12). The definition of soft skills then in this research is 

defined as the ability of generating communication skills, IT Skills, numeracy skills, 

learning how to learn skills, problem-solving skills and working with others in 

completing task and work. Each soft skill is defined in the following.   

Communication skill is defined as the ability of using English to express and 

exchange ideas by using feelings of thought a variety of verbal and non-verbal media, 

including speech and written text as also to synthesise information gained from relevant 

resources (Hadiyanto & Sani, 2013; Hadiyanto, 2011; Hadiyanto, 2010; Zalizan et al, 

2006; Washer, 2007). 

IT Skills, that is the competence of using technology of computers as well as its’ 

device and programme, such as using Microsoft office, internet, website, email, 

messenger, downloading and uploading,  applications, online conference,  necessary 

tool and application to access, gain, create, manage and expose information (Hadiyanto 

& Sani, 2013; Hadiyanto, 2011; Hadiyanto, 2010; Zalizan et al, 2006; Washer, 2007). 

Numeracy skill refers to the ability of using basic mathematic calculation, 

interpreting graphical information, timing, prioritizing tasks and sequencing of job or 

activities. (Hadiyanto & Sani, 2013; Hadiyanto, 2011; Hadiyanto, 2010; Zalizan et al, 

2006; Washer, 2007). 

Learning skills is defined as the ability of using strategies as well as doing 

evaluation on self-learning strategy, seeking for the weakness and coming to better 

way and output of learning goal, it includes gaining general and detailed information, 

knowledge and skills in order to achieve the goal of learning (Hadiyanto & Sani, 

2013; Hadiyanto, 2011; Hadiyanto, 2010; Zalizan et al, 2006; Jones, 2009).. 

Problem solving skills, which is the ability to tackle problem systematically and 

appropriately in appropriate situation in order come out with an appropriate solution 

(Hadiyanto & Sani, 2013; Hadiyanto, 2011; Hadiyanto, 2010; Jelas et al., 2006; 

Washer, 2007). 

Working with others  refer to a capacity to interact effectively with other people 

both on a one to one basis and in groups, including understanding and responding to 

the needs of a client and working effectively as a member of a team to achieve a goal  

(Hadiyanto & Sani, 2013; Hadiyanto, 2011; Hadiyanto, 2010, Jelas et al., 2006 ; 

Washer, 2007; QCA, 2000). 

 

Hard Skills  

 

Hard skills relate to specific knowledge and technical skills toward a field of study 

(Babic & Slavkovic, 2011). Dikti (2011) stated hard skills that are refer to specific 

knowledge and technical skills toward one’s major. Specifically in this study, it is 
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defined the ability of students using and generating course knowledge and skills in real 

context.  

 

 

Instructional Practices Based On Students Competencies Development 

 

In relation to preparing the classroom for core competencies development 

certainly requires proper planning and preparation. Giving a full lecture or 

demonstrating the core competencies practices; soft skills and hard skills and are not 

proven methods of developing the skills among the students. The literature stresses 

the importance of both theory and practice as necessary elements in the process of 

learning (and the development of core competencies through real practice, yet many 

writers assert that students have difficulty in transferring theoretical concepts 

acquired in the classroom to practical applications in the workplace in areas as varied 

as aviation, all disciplines knowledge. For answering the issues some expert 

suggested that important opportunities for the development of core competencies 

must occur in the selection of delivery methods. Teaching contexts can provide an 

explicit focus on the development of core competencies, thus providing students with 

opportunities to develop them. The students ‘core competencies will be highly 

promoted if the large opportunity given to the students to practice these attributes 

within learning activities and otherwise (Hadiyanto & Suratno, 2015, Hassan., et. al. 

2013, Hadiyanto, 2010). 

Students learn most effectively when they have the opportunity to interact with 

other students. Interaction among students typically leads to group problem solving. 

When students are unable to meet together, appropriate interactive technology for 

learning such as E-mail, E-learning, Online learning, Online course some current 

ICT application, should be provided to encourage their it skills as well encourage 

their small group and individual communication. Assignments in which students 

work together and then report back or present to the class as a whole, encourage 

student-to-student interaction. Ensure clear directions and realistic goals for group 

assignments. Distant students need to reflect on what they are learning. They need to 

examine the existing knowledge frameworks in their heads and how these are being 

added to or changed by incoming information (Hadiyanto, 2010). 

The concept and indicator of students’ core competencies practice development 

in the instructional practice were retrieved form theories and concept of teaching and 

learning  and then characterized into practical statements of core competencies. In 

daily teaching, hard skills are typically easy to observe, quantify and measure.  The 

evaluation formally designs for this type of skills for every subject. However the 

hard skills in term practices in real contact were rarely measured by educator. Soft 

skills are typically hard to observe, quantify and measure by a test. Self- evaluation 

questionnaire model were developed to measure students’ experience, learning 

activities, learning strategies and how they cope with E-learning, online learning and 

ICT based learning. 
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RESEARCH METHOD 

 

The sample of this study was all lecturers at English Education Department in 

Education and teacher training Faculty, Universitas Jambi (UNJA). The questionnaire 

was distributed to all English education lecturers (30) and only 23 of them were return.  

The data for this study were generated using a quantitative method. A questionnaire was 

conducted to elicit lectures’ self-reports regarding their level of frequency in developing 

students core competencies in instructional practice.  

The respondents were asked to respond statements of self-report questionnaire 

related to instructional practice based on students’ core competencies development. The 

5-point Likert scales (never, rarely, sometimes, often, and very often) were used. For 

example, to obtain the students’ level of instructional practice of communication skills 

for statement A1 (asking the students to give a class presentation), they were asked to 

rate their level of practice by following scale never, rarely, sometimes, often, or very 

often. The mean score of the respondents’ level of instructional practices were 

descriptively calculated and interpreted in five levels, as shown in Table 1. 

 
TABLE 1. INTERPRETATIONS OF MEAN SCORES 

Mean Score Interpretation 

1.00 to 1.80 Very Low 

1.81 to 2.60 Low 

2.61 to 3.40 Medium 

3.41 to 4.20 High 

4.21 to 5.00 Very High 

 

As shown in Table 1, a mean score between 1.00 and 1.80 indicates a very low 

level of core competencies, a mean score between 1.81 and 2.60 a low level, a mean 

score between 2.61 and 3.40 a medium level, a means score between 3.41 and 40 a 

high level of mean score.20, 4.21 and 5.00 a very high level of core competencies.  

 

RELIABILITY AND VALIDITY OF INSTRUMENTS 

 

Core competencies instrumentation in this study much referred to evaluation of self-

questionnaire developed by Zalizan, et.al (2006), QCA (2000), and adapted version by 

Hadiyanto 2011). However, the instrument was continuously updated based on current 

needs and KKNI based curriculum. The questionnaires were developed in two versions 

for students and for lecturer. The same constructs and indicators were developed for 

both version of questionnaire. Reliability and validity test were tested for students’ 

version questionnaire resulted  Cronbach alpha coefficient .60 and Corrected item-total 

correlation at 0.30 and above for all sub-construct consists were obtained, and 

coefficient .70 and above were obtained for three mains construct. These mean that 

consistency and validity of the instrument were obtained (Pallant, 2011; Hair, et al. 

2009). Consistency testing also to lecturers’ questionnaire version and resulted that α =, 

957 for overall Core Competencies, α =, 910 for soft skills., and α = ,827 for hard skills. 

In conclusion, the instruments are reliable and valid to be used for measuring the 

practices of Core Competencies for both students’ learning and lecturers’ instructional 

practices. 
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RESEARCH FINDINGS 

 

Students’ Core Competencies Development  

 

According to the findings, the lecturer yielded means score of instructional practices 

in overall (3.80 of 5.00) is at high level and the entire three mains construct also rated at 

high level of instructional activities, they were soft skills mean 3.70, hard skills 3.83 

and core competencies at 3.80. A closer examination of the mean score given by the 

lecturer rated soft skills in terms of communication (3,64); learning (3,910, problem 

solving (3.85) and team works skills (3.84) at high level of practices (see Table 1), 

while IT skills (3.35) and numeracy skills (3.29) were rated at medium level of 

practices. The findings imply that the instructional practices based on students’ core 

competencies were applied.  However, there were no soft skills at very high level of 

practices. 

  
 

Graph 1. Overall Mean and Level of Instructional Practices based on Students’ Core Competencies 

Development 

 

 

Students’ Soft Skills Development 

 

As displayed in Table 2 the instructional practices of communication skill in 

overall was at high level (mean score 3.64).   Thought varies mean scored yielded 

among indicator of communication skills. All indicators of communication skills 

were at high level (mean 3.41 to 4.20). Thought the means score of communication 

skills and its indicators were not at very high level, this finding signifies that 

student’s communication skills were developed in the process of teaching and 

learning. 
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TABLE 2. LEVEL OF STUDENT’ COMMUNICATION SKILL DEVELOPMENT 

CORE COMPETENCIES Mean S.D Level 

A1. Doing presentation 3,50 1,03 High 

A2. Using Different formats 3,50 0,76 High 

A3. Using Vocabularies, Expressions and body language 3,46 1,03 High 

A4. Integrating ideas or information 3,62 0,94 High 

A5. Summarizing key issues (Oral) 3,64 0,91 High 

A6. Giving feedback 4,00 0,94 High 

A7. Communicating some ideas in writing 3,81 0,69 High 

A8. Writing a report 3,69 0,74 High 

A9. Summarizing key issues (written) 3,58 0,76 High 

Communication Skills 3,64 0,44 High 

IT Skills Mean S.D Level 

B1. Selecting relevant information from IT sources 3,92 0,48 High 

B2. Sharing references and resources using IT and 

applications  

3,23 0,99 Medium 

B3. Developing assignment in the form of text, image, chart, 

etc 

3,08 0,98 Medium 

B4. Presenting using some illustrations in power point 3,77 0,86 High 

B5. Using software or application features 2,81 0,90 Medium 

B6. Developing the structure of presentation 3,27 0,72 Medium 

Overall 3,35 0,51 Medium 

Students’ It Skill Development 

The mean score of IT skills instructional practices as displayed in Table 3 was at the 

medium of 3.35. Furthermore, five of six indicators yielded means score at medium 

level (mean between 2.61 – 3.40), they are indicator no B2, B3, B5 and B6. While 

indicators no B1 and B3 were rated at high level of mean score. The finding implies that 

students’ IT skills was not frequently practice through instructional practice.    

 

Students’ Numeracy Skill Development 

 

Table 4 shows that overall mean score of lecturer instructional practice of 

numeracy skills was at medium level (mean score 3.29). Indicator no C1, C2, C5 and 

C7 yielded mean score at medium level (mean between 2.61 – 3.40), while indicator 

number C3, C4, C6 and C8 were at high level. This finding signifies that the lecturer 

did not strongly encouraged students’ numeracy skills in instructional practice.  

 
TABLE 3. LEVEL OF STUDENTS’ NUMERACY SKILL DEVELOPMENT 

Numeracy Skills Mean S.D Level 

C1. Reading tables, charts, graphs and numbers 2,77 0,86 Medium 

C2. Measuring learning activities and outcome 2,96 1,00 Medium 

C3. Using effective and efficient ways 3,69 0,74 High 

C4. Presenting based on points but calculable 3,46 0,81 High 

C5. Labeling tables, charts and graphs 3,00 1,10 Medium 

C6. Managing time for working on assignment 3,65 0,69 High 

C7. Improving on use of numeracy to support learning 3,15 0,78 Medium 

C8. Identifying the relevant information sources 3,62 0,80 High 

Overall 3,29 0,61 Medium 
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Students’ Learning How To Learn Skill Development 
 

Table 5 displays the instructional practices of learning how to learn skill in 

overall was at high level (mean score 3.91). Looking at indicators of LHTL shows 

that all indicators were rated at high level of instructional practice.  Although, the 

level of LHTL and all indicators were rated at high level, yet there was no an 

indicator rated at very high level. 
 

TABLE 4. LEVEL OF STUDENTS’ LEARNING HOW TO LEARN SKILL DEVELOPMENT 

Learning how to learn Mean S.D Level 

D1. Improving academic performance 4,38 0,64 High 

D2. Assessing the effectiveness and efficiency 3,81 0,63 High 

D3. Identifying factors impacted on learning outcomes 3,96 0,66 High 

D4. Setting realistic targets and plan 3,46 0,81 High 

D5. Learning independently and be responsible 3,88 0,59 High 

D6. Identifying ways my work best 4,04 0,53 High 

D7. Putting together ideas or concepts 3,69 0,79 High 

D8. Reviewing what and how to learn 3,85 0,67 High 

D9. Consulting with lecturers 4,19 0,57 High 

D10. Adapting learning strategy 3,96 0,34 High 

D11. Comparing information from various resources. 3,73 0,67 High 

Overall 3,91 0,38 High 

 

Students’ Problem Solving Skill Development 

 

The findings in Table 6 show that problem solving skills in overall was 

instructional practiced of CC at the high (3.91). All indicators of instructional 

practice based on students’ problems solving skills were also rated at high level 

except indictor no E6 was at medium level. In short, problem solving skills were 

encouraged by the lecturers in the classroom, but it was not at very high level.  

 
TABLE 5. LEVEL OF STUDENTS’ PROBLEM SOLVING SKILL DEVELOPMENT 

Problem Solving Mean S.D Level 

E1. Identifying a problem 4,23 0,51 High 

E2. Solving problems with several ways 4,12 0,33 High 

E3. Using different methods to analyses a problem 3,77 0,43 High 

E4. Accommodating diverse perspectives 3,88 0,65 High 

E5. Solving problems by resources provided 3,69 0,55 High 

E6. Presenting an approach to solve a problem 3,31 0,74 Medium 

Overall 3,96 0,53 High 

 

Students’ Working With Others Skill Development 

 

As displayed in Table 7, the lecturer rated the instructional practice based on 

working with other skill was at high level (mean score 3.84). All indicators were also 

rated at high level, however there was no indicator rated at mean score 4.20 and 

above. This implied that the instructional practice did not optimally developed 

students’ working with other skills.     
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TABLE 6. LEVEL OF WORKING WITH OTHERS DEVELOPMENT 

Working with Others Mean S.D Level 

F1. Learning activities in a group 4,31 0,47 High 

F2. Having conversations with different races in learning 3,65 0,69 High 

F3. Working in team 4,00 0,75 High 

F4. Resolving conflicts in team work 3,69 0,74 High 

F5. Giving feedback to improve team work 3,46 0,71 High 

F6. Keeping yourself and others motivated 3,96 0,34 High 

F7. Respecting diverse perspectives 3,81 0,80 High 

F8. Thinking and offering ideas to a group work 3,85 0,67 High 

Overall 3,84 0,40 High 

 

Students’ Hard Skills Skill Development 

 

Hard skills findings for both course knowledge and course skills were rated high 

level of mean score.  All indicators of course knowledge and skills were also at high 

level. It was supposed to give very high mean score, due to these competencies relate to 

their course content.  The findings implied that the students were more provided 

theoretical basis rather than competencies itself. They were not very highly prepared 

enough to acquire how to apply knowledge into real practice or real world. The findings 

are displayed in Table 6. 

 
TABLE 7. LEVEL OF STUDENTS’ HARD SKILLS DEVELOPMENT 

Hard Skills 

Course Knowledge  Mean S.D Level 

G1. Presenting  course content specifically both oral  and 

writing  

3,77 0,71 High 

G2. Discussing specific course content with your colleaque 3,78 0,70 High 

G3. Connecting course content  across topics  3,96 0,53 High 

G4. Answering questions, giving specific and practical 

explanations 

3,96 0,72 High 

G5. Contributing specific ideas of course content in group 

work 

4,00 0,63 High 

Overall 3.89 0,49 High 

Course Skills Mean S.D Level 

G6. Practicing the course content knowledge 3,81 0,49 High 

G7. Applying what has been studied 3,85 0,67 High 

G8. Applying course skills in practical assignment 4,04 0,45 High 

G9. Giving  an example of the course content practices 3,58 0,70 High 

G10. Improving and updating course skills 3,54 0,65 High 

Overall 3,76 0,43 High 

 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

In general, the findings indicated that the respondents were able to distinguish 

clearly between the three main constructs of the core competencies; soft skills and 

hard skills as well as of its’ sub-construct. The lecturers were able to reflect on their 

own level of instructional practices of students’ core competencies development, and 

to identify which of the core competencies they practised in each level. 
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The finding indicates that there is an effort of lecturer to develop students’ core 

competencies through instructional practice.  However, most of skills were 

represented at bottom of mean score of high level. This means that the students’ core 

competencies development was still needs much improvement until obtain optimal 

level of mean score, for instance 4.21 and above, while students’ core competencies 

development in two main constructs and most of sub-constructs obtained mean of 

bottom high level only. Moreover, lecturers demonstrated instructional practices are 

at a medium level of soft skills in term of IT and numeracy skills. In short, lecturers 

were not optimally facilitating the students to practice the skills.  

Though the findings indicate that the lecturer enhances students’ core 

competencies in teaching process but that the English students were not strongly 

prepared to acquire it. The graduates must be able to comprehend and analyse current 

and future work challenges with a critical mind and use their core competencies to 

develop their self-quality,  succeed in their career, satisfy stake-holder, and none less 

contribute to their country. It is particularly important, due to the lack of core 

competencies practice among the students, that Faculty  should encourage lecturers 

to implement learning activities that aim to improve students’ core competencies to 

ensure a minimum mean score of 4.21 and above, that is, the ‘very high level’ 

banding of core competencies. Specifically for hard skills, the finding implied that 

the students were more provided theoretical basis rather than competencies its self. 

They were not very highly prepared enough to acquire how to apply and experience 

the knowledge into real practice or real world.   

Though the findings of lecturers surveys revealed that core competencies was 

developed in instructional practices at high level, however the finding could not be 

used as a whole picture of core competencies development in teaching and learning 

process.  Some limitations of this findings might be addressed, the result only based 

on lectures perception, and it could be generalized only for lecturer based self-

evaluation only,  and subjectivity might violate a real picture of weak core 

competencies  instructional practices.  Because the data were not supported yet by 

observation and syllabus analysis, about how the lecturers embedded core 

competencies in learning and teaching process. That is why, further investigation of 

this research going to see form students perspective, observation, interview and 

syllabus analysis.  

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This study was conducted at Department of English Education, Faculty of 

Education and Teacher Training, Universitas Jambi in order to identify the level of core 

competencies development being applied through the instructional practices activities. 

This research concludes that lecturers perceived developed the students’ core 

competencies, in the two main constructs, soft skills and hard skills were at high level. 

Lecturers rated four components of soft skills, they were communication skills, learning 

how to learn, problem solving skills, and working with other were highly applied in 

students learning process. However there was no component of soft skills and it’s 

indicators rated at high level. Two components of soft skills, IT and numeracy skills 

were rated at medium level of mean score, these mean that both soft skills were not 

frequently practice through instructional practice. In term of hard skills findings, 

lecturers rated both course knowledge and course skills were at high level.  All 
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indicators of course knowledge and skills were also at high level. The findings implied 

that the students were more provided with theory and concept of course content rather 

than practical and technical skills of course competencies. A grand conclusion revealed 

that   core competencies highly practiced in instruction; however it did not obtained 

optimal level of core competencies practice in lecturers’ instruction. 

The result could not be used to portrait whole core competencies practices at the 

English education department.  Students’ perception on the practices of core 

competencies was not yet revealed. Further study using students’ questionnaire, 

observation and in depth interview must be conducted to picture out comprehensive 

findings of core competencies practices in teaching and learning process.  Finally, 

this study contributes to the issues surrounding the development of core 

competencies from a perspective of a university in Indonesia, and its results can be 

used to inform, support and data for further research in the issues of core 

competencies development.  
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