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: 5 In our daily fife and wrirk i f
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mwofl)/- e emerged issues i the ways TPACK has been used jn different studies, The findings }

it % teveal the gaps of TPACK framemork
M"? ifcsubied domains which need further research and require flexibility and deep knowledge from teachess in implemen fingn
in® s SE ‘most technologies are not designed for educational purposes” (Mishra et al,, 2009)

:(:,,rdﬂ Ak framework, knowledge base, professional development, language teaching pedagogy,

i

-y language teaching and learning activities have been recently affected by the
Enghsnt of the information technology. Research on the instructional uses of technology has
d"‘{lo};m;at reachers only explore about technology and not how to implement it into :
o g PIOCESS (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). In other words, the teachers lack the knowledge
g Ca?vely integrate technology in their teaching, so technology is used as “efficiency aids
g i i devices” (McCormick & Scrimshaw, 2001) rather than tools that can “transform
e:zre of a subject at the most fundamental level” (p. 47). The rapid rate of technology
nae nakes teachers upgrade and invest time in learning new functions or work with what
; inlabie. It is clearly that, ones who adapt the new capabilities improve productivity in
ls;pan'son to those who do not (Mishra et al., 2009). Furthermore, “learning technical skills
;Ooﬂe is not sufficient, learning how to integrate technologies into teaching is equally important™
) and the presence of Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) by Mishra
¢Koehler is a step towards understanding what makes a technology an educational technology,
stichexist in the interplay between pedagogical knowledge, content knowledge, and technology
imwledge. TPACK provides opportunities for conducting research in teacher education, teacher
| pulessional development, and teacher’s use of technology. It describes how teachers teach subject

| miercontent using specific instructional methods with specific technology in particular contexts.
.

teaching

s a framework for teacher Professional Development especially in new teaching
onment duri COVID-19 period. This paper, therefore, tries to look a

anguage teaching to get a general view of how TPAC}
onal studies and investigates the gaps revealed fror
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p : 0US studies in different contexts, The paper employs secondary data from extensive Jif,
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n TPACK framework and approach in English language teaching to explore emerged jggy e, e
/a ) & X Y ‘ -~ f ‘ ’ 3 TONCE )
Ways TPACK used in different studies. The findings from an overall view in literature iy, ]‘p: e
(-

Studies may help novice rescarchers who have intention of applying TPACK framewory in the
research in specific major, -

2. AN OVERVIEW OF TPACK

2.1. Development of TPACK
Knowledge bases of teacher education have shifted its focus from teacher’s content knOWledg
€

10 pedagogy, emphasizing general pedagogical classroom practices independent of subject Matter

and often at the expense of content knowledge (Ball & McDiarmid, 1989). The idea Ofpedag()gica]
content knowledge (PCK) was first introduced by Shulman (1986) in which PCK Tepresents gy,

merging of content and pedagogy into an understanding of how particular aspects of subject Matte;
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
comprehensible to others™ (p. 9). The notion of PCK has attracted scholars in terms of teache,
education and the subject matter of education (Cochran et al., 1993; Grossman, 1990; Shulmay,
1987). It is regarded as an epistemological concept that bridges the traditionally distinct knowledg;
bases of content and pedagogy.

The rapid increase and change of technologies make technological knowledge a Pivotal pary
of teacher’s knowledge in their professional development. Based on Shulman’s PCK ffamewmk,
Mishra and Koehler (2006) formulated the TPACK framework which emphasizes the connections,
interactions, affordances, and constraints between and among content, pedagogy, and technology,
Before Mishraand Koehler (2006), several researchers had attempted to combine IC T into Shulman’s
(1986) model, namely Pierson (2001), Angeli and Valanides (2005), whose studies emphasizeq
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 woulq
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 into the model which is
different from Pierson’s. This kind of knowledge, however, should be included in pedagogical
knowledge of the framework. The development of TPACK framework by Mishra and Koehler
(2006, 2008) has been highly appreciated and gained supports {rom research community. This
new framework for teachers to teach the subject matter which integrates three crucial aspects

interconnected each other. And the most important thing is teacher’s awareness of how to implement
teChﬂA : . .
22

f effective teaching that combines technology
t new comprehension from students’ existing
s also an understanding of the connection and
atent knowledge and pedagogical knowledge in
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Figure 1: The Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge Framework

(https://matt-koehler.com/tpack2/tpack-explained).
Content Knowledge (CK) - Teachers’ knowledge about the subject matter to be leamed or

: hich includes knowledge of concepts, theories, ideas, organizational frameworks, knowl-
{

e ¢ evidence and proof, as well as established practices and approaches toward developing

i En wledee (Koehler & Mishra, 2009; Shulman, 1986).
h
o . dagogical Knowledge (PK) - Teachers’ knowledge about practices, methods of teach-

) eamning Process which involves educational purposes, values, and aims. This basic form
knowledge consists of general classroom management skills, lesson planning, and student as-
:.ﬁmcm” (Koehler & Mishra, 2009).
, Technology Knowledge (TK) — Knowledge about certain ways of thinking about, and
ofing with technology, tools and resources. This requires understanding information technol-
o hroadly enough to apply it productively at work and in everyday life, being able to adapt to

g 1 information technology. TK requires life-long and open-ended interaction with ICT
oehler & Mishra, 2009).

+ Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) - The knowledge of pedagogy that is applicable
wthe teaching of specific content, including knowing what teaching approaches appropriate to the
antent, how elements of the content can be arranged for better teaching. PCK addresses the core
business of teaching, learning, curriculum, assessment, and reporting, such as learning environ-

onnections between curriculum, assessment, and pedagogy (Koehler & Mishra,

(TCK) - The knowledge of the manner in which
in one another. Teachers must master not only the
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circle in the TPACK diagram (Mishra & Koehler, 2006, 2008), er 1‘:
The TPACK knowledge can be synthesized as in the Table below \
Table 1: TPACK Knowledge Types and Their Descriptions (Mishra & Koehje, 200¢)
Knowledge type Description
Technological Knowledge (TK) Knowledge and skills of traditional, current an4 EMeTGing techpgye
Content Knowledge (CK) Knowledge about the subject matter for teaching and leamnin . i
Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) Knowledge about methods and process of teaching, sy 2 dasgrog
assessment, and student teaching Mg
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) The tacit of blending content and pedagogy for developing better te g
Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) The tacit of blending content and technology fordeveloping better te g
Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK)  Knowledge of the affordances of technologies and What teaching strpe. te
combined with those affordances to leverage leamning outcomes. Wy b
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge ~Teachers’ understanding of the interplay among content, Pedagogy, ang d
(TPACK) well as the procedural knowledge of integrating technologies inty ”‘fi"ﬂadlmgm
3. TPACK IN LANGUAGE TEACHING

3.1. TPACK in Teachers’ Professional Development research

Itis undoubted that the TPACK framework provides a number of 0
research in teacher education, teacher professional development, an
(Mishra et al., 2009). TPACK is not a new concept for teachers to inte
and content knowledge; nonetheless, it is a challenge for teachers t
professionals. A review of the literature reveals that a number of studies on TPACK framework
for Professional Development and English language teaching have been conducted (Bustamant
2020; Dinh, 2015; Mulyadi et al., 2020; Tseng et al., 2022: Van Loi, 2021). The use of TPACK in
English language teaching offers a blueprint for English teachers effectively integrate technology

rms our understanding of how teachers’ knowledge can be measured
A framework ley-Dias & Ertmer, 2013). This will help identifying wha
of English to speakers of other languages need to promote
implementation of TPACK in English language teaching is
: (1) content components in the curriculum—language

Pportunities for condugtip,
d teachers’ technology US;
grate technology, Pedagogy
0 undertake the activity g
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AS % Voogt etal. (2013) cxpOb:C-S differen undcrslundings Of TPACK and of technological
‘nductfd which impacted the way TpACk Was measured, Teacher knowledge (TPAC K) and
7 2 h determine the leacher’s decision
¢r understanding on whyg leacher’s
Moreovcr, since teacher kmwlcdge
plicated interaction between TPACK
her beliefs is required. Teacher's crafy
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rough instructional practices thee
nd cognitive ace litacy,
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heﬁes ith rechnology or II}O . e‘researc gaps suggest bett
o h + base is folr spelelic subject domains j needed,
o fefs are inextricably lmkef" IT;(:: Stl;dc); on th; com
o 2 knowledge): teacher practical knowje ge, and teac
lwﬂ ol (teachers

fs about the functionality of specific technologies have great impacts on the way teachers
iefs . g
b technology in their teaching whereas their d
in[egratetit:m are motivated by their educationa] ideals
exect

1ons when they design online courses even though technological affordances me!y readily
soiuuonsl arner-centered approach. However, teachers may have the knowledge and skills to. use
enablela ; but find it difficult to make it real in practice (referred to as in use TPACK) (Niess,
w:hno 08
ais; Voogt et al, 2013).

13,TPACK approach in published articles

their critical review of research on TPACK in language teaching, Tseng et al. (‘20_22) indicate that
L nlighten stakeholders about designing helpful and effective technology-
& ﬁmnewo;k (;::f:m]sgh During the COVID-19 pandemic, the TPACK-enhanced programs
- mm:id@dmteam:;ser? tirie and effort in integrating emerging technology imﬁo the c@c111mn wrth“t[:e
i of mobi ter language learning apps, using distance leammg'plattonns appropnfie
g 'wmpu leaming. The review from 51 articles on TPACK in language educatllon
"ﬁ“d ea‘;n'?sing etal. (2022) reveals the four main categor?es namel.y e,;p;:éné
I" 2loping TPACK, and applying TPACK. Tl he.result m'explo.nngl o
hnology in traditional teacher-centered teaching despite various levels o




2022 INTERNATIONAL GRAD
o . ADUATE RESEARcy g

confidence in teachers’ TPACK competence. Research on assessing TPACK shows how the G
between the TPACK constructs need to be clearly established through enhancing the leve] Of speg N
(subject-specific strategies and technologies in survey items). The study on developing Tpa CK i

: : i Iey,
the beneficial effects of language teachers’ 1 PACK development over time and effective intery, “ly
involved language teachers’ understanding of

: Cny;
the TPACK framework, modeling from teacher edunhoﬂs
: : o Cay
or experienced teachers, and language teachers™ engagement in designing lessons C‘)Uaboraﬁv(;
Finally, studies on the use of TPACK indicates that TPACK-informed language leaming COUrse ; j
d

platforms are regarded to be helpful and effective.

The literature on TPACK in language teaching indicates that most of the papers focys
identifying the TPACK knowledge base of language teachers from their perceptions through SUrvcon
and understand how TPACK-based interventions influenced teachers” TPACK dC\/CfopmentS
Research on TPACK in practice is still modest except some studies on pedagogical reasoning and’
classroom performances conducted by some scholars (Boschman et al., 2016; Bucno-Alastuq, o
al., 2018: Bustamante, 2020; Tseng etal., 2019). Therefore, research on creating TPACK-infonned
language learning programs and platforms is an area that deserves more attention.

4. CONCLUSION

The TPACK paradigm stresses the role of teachers as decision makers who create their gy,

instructional technology settings as needed, in real time, without concern that those environmep,
may become obsolescent. With this approach, teachers become flexible in teaching throyg
changes in technologies, content, or pedagogies. Mishra et al. (2009) mentioned David Paﬁé‘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 adopt it to a pressing challenge
in an area of personal knowledge or interest” (Passig, 2007) in comparison with characters of
TPACK framework. This kind of cognitive skill can draw on knowledge from varying fields and
integrating them in unique and effective ways. In other words, the framework like TPACK requires
teachers with “overarching cognitive skills, competencies, and creativity rather than technical
I functional knowledge of specific technologies™ (Mishra et al., 2009).
‘ g literature, most of the research was conducted prior to the Covid 19
fliciency of online learning and teaching activities. Therefore,
amework. Furthermore, the boundary conditions that enable
to be distinguished from adjacent elements must be clarified and
framework should be defined to a better understanding of issues
CK framework is a generative framework with many more
redesigned to be suitable to cach specific field study.

rvice elementary teachers as information and communicatiqﬂ
stems design model based on an expanded view of pedagost
puter assisted learning, 21(4), 292-302.
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MO HINH CAC KIEN THUC UNG DUNG CONG NGHE THONG Ty
TRONG DAY HOCNGOAI NGU: TONG QUAN LY THUYET
Tom tét: Nhing thay doi nhanh chang ala cng nghé tdc déng dén cdc finh vuc trong cuge $6ng v cong vigc héng ngay giq adee
gom ¢ haat déng day va hoc. Su xudt hién cia mé hinh cdc kién thic Ung dung cong nghé thi g tin trong day hoc (TPAC) g %
nam gan ddy da duoc ching minh qua s6 ugng cdc nghién ci trong ds khung TPACK durgc coi I mgt huting tiép e me tong ﬂész;,_
day man hoc tich hap cdc kh kién thic lién quan mt thiét dén nhau (kiéh thirc vé €ong nghé, kién

thitc vé chuyén man, 3 i s
phuong phdp sit pham) vé tao ra cic @ hdinghién aiu vé dao tao gido vién, phat trien nghé nghiép gido vién va vin @ s dung gjn@
dia gido vién. Baiviéttrinh bay ting quan toi liéu vé khung TPACK @é tim hiéy tinh hiéu qud cia vigc si7 dung khung TPACK trong ciengeg
ai khc nhay. Két qud nghién city chirg viéc dp dp dung trong cdc fin VUL the g

nbwmmpwmﬂﬁﬂwdt#w@kbung

dung khung TPACK G c6 tinh mé vi linh hoat khi
cho phit hop véi béi canh nghién c.
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Uinghiép, phuiong phap gicng day ngoaingi
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