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TPACK FRAMEWORK FOR DEVELOPING
TRANSFORMATIVE ENGLISH LEARNING MOOC

This study aims to examine the opportunities related to implementing
the TPACK (Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge) framework in
order to develop English Language MOOCs. The authors’ chosen research
design is descriptive interpretative with a quantitative approach to data
analysis using SPSS version 28. A total of 38 language instructors, aged
20 to 39, employed at two private universities in Kazakhstan comprised the
sample. The researchers used a structured survey, adapted from Koehler
and Mishra, that asked participants about their perceived TPACK, or
technological pedagogical content knowledge. The results identified the
need for a larger scope of professional development aimed at developing
teachers’ pedagogical and content knowledge as well as technical skills.
Instructors also recognized the need for personalized instruction and
flexible teaching in the classroom to meet the needs of learners. Even with
highlighting the value of TPACK in creating better learning experiences,
there were still suggestions for further research for how to deal with
current issues. In conclusion, this research study indicates that there is a
need to integrate TPACK, technological pedagogical content knowledge,
within a language course design framework that will assist with developing
digital literacy and effective learning for language education and project
an inclusive learning environment.
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Introduction

Within the last seven years, MOOCs have adopted social learning, gamification,
adaptive technologies to potentially increase student engagement, efficiency, and
personalization levels significantly [1, p. 60]. However, the effective creation of
MOOC:s for the purposes of English language learners requires considering critical
pedagogical principles and teacher technological knowledge, hence the need
to consider the TPACK framework. This is particularly relevant in post-Soviet
countries like Kazakhstan, which has sought to improve English proficiency
through MOOC:s [3, p. 744]. In order to accomplish a particular goal, teacher
training requires obtaining innovative approaches, adequate contemporary digital
resources, and an Internet connection. When implementing TPACK framework
there are several factors that must be carefully considered that are level of utilizing
technology, interaction of various knowledge areas during technology integration,
and teacher characteristics [5, p. 520]. This paper throws light on the benefits and
challenges English instructors face when developing ESL MOOCs through the
TPACK framework [6, p. 1]. The integration of TPACK in MOOC development
allows the development of digital literacy and language skills [7, p. 105],
and thus forces teachers to make instructional modifications through the use of
technology in building appealing learning environments [8, p. 20]. Implementing
TPACK makes instructors understand technology integration as a process of
interplay between technological knowledge (TK), pedagogical knowledge (PK),
and content knowledge (CK) [10, p. 78]. The TPACK development is essential for
transforming teaching and learning with digital technologies, especially in foreign
language teaching [9, 11, p. 47]. Although initially developed to inform face-to-
face classroom instruction, the TPACK framework informs instructional design in
digital learning environments [12, p. 41]. Teaching TPACK in a more integrated
fashion throughout the subject rather than in a class dedicated solely to TPACK
appears more effective because studies show teachers need additional opportunities
to put TPACK into practice [13]; [14, p. 680]. MOOCs support the learning of the
English language worldwide [15, p. 63], and online social networks bring about
even more opportunities for the learning of a language [16]. Recent research shows
a great effect that TPACK has on language acquisition, especially EFL [17, p. 134];
[18, p. 25]; [19, p. 3]. MOOCs are now capable of spreading pedagogical
knowledge along with disciplinary knowledge, especially in STEM and teacher
education disciplines [20, p. 1125]. As much as both the concepts of TPACK
and MOOC:s have so far been beneficial, proper institutional and implementation
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approaches do need to be considered. TPACK can enhance MOOC effectiveness;
however, challenges exist with MOOCs because the learners of MOOC:s are highly
diversified, thus needing inclusive education approaches. The most well-known
MOOC:s are developed in the English language, even though non-native speakers
may have limited access to those.

Materials and methods

This research addresses the following research question:

1 What are the challenges and opportunities with the use of the TPACK
guidelines when English LMOOC?

Research Design: The current research is of a descriptive and interpretative
nature, employing a quantitative approach to data analysis (Creswell, 2009).
Descriptive statistics for quantitative aspects such as averages, medians, and
standard deviation were calculated using SPSS version 28 for data analysis.

Sampling and Instrumentation

The present study’s sample consists of 38 language instructors aged 20 to 39
years’ old who teach English at two private institutions in Kazakhstan. They were
all active in providing lessons via LMS. The researchers used a non-probability
sample method to determine how in-service teachers gain and utilize technological
pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) during their program. The main research
instrument was a structured survey adapted from Koehler, M., and P. Mishra
(2009). It is divided up into four sections, each with a concluding statement. The
first section’s items asked participants to select options based on their age, while
the second, third, fourth, and fifth sections’ items asked participants to rate using
a 5-point Likert scale, from strongly agree to strongly disagree, to identify how
well they understood the material being taught using the appropriate pedagogical
methods and technologies.

Validity and Reliability of the Survey

Cronbach’s alpha (=0.960) for 28 questionnaire items was used to confirm
the items’ reliability.

Ethical Considerations Every participant was provided with information on
the goals and purposes of the study and willingly took part. The survey ensures
the respondents’ privacy and confidentiality.

Results and discussion

The data interpretation comprises the display of tables created using SPSS and
Google Forms to visually convey the study’s results and conclusions.
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Table 1 — Participant Demographics

Variable n=38 percentage %
Age
20-24 5 13.2
25-29 7 18.4
30-34 16 42.1
35-39 10 26.3

As shown in Table 1, 13.2 % of the participating teachers are between
20-24 years, 18.4 % fall between 25-29 years, and 42.1 % between 30-34 years;
the remaining 10 below 35 years old. The mean age for the participants is 31 years
with an average teaching experience of 11 years.

Table 2 — TCK (Technological Content Knowledge)

n | Min | Max | Mean | SD

I can resolve technological problems 38 1 5 2.84 | 0.94

It is easy for me to learn technology 38 1 5 2.68 | 0.94

I improve my understanding on various types of| 38 1 5 2.84 | 1.04
technologies

I regularly indulge with the technology 38 1 5 321 | 1.32

I am aware of with different types of technologies | 38 1 5 2.63 | 0.88

I have sufficient technical abilities to utilize it 38 1 5 3.18 | 0.97

The statistics demonstrate very minor differences between people and
reasonable levels of agreement. Respondents often demonstrate moderate
agreement leaning toward dissent when it comes to their ability to tackle technology
problems independently (mean 2.84) and stay up with evolving technologies (mean
2.84). On the other hand, there is a moderate consensus concerning the frequency
of playing with technology (mean 3.21) and having the technical ability necessary
to use it effectively (mean 3.18). Participants show moderate agreement with a
trend toward disagreement on the ease of learning technology (mean 2.68) and
their comprehension of diverse technologies (mean 2.63). These findings indicate
that in order to develop technical proficiency and keep up with new technology,
participants’ awareness, confidence, and knowledge must be addressed.
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Table 3 — PK (Pedagogical Knowledge)

n | Min | Max | Mean | SD

I am familiar with students’ evaluation in a

38 1 5 3.61 1.19
classroom

I know how to adapt my teaching styles according

to students needs 38 1 5 4.08 | 0.91

I can update my teaching style to fit to various
learners.
I can assess student learning in different ways 38 1 5 4.03 | 0.81

38 1 5 347 | 1.26

I can utilize a variety of teaching techniques in a

38 1 5 392 | 0.84
classroom

I am familiar with common student knowledge

and mistakes 38 1 5 3.79 | 0.96

I am familiar with planning and dealing with

38 1 5 392 | 0.84
classroom management

The survey results show that participants have a moderate to strong level
of agreement in adapting teaching styles to different students (mean 3.47),
evaluating student performance (mean 3.61), being familiar with student
knowledge and mistakes (mean 3.79), and managing classroom (mean 3.92).
This indicates a widespread agreement and consensus on these points. The survey
also demonstrated the significant agreement regarding the revision of teaching
depending on the students’ needs (average value 4.08), the assessing the students
learning in different ways (average value 4.03) and the use of diverse teaching
techniques (average value 3.92). Overall, the data reveals that the teachers are
mostly aware of different teaching practices and quite responsive to adapting
teaching practices to learner needs.

Table 4 — TPK (Technological Pedagogical Knowledge)

I can select the best technologies that boost my teaching

methods 38 1 | 5| 428 0.83

I can choose the best technologies that increases students’

understanding of a lesson. 3811514161075

My teacher education made me understand more the impact

of technology use on teaching instructions 3811513591128

I critically consider technology use in my classroom 381115332111

I am familiar with adapting technology use to various
instructional tasks

38 1| 51379079
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I can select needed technologies that boost my teaching

abilities 38| 1 5 14.16 | 0.89

I'am aware of techniques of how to combine content, digital
technologies and teaching methods.

I can assist colleagues in managing the use of content,
technologies and teaching skills at my school.

I know how to choose technologies that enhance the content
of the lesson.

38| 1| 51379 |1.02

3811|5447 088

38 1| 5397 |0.81

According to Table 4 participants agree they can select the best technologies
in their class instruction (4.28) along with understanding that selection of best
technologies can boost the learners’ retention (4.16). As well, participants are
capable of selecting technologies that improve the content, teaching skills and
student retention. They also strongly believed that they could be responsible for the
use of various teaching methods, resources and technologies (average 4.47). These
results demonstrate the potential advantages of using the TPACK framework into
an English language learning MOOC course, allowing for successful technological
integration, pedagogical techniques, and content delivery. However, it is critical to
address the issues related to critical assessment of technology role and its impact
on the instruction.

Table 5 — TPACK (Technology Pedagogy and Content Knowledge)

n |(Min [Max |Mean |SD
I know technology that can assist me in|38 |1 5 4.39 0.85
understanding native language
I know technologies I can use for discussions |38 |1 5 4.19 0.81
in English
I know technologies I can use for mastering |38 |1 5 4.39 0.85
listening skills
I know technologies I can utilize in enhancing |38 |1 5 3.92 1.08
writing skills
I know technologies I can utilize for improving | 38 |1 5 3.66 1.01
reading skills
I can lead lessons that effectively blend|38 |1 5 3.69 1.06
technologies, social studies and teaching methods.

The study indicated that participants reached an agreement on technology that
aid in comprehending the language’s roots (mean 4.39), improving listening abilities
(mean 4.39), and facilitating English discussion (mean 4.19). Research suggests
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that the method could enhance conventional classroom education. Participants
demonstrated a good grasp of utilizing technology for enhancing reading and writing
abilities, with mean scores of 3.92 and 3.66. They also effectively combined social
science, technology, and pedagogical methods, with a mean score of 3.69. This
study suggests that the TRACK platform can enhance language skills and support
learning across various subjects. The study revealed that individuals believed they
could autonomously handle technology challenges and stay updated on the latest
technical advancements. The statistics indicated that several respondents were
uncertain about their ability to easily learn and comprehend various technologies.
It highlights the need of enhancing participants’ awareness, confidence, and
knowledge to enhance their technical skills and keep up-to-date with technology.

Participants of the survey agreed on various teaching skills, including
assessment of student achievement, adjusting techniques, and classroom
organization. Special emphasis was placed on the fact that teaching should be
approached considering individual and modular learning, using the assessment
method of each student, as well as taking into account the learner needs. The
second requirement was for educational institutions to be able to fit to the needs and
preferences of students. Through more hands-on learning, participants were able to
unlock their capabilities and made decisions about several other teaching strategies
that could improve student academic performance, including aspects of the course
such as content, teaching and the educational experience. Participants believed
they could lead technology, content, and pedagogical alignment by demonstrating
TPACK’s benefits in ESL MOOCs. Both agreement and disagreement suggest
that further research and solutions are needed to overcome barriers. The findings
emphasize the need for customized professional development and education
programs that address teachers’ pedagogical and technical skills and students’
needs. The results show that language instructors who build and conduct second
language MOOCs can use TPACK effectively. These professors can teach students
outside of class to encourage critical thinking, cooperation, and active engagement.
Future studies should consider various approaches to acquire objective data.

In order to answer the research question What are the challenges and
opportunities with the use of the TPACK guidelines when English LMOOC?’
the opportunities and challenges are presented separately.

Opportunities:

High expertise in selection of technology. Participants revealed the capacity
to choose the relevant technologies to enhance their instructional approaches as
well as promoting the learner’s knowledge. It means that teachers are aware of
technologies and their types that activate students learning.
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Assisting colleagues. with a score 4.47 teachers indicate their readiness to
support their colleagues in incorporating pedagogical knowledge and technologies
into their lessons suggesting that TPACK offers empowering atmosphere for
professional development.

Diversified teaching strategies. The data shows that teachers are also aware
that modifying teaching methods is crucial in order to accommodate learner needs.

Using technology in language learning. Participants concluded that
knowledge of TPACK framework and its integration makes it more understandable
in combining pedagogical approaches, technologies and content.

Challenges:

Limited critical assessment of technological tools in teaching. The score
3.32 indicates that teachers are not confident enough in critical examination of
technology and its proper implementation for certain teaching objectives.

Insufficient knowledge of technological proficiency. While teachers retain
moderate use of technology, the data (mean3.18) displays that there is still some
doubt about how well teachers can adjust their teaching skills to new technologies
(means 2.68 and 2.63).

Extensive professional development need. It is quite evident form the findings
that more thorough professional development in utilizing technology in LMOOCs
within the TPACK framework is still emphasized. Varied requirement of teachers
should adequately be met.

Integration into specific curriculum. Although, teachers reveal a promising
use of TPACK framework, the challenge remains in successful incorporation of
the current practices in institutional objectives.

Conclusions

The research discusses the advantages and disadvantages of the TPACK
model and how English language teachers might use it to create MOOCs. English
teachers’ technological knowledge and competency can be improved, but research
shows they can embrace new technologies and overcome technological difficulties.
The participants were excited to learn how technology could assist them meet both
their own learning goals and demands of students.

Conducting this research is important for a number of reasons. The focus
of the research is on ways to organize and conduct language classes to enhance
instructors’ digital literacy, as well as their linguistic competency. Language
instructors have a great capacity in enhancing their teaching skills through
integration and selection of the most appropriate digital technologies. These
resources and best teaching practices are what they do. We recommend teachers,
course developers, and programmers adopt the TPACK platform for constructing
language learning MOOCs because it would make learning adaptive and scalable.
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The study stresses the necessity of providing English language teachers with
resources and more thorough professional development to use technology
effectively in their lessons. Teachers can utilize TPACK to improve digital English
language learning by eliminating these issues and providing relevant materials and
ideas. Today it is quite feasible to create an educational environment that would
satisfy the demands of different groups of students and facilitate the process of
language acquisition, especially with regard to the combination of technology
with academic approaches to learning.
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24.04.25 x. 6achII mbFapyFa KaObUIIaH b

KAOK 93IPJIEY KE3IHJIE TEXHOJIOT USAJIBIK
IEJAT OI'MKAJIBIK MABMYH TYPAJIBI BIIIM
KYUECIHIH UHTET'PAIIMSCBIH 3EPTTEY

Byn 3epmmeyoiy maxcamor agvinuvin mindi JKAOK aziprey ywin
TPACK modenin (mexnonocusibl Ne0a2o2uKanblk MazmMyHovl 0iny) eneizyee
bainanvicmvl MyMKIHOIKMep MeH Macenenepoi sepmmey 001bln madbliaobL.
Aemopnap SPSS 28 nyckacvin Kondana omwipwin, oepexmepdi mandayea
CaHObIK KO3KAPACNeH 3epmmeyoil CUNAMMAMaiblK-UHMepnpemayusibly
Juzaunvin mayoaovl. Ipikmemece KazaxcmanHuvly eki dceKeMeHuiK
yHUugepcumemmepinoe sxcymuvic icmetmin 20-39 scac apanvievbinoazvl
wiem mindepiniy scannvt 38 oxbimywvicevl Kipoi, onap Kawwvixmvixman
OKbLMYObLY IPMYPIIL HCYUeNePiH KOLOAHAMbIH MaXCIpUbeni OKbLmyublLiap
6010b1. 3epmmeywinep xenep men Muwpa 6etiimoecer KYpoblibLMObIK
cayannamanvl Kon0anowl, onoa xamvicywwiiapoarn TPACK mypanv
mycinikmepi Hemece MeXHONIOSUANBIK Nedaz02UKanblK MA3MYH Mypabl
binimoepi cypanovl. Homuoicenep mexnono2usnbix nedazo2ukablk KOHmeHnm
OiniMin Oambimyaa O6AeLIMMAN2AH KeHipeK Kaciou 0amy Kaxicemminiin
kepcemmi. OKbIMYyWblIAp COHbIMEH KAmap ap mypii oKyubliapOblH
Kadicemminikmepin KaHaeammaHowlpy YUuliH J#ceKe OKbIYy HCIHE CbIHbINMA
ukemoi oKuimy Kaxcemminiein motvinoaovl. TPACK-miy scaxcoipar
OHAQUH OKbIMY MaICipubecin Kypyoagvl KYHObLIbIZbL aman omileeHiMeH,
azeimoassl Macenenepoi Kanau uieutyee 601amviHbl Mypaibl KOCLIMULA
3epmmeyiep mypaivl Yyevluvicmap i 0e 6010vl. Kopvimuinoviiaii keie,
oyn eviivimu 3epmmey TPACK, mexnonozusnvik nedazoeuxanbly MazmyH
mypanvl OiMOI YUDPAbIK cayammbliblKmbl 0AMbIMY2a HCIHE MINOIK
6inim bepydi muimoi oKbImyea, COHOAl-aK UHKIIO3UEMI OKbIIY OPMACHIH
KYpyaa Komekmecemin miloiK Kypc KYpolLIbLMbIHA OIpIKmMipy Kaxcemminicl
bap exeHin kopcemeoi.
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Kiammi ce3dep: mexnonocusnapovl uHmezpayuaniay, iannai
OHIAUH Kypcmap, neoazo2ukanvlk OiniM, MAZMYHOLIK OiLiM, YU@piviK
cayammulivlx.

*4. B. Epeanuesa’, A. E. batizapaesd’,

A. A. Katibynnaesda®, J. B. lllasxmemosa’

123y uuepcurer Cyneiimana Jlemupers,

Pecny6imka Kazaxcran, . Kackener;

“Ka3zaxckuii HAIMOHAJIBHBIN MEAarOTHUECKI YHUBEPCUTET nMeHH Abasi,
Pecny6imka Kazaxcran, T. AnMaThI.

Hocrymmio B pegakimro 21.08.24.

Hocrymimo ¢ ucnipapnermsmu 23.01.25.

[punstTo B eyats 24.04.25.

N3YUYEHUE CUCTEMBI 3HAHUI O TEXHOJIOTMYECKOM
HNEJATOI'MYECKOM KOHTEHTE IIPU PABPABOTKE MOOK

Lenvio danno2o uccnedo8anus A6AEMCs U3YHEeHUEe 803MONCHOCHEL
u npobaem, cesazanHvix ¢ eHedperHuem mooeau TPACK (3nanue
MexXHON02UYeCcK020 Nedazo2uiecko2o0 KoHmeHma) 0asa paspabomxu
anenoazviynvix MOOK. Aemopwl 6vlOpanu onucamenbHo-
UHmMepnpemayuoHHbllU OU3AUH UCCAE008AHUAL C KOAUYECMBEHHbIM
n00X000M K aHaau3zy Oauuwvix ¢ ucnoavzosanuem SPSS eepcuu 28. B
8b100PKY 80ULIU 8 0OWell CTIodCHOCMU 38 npenodasameneti UHOCPAHHBIX
A3v61K08 8 6o3pacme om 20 0o 39 nem, pabomaowux 6 08yX 4ACMHbLIX
yuusepcumemax Kazaxcmawna, xomopbvie Ovliu NpaxmuKyiouumu
npenooagamensimu. Mcciedosamenu ucnoib308au CMpyKmypuposaHHblil
onpoc, adanmuposaunviti Kenepom u Muwpot, 8 xo0e komopoeo
yuacmHuukos cnpawugaiu 06 ux gocnpusmuu TPACK, uiu 3uanuti
0 MexHoLo2UYecKkomM nedazocuyeckom Kouwmenme. Pezyromamol
noKazanu Heobxooumocms 6oiee WuUpoKozo npopeccuoHaibHo20
passumusi, HANPAGIEHHO20 HA paA36umue 3HAHUL MEXHOLOSULECKO20
nedacocuveckozo koumenma. Ilpenodasamenu makace npuzHaiu
HEobX00UMOCmb UHOUBUOYATILHO20 00YUeHUsT U 2UOKO20 NPenooaéaHus
6 Kacce, umobwvl y008IemMEOPUNMs HOMPEOHOCMU PAZTUYHBIX VHAUUXCSL.
Hecmomps na mo, umo nooueprxusanace yennocmov TPACK 6 cozoanuu
JyuuLe2o Onvlma OHILAUH 00yueHUs, 8ce e OblLiU NPedioNCEeHUs O
OanvbHetmux UcCCie008aHUsX MO0, KAK pewams mekywue npooremuvl. B
3aKAOUEHUe, IMO HAYUHOE UCCLe008aHUE NOKAZbIBAEM, YO CYUWECEYem
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Heobxooumocmo 6 unmezpayuu TPACK, 3nanutl 0 mexuonocuueckom
neoazocuieckom KOHmeHme, 8 CIMpYKmMypy A3bIKOB020 Kypcd, KOmMopas
nomodcem 8 pazsumuu Yyuppoeou epamomHocmu u d@P@exmusHom
00yUenul A36IK0BOMY 00PA306AHUIO, A MAKICE 8 CO30AHUU UHKTIO3UBHOU
cpeobl 00yyeHUsL.

Kniouegvie cnosa: snedpenue mexnono2uti, Maccosvle OHAALH KypCbl,
3HAHUS NedazocuKi, cooepicanue o0yyeHus, Yupposas epamomuHocms
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