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organization play a key role in the success of a student, there remains a need for more in-depth research into
the mechanisms and strategies for their development. Further research can be aimed at studying effective
methods for developing these qualities in students of various ages and educational levels.

Role of Motivation in Learning. It is important to continue research in the field of student motivation
to identify the various factors that influence their intrinsic motivation and desire to achieve academic success.
This may also include research into the development of motivational programs and strategies for various
categories of students.

Optimization of teaching methods. With the development of technology and changing educational
paradigmes, it has become increasingly important to study the effectiveness of modern teaching methods and
adapt them to the needs of modern students. Future research could focus on investigating the effectiveness
of different educational platforms, online courses, and interactive techniques.

Sociocultural and individual aspects of learning. It is important to take into account the various
sociocultural and individual characteristics of students when developing learning and motivation strategies.
Further research may focus on studying the influence of factors such as social environment, cultural
characteristics, and personal characteristics on the learning process.

Overall, future research in the field of student success should strive to develop a deeper understanding
of how students develop qualities such as self-discipline, motivation, and effective learning methods. This
will allow us to develop more effective learning and motivation strategies, as well as improve the quality of
education in general.

List of used literature:

1. Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. The "what" and "why" of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self-determination
of behavior. Psychological Inquiry, 2000, 11(4), 227-268.
2. Duckworth, A. L., & Seligman, M. E. Self-discipline outdoes IQ in predicting academic performance of
adolescents. Psychological science, 2005, 16(12), 939-944.
3. Pintrich, P.R. A motivational science perspective on the role of student motivation in learning and teaching
contexts. Journal of Educational Psychology, 2003, 95(4), 667-686.

©Berdilieva A., Amanmuradova L., 2024

Duong Thuy Huong
Hanoi University of Mining and Geology

THE TPACK ‘S IMPACT ON LANGUAGE TEACHING IN TERTIARY EDUCATION

Abstract

The rapid changes in technology have significantly impacted various aspects of our daily lives and work,
including teaching and learning activities. In recent years, the concept of Technological Pedagogical Content
Knowledge (TPACK) has gained prominence evidenced by numerous studies in which the TPACK framework
is regarded as a productive way to examine how teachers could integrate educational technology into the
classroom to teach the subject matter. TPACK not only serves as a valuable framework for investigating
technology integration but also presents opportunities for research in teacher education, professional
development, and teacher’s use of technology. The paper, therefore, employs secondary data from the
extensive literature on the TPACK framework and its application in English language teaching in tertiary
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education to explore emerging issues in various studies. The findings reveal the gaps in the TPACK framework
used in specific subject domains, emphasizing the necessity for adaptability and profound knowledge on the
part of educators when implementing TPACK in specific contexts.
Keywords:
TPACK framework, knowledge base, professional development, language teaching pedagogy.

1. INTRODUCTION

The progress of information technology has recently influenced the English language teaching and
learning activities. Research on the instructional uses of technology has revealed that teachers only explore
technology and not how to implement it into the teaching and learning process (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). In
other words, the teachers lack the knowledge to integrate technology into their teaching effectively, so
technology is used as “efficiency aids and extension devices” (McCormick & Scrimshaw, 2001) rather than
tools that can “transform the nature of a subject at the most fundamental level” (p. 47). Teachers need to
continuously update their skills and invest time in learning new functions or working with existing ones due
to the rapid rate of technological change. Those who adapt to these new capabilities enhance their
productivity compared to those who do not (Mishra, Koehler, & Kereluik, 2009). Furthermore, “learning
technical skills alone is not sufficient, learning how to integrate technologies into teaching is equally
important” (p.50) and the presence of Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) by Mishra &
Koehler is a step towards understanding what makes a technology an educational technology, which exist in
the interplay between pedagogical knowledge, content knowledge, and technology knowledge. TPACK
provides opportunities for conducting research in teacher education, teacher professional development, and
teacher’s use of technology. It describes how teachers teach subject matter content using specific
instructional methods with specific technology in particular contexts. TPACK emerges as a framework for
teacher Professional Development (PD), especially in new teaching and learning environments during the
COVID-19 period.

The paper aims to examine the literature on the impact of the TPACK framework in language teaching,
seeking a comprehensive understanding of its varied applications in educational studies. Additionally, it
investigates any identified gaps from prior research in different contexts. The paper also employs secondary
data from the extensive literature on the TPACK framework and approach in English language teaching to
explore emerging issues in the ways TPACK is used in different studies. The findings from an overall view of
literature in TPACK studies may help novice researchers who have the intention of applying the TPACK
framework in their research in specific majors.

2. AN OVERVIEW OF TPACK

2.1. The Development of TPACK

Knowledge bases of teacher education have shifted their focus from teacher’s content knowledge to
pedagogy, emphasizing general pedagogical classroom practices independent of subject matter and often at
the expense of the content knowledge (Ball & McDiarmid, 1989). The idea of pedagogical content knowledge
(PCK) was first introduced by Shulman (1986) in which PCK represents the merging of content and pedagogy
into an understanding of how particular aspects of subject matter are organized, adapted, and represented
for instruction. This framework deals with the teacher’s teaching process, including “the ways of representing
and formulating the subject that make it comprehensible to others” (p. 9). The notion of PCK has attracted
scholars in terms of teacher education and the subject matter of education (Cochran et al., 1993; Grossman,
1990; Shulman, 1986). It is regarded as an epistemological concept that bridges the traditionally distinct
knowledge bases of content and pedagogy.

The rapid increase and change in technologies make technological knowledge a pivotal part of
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teachers’ knowledge in their professional development. Based on Shulman’s PCK framework, Mishra and
Koehler (2006) formulated the TPACK framework which emphasizes the connections, interactions,
affordances, and constraints between and among content, pedagogy, and technology. Before Mishra and
Koehler (2006), several researchers had attempted to combine ICT (Information and Communication
Technology) into Shulman’s (1986) model, namely Pierson (2001), Angeli and Valanides (2005), whose studies
emphasized the role of teacher’s technological knowledge in their teaching. Pierson (2001) stated that “the
intersection of these three knowledge areas technological pedagogical content knowledge would define
effective technology use” (p. 427). In their model called “ICT-related PCK”, Angeli and Valanides (2005)
defined several sources of teachers’ knowledge base as pedagogical knowledge, subject area knowledge,
knowledge of students, knowledge of environmental context, and ICT knowledge. Therefore, knowledge of
students and context was added to the model which is different from Pierson’s. This kind of knowledge,
however, should be included in the pedagogical knowledge of the framework. The development of the TPACK
framework by Mishra and Koehler (2006, 2008) has been highly appreciated and gained support from the
research community. This new framework for teachers to teach the subject matter which integrates three
crucial aspects interconnected with each other. The most important thing is teachers’ awareness of how to
implement technology in their teaching and learning process.

2.2. The concept of the TPACK framework

TPACK is defined as a fundamental concept of effective teaching that combines technology and
pedagogical techniques to construct new comprehension from students' existing knowledge (Mishra &
Koehler, 2006). TPACK is also an understanding of the connection and interaction between technological
knowledge, content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge in the learning process. The TPACK framework,
which is derived from Shulman’s idea of PCK, attempts to identify the nature of knowledge required by
teachers for technology integration in their teaching. As a form of knowledge, TPACK has been described as
being situated, complex, multifaceted, integrative and/or transformative (Koehler & Mishra, 2009). In
essence, this is a powerful framework with numerous potential generative applications in research and
development concerning the use of ICT in education.

The TPACK framework and its interrelated knowledge components can be described in Figure 1 below.

Technological
Pedagogical Content
Knowledge
(TPACK)

Technological Te%gﬁggggml
Knowledge Knowledge
(TCK)

Technological
Pedagogical
Knowledge

Pedagogical
Knowledge

Knowledge
(CK)

Pedagogical
Content
Knowledge
(PCK)

Contexts

Figure 1: The Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge Framework
(https://matt-koehler.com/tpack2/tpack-explained)
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TPACK framework comprises three fundamental components: content knowledge (CK), pedagogical
knowledge (PK) and technology knowledge (TK); It also involves four interconnected types of knowledge
including pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), technological content knowledge (TCK), technological
pedagogical knowledge (TPK) and technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK), and context
(Koehler & Mishra, 2008).

The TPACK knowledge can be synthesized as in Table 1 below:

Table 1
TPACK Knowledge Types and Their Descriptions (Mishra & Koehler, 2006)
Knowledge type Description

Technological Knowledge (TK) Knowledge and skills of traditional, current, and emerging technologies

Content Knowledge (CK) Knowledge about the subject matter for teaching and learning.

Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) Knowledge about methods and process of teaching, such as classroom
management, assessment, and student teaching

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) The tacit of blending content and pedagogy for developing better teaching
practices

Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) The tacit of blending content and technology for developing better teaching
practices.

Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) Knowledge of the affordances of technologies and what teaching strategies
can be combined with those affordances to leverage learning outcomes.

Technological Pedagogical Content Teachers’ understanding of the interplay among content, pedagogy, and

Knowledge (TPACK) technology as well as the procedural knowledge of integrating technologies
into their teaching routines.

Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) is the deep understanding of the complex
interplay of all the above components of knowledge to coordinate technology, pedagogy, and content into
teaching and learning activities. TPACK is an emergent form of knowledge that exists in a dynamic
transactional relationship among the three components and is grounded and situated in specific contexts as
symbolized by the outer dotted circle in the TPACK diagram (Mishra & Koehler, 2006, 2008). TPACK,
therefore, is a framework for combining three essential types of knowledge —technological, pedagogical, and
content knowledge—when integrating educational technology. The central point of this framework, known
as TPACK, represents a comprehensive understanding of how to effectively teach using technology. It's
crucial to note that TPACK isn't just about knowing each of these three areas separately; instead, it
emphasizes understanding how to use technology to teach concepts in a way that improves students'
learning experiences.

3. THE IMPACT OF TPACK IN TERTIARY EDUCATION

3.1. The impact of TPACK on language teaching

As aforementioned, TPACK represents an evolving type of knowledge that extends beyond the three
fundamental components. TPACK distinguishes itself from individual knowledge of each of the three
concepts and can be brought into play by teachers at any time they conduct the teaching. Research on TPACK
and its utilization in higher education is crucial in the age of technology.

Tseng et al. (2022) demonstrated the effectiveness of TPACK in designing language courses and
platforms with emerging technologies, especially during the challenges posed by the COVID-19 pandemic.
Their research highlighted how TPACK-enhanced programs facilitated the seamless integration of new
technologies into language curricula. Additionally, studies on TPACK development emphasized the positive
outcomes of language teachers' continuous improvement in TPACK proficiency. Interventions such as
guidance from teacher educators, role modelling by experienced teachers, and collaborative lesson design
among language educators were found to enhance teachers' understanding and application of the TPACK
framework. This underscores the importance and effectiveness of TPACK-informed language learning

93



AKAJEMUYECKOE USAOATENBCTBO «HAYHYHAA APTE/1Ib»

approaches in promoting successful language education. The TPACK paradigm underscores the pivotal role
of teachers as decision-makers in crafting instructional technology environments to meet evolving needs,
unaffected by concerns about technology obsolescence. This approach empowers teachers to adapt flexibly
to changes in technology, content, and pedagogy, ensuring seamless navigation through educational
transformations.

Most of the research was conducted before the COVID-19 pandemic, the ideal time to examine the
efficiency of online learning and teaching activities. As a result, there has been an increased focus on applying
the TPACK framework in various studies. However, there is a need to establish clear boundaries between
elements within the TPACK framework and define the contribution of each construct to gain a deeper
understanding of the challenges faced by practitioners. The TPACK framework is generally a generative
framework with many more possible future applications that must be redesigned to suit each field study.

3.2. The Impact of TPACK on Teachers’ Perceptions

A systematic literature review of the theoretical basis and the practical use of TPACK conducted by
Voogt et al. (2013) exposes different understandings of TPACK and technological knowledge, which impacted
the way TPACK was measured. Teacher knowledge (TPACK) and beliefs about pedagogy and technology are
intertwined and both determine the teacher’s decision to teach with technology or not. The research gaps
suggest a better understanding of what teachers’ knowledge base is for specific subject domains is needed.
Moreover, since teacher knowledge and beliefs are inextricably linked, more study on the complicated
interaction between TPACK (teacher knowledge), teacher practical knowledge, and teacher beliefs is
required. Teachers’ craft knowledge (teachers’ accumulated wisdom concerning their teaching practice (Van
Driel et al., 1998) including knowledge about pedagogy, students, subject matter and the curriculum gained
in formal schooling and practice should be a useful concept for professional development strategies aiming
to develop TPACK in teachers. The TPACK concept must be redefined in specific subject domains so a teacher
can demonstrate TPACK with valid and reliable instruments.

Beliefs about the functionality of specific technologies have great impact on the way teachers integrate
technology in their teaching whereas their decisions during lesson preparation as well as execution are
motivated by their educational ideals about content and technology rather than by technological
affordances. Teachers tend to choose familiar teacher-centered pedagogical solutions when they design
online courses even though technological affordances may readily enable a learner-centered approach.
However, teachers may have the knowledge and skills to use technology but find it difficult to make it real in
practice (Voogt et al., 2013).

3.3. The Impact of TPACK on Teachers’ Professional Development

Undoubtedly, the TPACK framework provides several opportunities for researching teacher education,
teacher professional development, and teachers’ technology use (Mishra et al., 2009). TPACK is not a new
concept for teachers to integrate technology, pedagogy and content knowledge; nonetheless, it is a challenge
for teachers to undertake the activity as professionals. A review of the literature reveals that several studies
on the TPACK framework for Professional Development and English language teaching have been conducted
(Bustamante, 2020; Tseng et al., 2022; Van Loi, 2021). The use of TPACK in English language teaching offers
a blueprint for English teachers to effectively integrate technology into their instruction and informs our
understanding of how teachers’ knowledge can be measured within the TPACK framework. This will help
identify what additional knowledge base teachers of English to speakers of other languages need to promote
language acquisition. The appropriate implementation of TPACK in English language teaching is the
combination of three main components: (1) content components in the curriculum—language skills and
culture; (2) pedagogical elements in second language teaching—the communicative approach and the task-
based learning approach; and (3) technological components—the selection of appropriate technological
tools (Keengwe & Kang, 2012).
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Results from studies on Professional Development for teachers using TPACK imply that experienced
teachers may perceive the value of knowledge about pedagogical and content through their interactions with
technology and find the value in the creative and problem-solving capacity of technology. TPACK,
undoubtedly, provides a theoretical foundation for the 21st-century teacher and makes a better
understanding of appropriate student-oriented pedagogy. Teachers need to use technology that will lead to
conceptual understanding through instructional practices that emphasize knowledge structures of
pedagogical, mathematical, and cognitive accuracy.

4. CONCLUSION

The TPACK paradigm stresses the role of teachers as decision-makers who create their instructional
technology settings as needed, in real time, without concern that those environments may become
obsolescent. With this approach, teachers become flexible in teaching through changes in technologies,
content, or pedagogies. Mishra et al. (2009) mentioned David Pasig’s terminology “melioration” which means
“the competence to borrow a concept from a field of knowledge supposedly far removed from his or her
domain and adapt it to a pressing challenge in an area of personal knowledge or interest” (Passig, 2007) in
comparison with characters of TPACK framework. This type of cognitive ability involves utilizing knowledge
from diverse domains and combining them in distinctive and effective ways. In other words, a framework like
TPACK requires teachers with “overarching cognitive skills, competencies, and creativity rather than technical
understanding and functional knowledge of specific technologies” (Mishra et al., 2009).

As indicated in the preceding literature, most of the research was conducted before the COVID-19
pandemic, the ideal time to examine the efficiency of online learning and teaching activities. Therefore, more
studies in applying and TPACK framework. Furthermore, the boundary conditions that enable one element
in the TPACK framework to be distinguished from adjacent elements must be clarified and the contribution
of each construct in the framework should be defined to a better understanding of issues faced by
practitioners. In general, the TPACK framework is a generative framework with many more possible future
applications which need to be redesigned to be suitable to each specific field study.
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4OV BIMO HauMoHanbHbI 'yMaHUTAPHbIMA MHCTUTYT COLMANBHOTO yNpaBaeHuA

METOANKA UCCNEAOBAHUA TEKCTOB MO BOMPOCAM 3ALLNUTbI YECTHU
N AOCTOUHCTBA rPAXXAAH

AHHOTauuA
B craTbe paccmoTpeHa MeToAMKa NEeKCUKO-CEMaHTMUYECKOro aHann3a TeKcTa Kak 6asoBas ans
nposeaeHna cyaebHbix U AocyaebHbIX UccnefoBaHU B 061acTv 3almUTbl YECTU, AOCTOMHCTBA, AE/10BOWM
penyTauum rpaxkaaH.
Kntouesble cnosa:
CNoBo, AedUHULMSA, TEKCT, NEKCUKO-CEMAHTUYECKUI aHanun3

CraHoBneHue NpPaBoOBOro rocyaapcrea NpnMBoAUT K yBe/IMMEHUIO YNCNA TPaXXOAAHCKUX AeNn NO CTaTbe
parkKAaHCKOro KogeKca «3alnTa 4ecTu, 4OCTOUHCTBA, ,D,eﬂOBOVI penytaunm». O6beKkTaMMn IMHIBUCTUYECKOTO
ncenenoBaHMA 4Yawe BCEro CraHOBATCA OO0KYMEHThI, Ol'ly6}'IVIKOBaHHbIe B CeTn MHTepHeT, nepenuncka,
0I'Iy6fIVIKOBaHHaFI B ceTax Botcann, B KoHTakTe, BUAE03anNnNCK, BbIOXKEHHbIE B |'0Ty6, ayano n suaeosanuncuy,
COenaHHble Ha MOBUNbHbIE YCTPOﬁCTBa. Yacto wuccnepoBaHue TaKux 0OBEKTOB MMEET He TOJIbKO
NINHFBUCTUYECKUI, a ﬂMHFBO-d)OHOﬂOFMLIECKMVI, JINHIBO-MCUXONOTMUYCEKMI Xxapaktep. lloTtomy akcnepT
NNHIBUCT pa60TaeT B TECHOM COTpyAHU4YecCTBe C CI)OHOﬂOFOM, NMCUXO/ZTONOM.

UccnepoBaHWe TEKCTOB ONMPAETCA Ha METOANKM NEKCUKO-CEMAHTMYECKOrO aHaNM3a TEKCTa [1] Lenbto
nccnenoBaHMA TEKCTa ABNAETCA YCTAaHOB/1IEHUME 3HA4YeHUA TEKCTa, €ero q)pal'MeHTOB, OTOENBbHbLIX CN0OB U
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