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Abstract  Pedagogical competence of elementary
school teachers in DKI Jakarta province is at medium level.
Moreover, they have the lowest ability in recognizing their
learners deeply. Apprehensively, Indonesia ranks the
highest in violence case at school, which is 84 % with
comparison 7 out of 10 learners (Indonesian Child
Protection Commission (KPAI) under the International
survey of Center for Research on Women (ICRW). In

addition, 39.6% of child violence is undertaken by teachers.

The phenomena entail the new concept of the pedagogical
competence development model, which is rooted in
pedagogical knowledge, reflective ability, emotional
intelligence, and instructional communication pattern. The
questionnaire was administered to 264 elementary school
teachers in West Jakarta by employing Structural Equation
Modeling (SEM) model. The results showed that the
pedagogical competence model could be developed based
on pedagogical knowledge, reflective ability, emotional
intelligence and instructional communication patterns.

Keywords  Pedagogical Competence, Pedagogical
Knowledge, Reflective Abilities, Emotional Intelligence,
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1. Introduction

The core of learning lies in the ability of interaction and
a fundamental teachers’ understanding to students in order
to facilitate the learners’ potential and self-actualization.
Pedagogical competence is the basis of teachers’
preparation in their community and formative ethics (1)
The preparation of the pedagogical competence of
in-service and pre-service teacher has not been conducted
well (2). Pedagogical competencies that are optimally
integrated with the role and functions become the best in

instruction process and the quality of education (3).
Results describe the contribution of pedagogical
competencies to learning outcomes 94.50% (4) and
performance of primary school teachers 46.7% (5).

The preparation of teachers referring to the
development of pedagogical competence model
emphasizes the concern of teachers and learners '
relationship in cultural aspects and becomes an authentic
and responsive maintenance action for the transformation
of the students ' behavior (6). Pedagogy evolves as tools
and scientific methods that bridge the achievement gap
and intrinsic quality as a result of social and economic
inequality and improve the personal quality and learning
achievement (7). Thus, the mastery and understanding of
the situation and condition of the learners’ environment is
a commitment to design the challenge into learning
management opportunity in the classroom (8).

This research is crucial conducted because of some

consideration (a) focus on continuous professional
development based on regulation of Ministry of
Administrative and Bureaucratic Reform

(PERMENPAN-RB) number 16 year 2009 to overcome
the low professionalism teachers represented in data of
Human Resources Agency of Culture Education and The
Improvement of Education Quality of Ministry of
Education and Culture that 51% (2.92 million teachers)
has not been qualified in pedagogical and professional
competence; (b) 29.5% (862) has not met the teacher
certification (9); (c¢) the result of Clara Ika Sari
Budhayanti’s finding (2012) showed that pedagogical
competence of elementary school teachers in DKI Jakarta
was at medium category (average score was 189.44 and
standard deviation was 21.976, highest score was 246,
lowest score was 118, 128 with lowest aspect is ability to
know the learners 30.43%) (10); (d) low quality of
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learning process (11) low performance (12,13) with the
period of 5 — 38 years graduated from the higher
education and taught without following the science and
communication development (14) the violence of children
in schools in various areas in Indonesia is at the highest
level in which 84 % learners faced it with the comparison
of 7 out of 10 students (Indonesia Child Protection
Commission based on the international Center for
Research on Women/ICRW survey) (16); 39.6% the
violence carried out by teachers (www.kompas.com) (17)
the violence increases dramatically and it is horrible
because the culprit is teacher or school officer (18). Those
phenomena support the new concept of pedagogical
competence development model based on pedagogical
knowledge, reflective ability, emotional intelligence and
instructional communication pattern.

2. Literature Review and Research
Methodology

2.1. Materials

2.1.1. Pedagogical Knowledge

Knowledge is everything that is known and is a
fundamental level of the way human thinking (19).
Pedagogical knowledge must be mastered by teachers for
guiding and managing learning interactions in the
classroom (20) Law No. 14 year 2005 on teacher and
lecturer formulates that pedagogical knowledge includes
understanding the concept of (a) educational philosophy,
(b) psychology of child development, (c) learning theory.

2.1.2. Reflective Ability

Reflective ability is associated with intellectual abilities
and manifested as mental activity of thinking, reasoning,
solving problems to reflective ability (20). Reflective
attitude habituation begins with a willingness to listen
sincerely and to experience (21) Regulation No. 16 year
2007 on standards of academic qualification and teacher
competence states that reflective capability supported by
pedagogical knowledge will provide the teacher's
understanding of the students and lead to effective action
as pedagogical competence.

2.1.3. Emotional Intelligence

Teacher emotions contribute to the attitude and
readiness to support or refuse in understanding and
accepting students and be the initial stage to keep the
relationships (22). The process of learning interactions is
very dominant with the role of teachers as learning
communicators associated with emotion characteristics.
Teachers who have uncontrollable emotions cannot
control his or her intellectual attitude and intellect. The
Emotional intelligence is seen from the ability of (a)
recognizing self-emotion, (b) managing emotions, (c)
motivating oneself, (d) recognizing the others’ emotions
and (e) establishing relationships (23) the more emotional
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savvy, the earlier to detect and manage her/ his emotion
and others’ emotion constructively and effectively in
undertaking her/ his function and roles (24).

2.1.4. Instructional Communication Pattern

Communication is an integrated activity in life. In
education is called instructional communication in which
it is patterned and designed specifically to change target
behavior in a better direction (25). Contextualize
undegradable conversation involves the psychological
atmosphere between teachers and learners and build the
instructional communication constructions to determine
behavioral changes (26). Interactive  educative
communication is a part of pedagogical competence: (a)
The dialogue among individuals to discover the idea (b)
Humanism and cognitive patterns.(27), (c)
Communication pattern with politeness strategy (27), (d)
situation used in instructional communications is situated
learning (28), (e) Emphasis on student and
teacher-centered approach, (f) Interactive communication
pattern by generating students ' interest to build
innovation and competitiveness (29) (30), (g) A reciprocal
stimulus and response between teachers and students with
the function of designer, communicator and communicant
(31). The embodiment of educative instructional
communication pattern: (a) psychological freedom, (b)
opportunities reveal difficulties, weaknesses, strengths, (c)
mentoring and guidance of achievement of learning
objectives, (d) the communication of reciprocal
instructional ideas (32), (¢) Means of communication
patterns of educative ideas on the domain of knowledge,
skills and attitudes (33), (f) Implementation of group
communication patterns-group, individual, informative,
instructional and persuasive (35).

2.1.5. Pedagogical Competence

The Law of the Republic of Indonesia No. 20 year 2003
on national education system describes that pedagogical
competence includes mastering some aspects as follows:
(a) the characteristics of learners, (b) learning theories and
principles of learning, (c) curriculum development, (d)
learning activities, (e) learners ' potential development, (f)
communication with learners, and (g) assessments and
evaluations. When a teacher has pedagogical competence,
it is manifested in learning interaction. Students who are
concerned, served, valued, listened to, reinforced by
giving positive words, guided, experienced learning can
develop their potential. The violence will not come up if
the application of pedagogical competence is conducted in
learning interaction (36).

The implementation of educating the learners emerges
in profile of pedagogical competence (37) and teacher’s
action (38) (a) identifying the learning characteristics of a
student, (b) ensuring a student's opportunity to participate
actively, (c) organizing the class for different
characteristics, (d) knowing the cause of the learning
behaviour deviations, (e) develop potential and
deficiencies, and (f) humanistic actions.
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2.2. Research Methodology

2.2.1. Research Design
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Figure 1. Design Research Description

PPD = Pedagogical Knowledge (Pengetahuan pedagogik)

KRF = Reflective Ability ( Kemampuan reflektif)

KEM = Emotional Intelligence (Kecerdasan Emosional)

MCC = Instructional Communication Pattern (Pola komunikasi instruksional)

KPD = Pedagogical Competence (Kompetensi Pedagogik)

2.2.2. Data Collection Techniques

The technique of data collection used a questionnaire administered to 264 elementary school teachers in West Jakarta.
The research was conducted for 6 months.

2.2.3. Data Analysis Techniques

Data analysis of the dominant factor of pedagogical competence profile was carried out by identifying the models,
assessing the criteria of Goodness-of-Fit, staging the modeling and analysis of structural equations, analyzing the first and
second-order measurement models of CFA and SEM.

3. Results

3.1. Construct Validity

The construct validity test indicated the size of the indicator reflecting the latent construction of the theory through
the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with the following table.
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Table 1. Construct Validity

Estmazee Estmmate
PPDI1 [ <--- [ Pedagogic knowledge 760 PRS35 | =—- | Instructional Commumication Panem 712
| FPD12 | <= | Padagopic kmowledge TJ16 | PKS34 | < | Instructional Communication Pattem J75
PPDI3 | <--- | Pedagogic knowledge 761 PK533 | == | Instructional Commumication Paftern 727
PPDI4 | <. | Pedagogx knowledge 758 | | PKS532 | < | Instructional Communication Pattern 778
PPDIS | =— | Pedagogc knowledge 726 | | PKS31 | =— | Instructional Communication Panem 735
KRF20 | =--- | Reflective Abdity 776 PRSI0 | = | Instructional Commumcation Panem 719
KRF19 | = | Reflective Abdiy 745 PES29 | = | Imstructionsl Commumication Paters 150
[KRFIS_| < | Reflectve Abdlity 724 | |[PESX | < | Instructional Communication Pattem 741
KRF17 | < | Reflective Abdity 774 17 | < | Instructional Communication Pattern 707
[KRF16 | = | Reflective Ability 790 | | PKS26 | <— | Instructionsl Communication Panern 777
| KEM25 | < | Emotional Intelligence 719 | |KPD36 | =— | Pedagogic Competence £20
KEMM | = | Emotonal [mellipence 129 KPD37 | = | Padagopic Comptence 766
| KEM23 | < | Emotional Intelligence 740 | | KPD3§ | < | Pedagogic Competence 569
[ KEM2] | < | Emotional Intelligence 713 | [KPD39 | < | Pedagopic Competence 770
KEM21 | < | Emotonal Intelhizence 700 KPD40 | < | Pedagogx Competence T16
| KPDA1 | < | Pedazogic Competence 733

The value of standardized regression in the table showed the loading factor of each indicator has values > 0.60 which
means that indicators were valid to measure the construction.

3.2. Construct Reliability

The construct reliability test was shown in the following table.

Table 2. Construct Reliability
Cronbachs:s Alpha N ofitems
. 746 15

Pedagogic Knowledge
Reflective Ability 865 3
Emotional Intelligence 843 3

. L 924 10
Instructional Communication Pattem
Pedagogic Competence 886 6

The results showed that all instruments had very high reliability score (Cronbach's Alpha). It was supported by
Nunnaly (1967) and Hinkle (2004) that in social research, Cronbach's Alpha (o) was above 0.60 indicating that the
construct or variable was reliable.
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3.3. Goodness of Fit Test
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Figure 2. Goodness of Fit (GOF) Model

Table 3. Goodness-of-Fit Test Model

Goodness-Of-Fit (GOF) Analysis Result Cut Off Value Model Evaluation
Chi-square Z: =1130,83 Probabilitas = 0,05 Not Good
P =0.000
Tu 0.944 TU >0.90 Good
GFI 0.833 GFl >0.90 Not Good
AGFI 0.814 AGFlI  >0.90 Not Good
CFI 0.948 CFI  >0.90 Good
RMSEA 0.042 RMSEA < 0.08 Good

The diagram provided the detailed summary of the GOF
(Goodness of Fit) test results on the research model. The
further detailed data also was presented in table 3.

The table showed that (1) Chi-square criteria 1130.83 >
0.05 showed the bad result because the smaller score, the
better result, (2) Goodness-of-fit test with T1J 0.944 > 0.90
showed good results, (3) GFI 0.833 < 0.90 nearly reached
0.90 showed less good result but was still acceptable as a
relatively good model, (4) AGFI 0.814 showed results that
almost reached 0.90 so the model could still be received as
a relatively good model, (5) CF10.945 > 0.90 showed good
results, (6) The RMSEA analysis as an index to

compensate for the Chi Square statistics showed 0.042 <
0.08 represent acceptable. To conclude, GOF test met the
criteria showing the model was fit to the data.

3.4. Hypothesis Test

The hypothesis test conducted using Critical Ratio (CR)
criterion > 1.96 or the value of Probability (P) <0.05 which
meant: If the value of the probability (sig value) is > 0.05
or-t table <calculated t value < t table then the HO was not
rejected. If the value of the probability (sig value) is < 0.05
or T count the <-T table or calculated t value > T table then
HO was rejected.
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Table 4. Goodness-of-Fit Model

B SE cR P Labe
mate
Reflective Ability <--- Pedagogic Knowledge 805 090 8980 ***
Emotional Intelligence ~ <-- Reflective Ability 636 068 9331 *=*
Instructiond < EmotionalIntelligence | 382 074 5.195 s
communication pattem
; Instructional n e
Pedagogic competence  <--- communicaion patien 338 045 7579
Pedagogic competence  <--- Emotional Intelligence | 467 .072 6.474 ***
Pedagogic competence  <-- Reflective Ability 412069 5968 ***
Pedagogic competence  <-- Pedagogic Knowledge 399 060 6.690 ***

From the table, the conclusion was as follows:

The value of the variable ¢ pedagogical knowledge =
* *¥ % < (0.05 which meant HO was rejected and
Hlwas accepted, indicating the pedagogic
knowledge wvariable affected positively and
significantly to the reflective ability variable.

The value of the variable p reflective ability = * * *
< 0.05 which meant HO was rejected and H1 was
accepted, indicating reflective capability variable had
positive and significant effect on emotional
intelligence variables.

The value of the variable p emotional Intelligence =
* % % < (0.05 which meant HO was rejected and H1
was accepted, indicating variable emotional
intelligence positively and significantly affected the
variable of instructional communication patterns.
The value p variable of instructional communication
pattern = * * * < (.05 which meant HO was rejected
and Hl was accepted, indicating the pedagogic
competency variable affected positively and
significantly to the pedagogical competence variable.
The value of the variable p emotional intelligence =
* % < (0.05 which meant HO was rejected and H1
was accepted, indicating the variable of emotional
intelligence is positively and significantly affected
by the variable of pedagogical competence.

The value of variable p reflective ability = * * * <
0.05 which meant HO was rejected and H1 was
accepted, indicating the reflective capability variable
had positive and significant effect on the pedagogical
competence variable.

The value of the variable p pedagogical knowledge =
* * % < 0.05 which meant HO was rejected and H1
was accepted, indicating the pedagogical knowledge
variable was positive and significant to the variable
of pedagogical competence.

The structural equation was as follows

Reflective ability = 0.805* pedagogical knowledge +
E

Emotional intelligence = 0.636 * reflective ability +
E

Instructional communication pattern = 0,382 * *
emotional intelligence + E
Pedagogical competence =
communication pattern + E
Pedagogical competence
intelligence + E

Pedagogical competence = 0,412 * reflective ability
+E

Pedagogical competence =
knowledge+ E

Pedagogical competence 0.399 * pedagogical
knowledge + 0.412 * reflective ability + 0467 *
emotional intelligence + 0.338 * instructional
communication pattern + E

0,338 * instructional

0,467 * emotional

0,399 * pedagogical

From forty-one indicators of five variables which met

significance due to the loading factor of > 0.05 could be
described the indicator of the dominant variable as follows:

1.

The pedagogical knowledge variable, which had 15
indicators, had dominant indicator namely PPD6 with
the loading factor 0.803. The lowest loading factor
was PPD1 of 0.693 and 13 other indicators were at >
0.700

The reflective ability variable, which had 5 indicators
had similar dominant indicator which the loading
factor > 0.700.

The emotional intelligence variable which had 5
indicators had similar dominant indicator which
loading factor > 0.700.

The instructional communication pattern variables
which had 10 indicators had similar dominant
indicator which the loading factor > 0.700

The pedagogical competence variable which had 6
indicators, had dominant indicator namely KPD36
with the loading factor 0.820. The lowest loading
factor was KPD38 was 0.669 and 4 other indicators
were at loading factor > 0.700

Based on the data explained , the development model of

pedagogical competence could be seen in figure 3.
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Figure 3. Pedagogical Competence Models for Elementary School Teachers

4. Conclusions

The development model of pedagogical competence can
be undertaken by developing the variable of pedagogical
knowledge, reflective ability, emotional intelligence, and
instructional communication pattern. Development is
conducted partially or simultaneously as each variable and
indicator has influence to increase pedagogical competence
with the implication as follows:

1. The higher the pedagogical knowledge, the higher the
reflective ability so the reflective ability can be
increased by gaining the pedagogical knowledge.

2. The higher the pedagogical knowledge, the higher

pedagogical competence  which  pedagogical
competence can be gained by increasing pedagogical
knowledge.

3. The higher the reflective ability, the higher the
emotional intelligence so the emotional intelligence
can be increased by gaining the reflective ability.

4. The higher the reflective ability, the higher the
pedagogical competence. Thus, to increase
pedagogical competence can be done by gaining the
reflective ability.

5. The higher the emotional intelligence, the more
effective the instructional communication pattern will
be. To increase the emotional intelligence is entailed
the enhancement of effective instructional
communication pattern

6. The higher the emotional intelligence, the higher the
pedagogical competence. Therefore, to improve the
pedagogical competence can be undertaken by
enhancing the emotional intelligence.

7.  The more effective the instructional communication
pattern, the higher the pedagogical competence will
be. So, it requires to increase pedagogical by
conducting the effective instructional communication

pattern.
8. The higher the pedagogical knowledge, the reflective
ability, emotional intelligence and effective

simultaneous instructional communication pattern,
the higher the pedagogical competence will be. Thus,
the enhancement of pedagogical competence can be
carried out simultaneously by increasing the
pedagogical knowledge, reflective ability, emotional
intelligence and the effective instructional
communication pattern.
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