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Abstract. This research focused to inquire and compare the assessed Technological, 

Pedagogical and Content Knowledge (TPACK) competence level of college teachers based 

on the variables of sex, educational attainment, specialization, age and years in teaching. 

The participants of the study consist of 42 College of Education faculty teaching at the 

Quezon City University. TPACK Competence Scale was used to collect research data. The 

results revealed that most of the teachers were male, finished a master’s degree and 

specialized in Social Science and Humanities subjects. Furthermore, the majority of the 

respondents’ age was from 41 to 55 years old and have long years of teaching experience 

ranging from 11 to 20 years. Meanwhile, findings  of the research showed that teacher's 

competence on content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical-content 

knowledge, and technological-pedagogical knowledge were very high while participant’s 

competence on technological knowledge and technological-content knowledge were high. 

Participants’ overall TPACK competence was very high. In addition, participants’ competence 

on all TPACK domains do not differ based on above-mentioned variables. However, there 

was a difference found in the competence level of participants’ technological knowledge when 

grouped according to their field of specialization.     

 
Keywords: College teachers; Technological knowledge; Pedagogical knowledge; Content 

knowledge; TPACK level 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

In a policy brief released by the United Nations (2020), 94% of the world’s student 

population, and up to 99% in lower-middle and low-income countries are affected by 

school closures that were brought about by the Covid-19 pandemic. This education 

system disruption created wider disparities in educational opportunities for the most 

vulnerable youth and children, particularly girls, displaced individuals, persons with 

disabilities, refugees, and those living in poor communities. An estimated 23.8 million 

students worldwide from pre-primary to tertiary level are expected to drop out because 

of Covid-19’s impact on the economy. 

 

With these recent changes in the education system, the demand for technology used 

in the teaching and learning process also accelerated.  

 

Technology has become an increasingly important part of students’ lives beyond 

school, and even within the classroom, it can also help increase their understanding 

of complex concepts or encourage collaboration among peers. Because of these 

benefits, current educational practice suggests that teachers implement some form of 

technology in their classrooms – but many teachers face difficulties in doing so. Cost, 

access, and time often form considerable barriers to classroom implementation, but 

another obstacle is a lack of knowledge regarding how technology can best be used 

to benefit students across diverse subject matter. 

 

Punya Mishra and Matthew J. Koehler’s 2006 TPACK framework, which focuses on 

technological knowledge (TK), pedagogical knowledge (PK), and content knowledge 

(CK), offers a productive approach to many of the dilemmas that teachers face in 

implementing educational technology (edtech) in their classrooms. By differentiating 

among these three types of knowledge, the TPACK framework outlines how content 

(what is being taught) and pedagogy (how the teacher imparts that content) must form 

the foundation for any effective edtech integration. This order is important because the 

technology being implemented must communicate the content and support the 

pedagogy to enhance students’ learning experience. 

 

According to the TPACK framework, specific technological tools (hardware, software, 

applications, associated information literacy practices, etc.) are best used to instruct 

and guide students toward a better, more robust understanding of the subject matter. 

The three types of knowledge – TK, PK, and CK – are thus combined and recombined 

in various ways within the TPACK framework. Technological pedagogical knowledge 

(TPK) describes relationships and interactions between technological tools and 

specific pedagogical practices, while pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) describes 

https://educationaltechnology.net/educational-technology-an-overview/
https://educationaltechnology.net/definitions-educational-technology/


 
QCU The Lamp: Journal of Education 

  Vol. 2, No. 1, November-December 2024 

 
26 

the same between pedagogical practices and specific learning objectives; finally, 

technological content knowledge (TCK) describes relationships and intersections 

among technologies and learning objectives. These triangulated areas then constitute 

TPACK, which considers the relationships among all three areas and acknowledges 

that educators are acting within this complex space. 

 

This pandemic compelled educational systems all over the world to shift from 

classroom set-up to mainly online classes and other modes of learning. In the 

Philippines, Higher Education Institutions implemented flexible learning as mandated 

by the Commission on Higher Education through a Memorandum Order No. 4 Series 

of 2020. The Quezon City University is currently in its second year of imposing flexible 

learning to continue its mission of delivering comprehensive education to its students.  

The faculty members were trained to use Google Classroom as means of delivering 

the lessons in both synchronous and asynchronous classes. Through video tutorials, 

they learned by themselves how to utilize some Google Applications such as Google 

Form, Google Meet, Google Mail, Google Slides, etc. They also learned by themselves 

some Google Application’s extensions like Google Meet Attendance, Form Limiter, 

Hypatia Create, Form Builder and Mail Merge. Creation of modules was made by the 

college teachers of their assigned subjects. Technology was no longer regarded only 

as an integrated tool to enhance the quality of teaching but has been given a crucial 

role in the success of the teaching and learning process. It is equally important to the 

mastery of the content of the teachers as well as the pedagogy to be employed to 

learn the lesson in a meaningful way.  

 

The migration in education becomes more challenging as it demands more 

technological infrastructure and the needed skills of teachers and students to navigate 

the numerous educational tools and applications. The inexperienced educational 

institutions in the sudden shift to online learning revealed the gaps in the system of 

education that could be turned into opportunities to improve. In the study conducted 

by Todd in 2020, the teacher’s perception of the sudden shift from the classroom to 

online was tested. It revealed problems in technology, such as the ability to utilize a 

platform or application, which can be addressed through webinars and training. In the 

same study, employing a strategy in an online class also becomes a challenge as 

activities should be suitable and stimulating to be successful in transferring learning. 

 

The challenges or problems experienced by educators in the new normal of education 

and together with their own solutions conceived the idea of conducting this study on 

the competence level of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge of the 

faculty members of the College of Education. Furthermore, it will attempt to identify 

the issues that educators are encountering in their use of technology but also to 
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propose a capacity-building strategy to address the issues in teaching instruction. As 

a result, the necessary skills required by teachers will enable and keep them up to 

date with rapid technological advancement. This is also in response to the objective 

of Quezon City University of accelerating human capital development. One of the 

areas in which the school would want to deal with is the challenges in the educational 

dimension. Faculty development is required to keep up with new trends in teaching 

methods and thrive in a fast-paced environment. But beyond all the benefits of 

conducting faculty development, the most essential one is the welfare of the students. 

The professional development of faculty members will have an impact on students' 

acquisition of knowledge and skills, allowing Quezon City University to achieve its goal 

of being recognized as a local university producing employable graduates. 

 

The study manifests one of the university's research agendas on Faculty Development 

- the process of giving professional development training to individuals to enhance 

their teaching abilities and mentoring faculty members to assist them in improving their 

job performance, especially in specialized areas such as teaching, research, course 

content, and design. Identifying teachers' Technological, Pedagogical, and Content 

Knowledge (TPACK), assessing their levels of development, and designing an 

intervention plan to further address the needs of teachers in their TPACK 

competencies, all lead to faculty betterment. 

 

 

Hypothesis of the Study 

There is no significant difference between the level of TPACK of the College of 

Education teachers and their demographic variables. 

 

 

Objectives of the Study 

The purpose of the study is to have a brief but comprehensive inquiry into the 

Technological, Pedagogical, and Content Knowledge (TPACK) of the College of 

Education’s faculty of Quezon City University during the second semester of the 

school year 2021-2022.  

 

Specifically, the study sought to answer the following questions: 

1. What is the profile of the College of Education teachers in terms of: 

1.1 Sex; 

1.2 Specialization; 

1.3 Educational Attainment; 

1.4 Age; and 

1.5. Years of Teaching? 
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2. What is the level of TPACK of the College of Education teachers? 

3. What significant difference exists between the level of TPACK of the College of 

Education teachers and in terms of the following: 

2.1 Sex; 

2.2 Specialization; 

2.3 Educational Attainment; 

2.4. Age; and 

2.5 Years in Teaching? 

 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The approval of the author to use the research instrument was made on April 23, 2022, 

and the Research Load - Notice to Proceed from the Office of the Vice President for 

Research was signed on May 25, 2022. After these events, the researchers prepared 

for the collection of data. The researchers employed stratified random sampling. 

Jackson (2009) defined stratified random sampling as a kind of probability sampling 

designed to ensure that subgroups or strata are fairly represented. There are a total 

of 65 faculty members in the College of Education. With the use of a table for 

determining sample size for a finite population (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970), 56 faculty 

were chosen to be the respondents of our study - 25 from the Social Sciences and 

Humanities, 10 from the Physical Education, 11 from the Mathematics and Science, 

and 10 from the Language Department. The teachers were given a survey 

questionnaire using Google Forms to determine their demographic profile and TPACK 

level, which also includes informed consent. The data collection period is from July 7, 

2022, to July 28 of the same year. Out of 56 faculty,  only 42 answered the survey 

questionnaire, data collected from 1 faculty was not included due to biased responses. 

After collection, data were recorded, tabulated, analyzed, and presented 

 

Respondents 

The respondents of the study were teachers from various departments of the College 

of Education at Quezon City University, teaching their assigned subjects for the 2nd 

semester of the Academic Year 2021-2022. The faculty respondents are employed at 

the institution regardless of their status, including those on contract, permanent, full-

time, or part-time, as well as faculty members with administrative roles. 

 

Instrumentation 

The data-gathering instrument employed in this study is a survey questionnaire. In 

utilizing the survey questionnaire, the researchers sent the questionnaires to the target 
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respondents. The study employed the Likert-type Survey Questionnaire on TPACK 

Instrument developed by Schmid (2020).  

 

There are two sets of questionnaires. The first set is for the profile of the respondents 

according to sex, specialization, educational attainment, age, and years in teaching. 

The second set is for the TPACK level of the respondents consisting of 28 items 

designed to measure all 7 competencies of TPACK using a 5-point Likert-scale (5 = 

strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree).  

 

This study adopted the TPACK.xs questionnaire (Schmid, 2020). The researchers 

asked permission from the author to use the whole questionnaire without any 

modifications on it. The said instrument is suitable for the current study which is useful 

to measure the level of TPACK of faculty members of the College of Education. The 

TPACK.xs questionnaire emphasized every component of TPACK. It provides 

indicators for the following components: Technological Knowledge, Pedagogical 

Knowledge, Content Knowledge, Pedagogical Content Knowledge, Technological 

Pedagogical Knowledge, Technological Content Knowledge, and Technological, 

Pedagogical, and Content Knowledge. The indicators were assessed and it 

established a good measure for every component that constitutes the TPACK. The 

adoption of the TPACK.xs questionnaire was deemed to be advantageous since it 

went through an extensive evaluation process in terms of validity and reliability when 

an instrument was first used (Hyman, et al., 2006). The words used in the instrument 

were easy to understand and direct to the point. No words particularly in the domain 

of technological knowledge would hinder the respondent to answer as indicators 

presented the use of technology in general. 

 

Statistical Treatment of Data 

The gathered data was analyzed and interpreted with the help of different statistical 

tools. Frequency count and percentage was used to present the profile of the 

respondents. Weighted mean and standard deviation was utilized and analyzed to 

determine the College of Education faculty TPACK level. The following ranges were 

used to determine the TPACK level: 1.00-1.79 Very low, 1.80-2.59 Low, 2.60-3.40 

Moderate, 3.41-4.20 High, 4.21-5.00 Very high.  In addition, a t-test and analysis of 

variance was utilized to determine the significant difference between the TPACK levels 

of the respondents and in terms of their demographic profile. 

  

Ethical Considerations 

All the participants in this study were asked for their informed consent. They were 

informed of the entire process of their participation and were allowed access to the 

results of the study. Participation was voluntary, and respondents were free to 
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withdraw from the study at any time. Participants were assured that this study would 

cause them no harm, whether physical, psychological, emotional, or verbal. 

Confidentiality regarding the respondents' identities and the data they provided was 

also assured. Their names would not be mentioned unless they agreed to it and it was 

necessary, and all data were for the study only and would be used as references for 

other studies. The study focused solely on relevant components, and respondents 

should not feel that they are being experimented on. The data collected were used 

exclusively for this study. Data will be saved in Google Drive, and only the researchers 

will have access to it. Lastly, upon completion of this study and after successfully 

publishing it, all gathered data will be deleted. 

 

 

RESULTS 

Profile of the Respondents 

Table 1 shows the profile of the faculty members under the College of Education. It 

revealed that most of the teachers were male (N=24, 57.14%), and a large number of 

the respondents came from the Social Science and Humanities unit (N=18, 44.86%).  

In terms of educational attainment, the majority of the respondents completed a 

master’s degree (N=19, 45.24%). Most of the respondents’ age range from 41 to 55 

years old (N=22, 52.38%) and majority of them have long years of teaching experience 

ranging from 11 to 20 years (N=16, 38.10%).  

Table 1.       
Teacher’s Profile of the College of Education 

Profile Variables f % 

Sex     

Male 24 57.14 

Female 18 42.86 

Total 42 100 

Specialization     

Social Science and 
Humanities 18 42.86 

Language 9 21.43 

Mathematics and Science 9 21.43 

Physical Education 6 14.29 

Total 42 100 
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Educational Attainment     

College Graduate 15 35.71 

Master Graduate 19 45.24 

Doctorate Graduate 8 19.05 

Total 42 100 

Age     

25 and below 3 7.14 

26-40 11 26.19 

41-55 22 52.38 

56-70 7 14.29 

Total 42 100 

Years in Teaching   

1-10 15 35.71 

11-20 16 38.10 

21-30 8 19.05 

31-40 2 4.76 

41-50 1 2.38 

Total 42 100 

 

Level of TPACK 

Technological Knowledge (TK)  

In this part, the findings highlight the research subjects’ levels of technology 

knowledge. The first statement concerns keeping up with important new technologies, 

and the results showed that it got the highest weighted mean of 4.33 and was most 

consistent among the four statements on Technological Knowledge (TK) since it 

obtained the lowest standard deviation of 0.65. Participants agreed that they were 

keeping up with important new technologies. The second statement asks whether 

respondents frequently play around with technology, and findings showed that it got a 

weighted mean of 4.12 and a standard deviation of 0.71. Teachers participating in this 

study agree that they frequently play around with technology. The third statement 

interrogates knowing about a lot of different technologies. Findings showed that it got 

a weighted average of 3.79. Subjects agreed that they recognized different kinds of 

technologies. The last statement covers whether respondents know how to solve 

technical problems, and the results showed that it got a weighted mean of 3.93. 
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Respondents agreed that they have much knowledge of solving technical problems in 

technology. 

The overall research subjects’ levels of technology knowledge obtained a weighted 

mean of 4.04 with the verbal interpretation “Agree.” 

Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) 

In this section, the research subjects were questioned about their knowledge of 

pedagogical approaches to teaching. The first statement assessed the participants’ 

ability to adapt their teaching based on what students currently understand or do not 

understand, and findings indicated that it received the highest weighted average of 

4.36. Respondents agreed that they can adjust their teaching based on their 

understanding of the students' levels. The second statement addressed teachers’ 

ability to adapt their teaching style to different learners. Results showed that this 

statement achieved a weighted mean of 4.31. Respondents concurred that they can 

modify their teaching style depending on the learners they are instructing. The third 

statement examined respondents' ability to use a wide range of teaching approaches 

in the classroom. Findings revealed that this statement received a weighted average 

of 4.26 and was also the most consistent among the four statements on Pedagogical 

Knowledge (PK), as it had the lowest standard deviation of 0.80. Participants agreed 

that they can employ a diverse range of teaching methods in the classroom. The final 

statement addressed teachers’ ability to assess student learning in multiple ways. 

Results indicated that this statement received a weighted average of 4.19 and a 

standard deviation of 0.86. Respondents agreed that they can evaluate their students’ 

learning through various methods. 

The overall level of knowledge among the research subjects regarding pedagogical 

approaches to teaching obtained a weighted mean of 4.28, with a verbal interpretation 

of “Agree.” 

Content Knowledge (CK) 

The survey on content knowledge addresses four research questions. The first 

statement asked respondents about their sufficiency of knowledge regarding their 

teaching subject. Findings indicated that this statement received a weighted mean of 

4.57 and a standard deviation of 0.74. This statement had the highest weighted mean 

and was one of the most consistent among the four statements on Content Knowledge 

(CK). Respondents agreed that they possess sufficient knowledge of the subjects they 

teach.  

The second statement pertained to the respondents’ subject-specific approach to 

thinking about their teaching content. The findings illustrated that it attained a weighted 
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average of 4.57, with a verbal interpretation of “Agree.” The third statement questioned 

the participants’ understanding of the basic theories and concepts related to their 

teaching subject. Results demonstrated that it had a weighted mean of 4.52, a 

standard deviation of 0.74, and a verbal interpretation of “Agree.” Together, this 

statement and the first statement were the most consistent. 

The final statement addressed teachers' knowledge of the history and development of 

significant theories in their teaching subject. Findings indicated that it had a weighted 

mean of 4.45, a standard deviation of 0.77, and a verbal interpretation of “Agree.” 

Overall, the participants’ levels of Content Knowledge (CK) within the TPACK 

framework obtained a weighted mean of 4.49, a standard deviation of 0.75, and a 

verbal interpretation of "Agree.". 

Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) 

 

The survey on Technological Pedagogical knowledge (TPK) covers four research 

questions. The first statement asked the respondents’ ability to choose technologies 

that enhance their teaching approaches for a lesson, and findings showed that this 

statement got a weighted mean of 4.29, standard deviation of 0.71 and verbal 

interpretation “Agree”. The second statement questioned the participants’ knowledge 

to choose technologies that enhance students’ learning for a lesson. Results illustrated 

that this statement obtained a weighted average of 4.24 and standard deviation of 

0.66. This statement is the most consistent among the four statements on the 

Technological Pedagogical knowledge (TPK) domain of TPACK. Teachers’ agreed that 

they have the knowledge to choose technologies that enhance students’ learning for 

a lesson. The third statement concerned the research subjects’ knowledge to adapt 

the use of the technologies that they are learning in relation to different teaching 

activities, and results showed that this statement got the highest weighted average of 

4.31 with a verbal interpretation of “Agree”. The last statement deals with respondents’ 

critical thinking on how to use technology in their classroom. Results illustrated that 

this statement obtained a weighted mean of 4.26, standard deviation of 0.77 and a 

verbal interpretation of “Agree”. 

 

The overall research subjects’ levels of Technological  Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK)  

domain of TPACK  obtained a weighted mean of 4.27, a standard deviation of 0.71, 

and with verbal interpretation “Agree”. 
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Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) 

The survey on the Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) domain of TPACK covers 

four research questions. The first statement deals with participants’ knowledge on the 

selection of effective teaching approaches to guide student thinking and learning in 

their teaching subject, and findings revealed that it obtained a weighted mean of 4.26, 

the standard deviation of 0.83, and a verbal interpretation of “Agree”. The second 

statement questioned the respondents’ knowledge of developing appropriate tasks to 

promote students' complex thinking about their teaching subject. Results showed that 

this statement got a weighted average of 4.26, the standard deviation of 0.86, and 

verbal interpretation of “Agree”. The third statement asked about the respondents’ 

knowledge on developing exercises with which students can consolidate their 

knowledge of their teaching subject, and results illustrated that it got a weighted mean 

of 4.40,the  standard deviation of 0.83, and verbal interpretation “Agree”. The last 

statement deals with research subjects’ knowledge of evaluation of students’ 

performance in their teaching subject. The findings revealed that this statement 

obtained a weighted mean of 4.45, the standard deviation of 0.74, and a verbal 

interpretation of “Agree”. In addition, the fourth statement got the highest weighted 

mean and the most consistent among other statements on the Pedagogical Content 

Knowledge (PCK) domain of TPACK. 

 

The overall research subjects’ levels of Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK)  

domain of TPACK  obtained a weighted mean of 4.85, a standard deviation of 0.81, 

and verbal interpretation of “Agree”. 

Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) 

The survey on Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) has four research questions. 

The first statement asked about the respondents’ knowledge of how technological 

developments changed the field of their subject, and findings showed that this 

statement got the highest weighted mean of 4.33, a standard deviation of 0.72, and 

verbal interpretation “Agree”. In addition, the first statement is one of the most 

consistent among the four research questions on the Technological Content 

Knowledge (TCK) domain of TPACK. The second statement questioned the 

participants’ knowledge to explain which technologies have been utilized in research 

in their field. Results illustrated that this statement obtained a weighted average of 

4.14 and a standard deviation of 0.75. Participants agreed to this statement when it 

was interpreted.  

 

The third statement concerned the research subjects’ knowledge on new technologies 

that are currently being developed in the field of their subject, and results showed that 
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this statement got a weighted average of 4.02, a standard deviation of 0.72 with a 

verbal interpretation “Agree”. The third statement together with the first statement was 

the most consistent among the four statements on the Technological Content 

Knowledge (TCK) domain of TPACK. The last statement deals with respondents’ 

knowledge of how to use technologies to participate in scientific discourse in their field, 

and findings showed that this statement obtained a weighted mean of 3.98, a standard 

deviation of 0.78, and a verbal interpretation of “Agree”. 

 

The overall research subjects’ levels of Technological Content Knowledge (PCK)  

domain of TPACK  obtained a weighted mean of 4.12, a standard deviation of 0.75  

and a verbal interpretation of “Agree”. 

 

Technological, Pedagogical, and Content Knowledge (TPC) 

This part of the research instrument contains the core question in the knowledge of 

technology, pedagogy, and content acknowledged by the research subjects and it 

consists of four statements. 

 

The first statement deals with participants’ knowledge of the use of strategies that 

combine content, technologies, and teaching approaches that they learned about in 

their coursework in the classroom, and findings revealed that it obtained the highest 

weighted mean of 4.26, the standard deviation of 0.73 and a verbal interpretation 

“Agree”. The second statement questioned the respondents’ knowledge on selecting 

technologies that enhance the content of a lesson, and results showed that this 

statement got a weighted average of 4.23, the standard deviation of 0.73, and verbal 

interpretation of “Agree”.  

 

The third statement asked the respondents’ knowledge on selecting technologies to 

use in the classroom that enhance what I teach, how I teach, and what students learn, 

and results illustrated that it got a weighted mean of 4.21, a standard deviation of 0.65, 

and verbal interpretation “Agree”. In addition, the third statement was the most 

consistent among other statements on TPACK. The last statement deals with research 

subjects’ knowledge of teaching lessons that appropriately combine their teaching 

subject, technologies, and teaching approaches, and findings revealed that this 

statement obtained a weighted mean of 4.24, a standard deviation of 0.66, and a 

verbal interpretation of “Agree”.  

 

The overall research subjects’ level of Technology, Pedagogical, and Content 

Knowledge (TPACK)  obtained a weighted mean of 4.24, a standard deviation of 0.69, 

and with verbal interpretation “Agree”.  
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Table 2.  

Respondents’ Level of TPACK 

Domains of TPACK MEAN SD Interpretatio
n 

Technological Knowledge (TK) 4.04 0.76 Agree 

1. I keep up with important new technologies. 4.33 0.65 Agree 
2. I frequently play around with technology. 4.12 0.71 Agree 
3. I know about a lot of different technologies. 3.79 0.84 Agree 
4. I have the technical skills I need to use technology. 3.93 0.75 Agree 

Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) 4.28 0.83 Agree 

1. I can adapt my teaching based upon what students 
currently understand or do not understand. 

4.36 0.85 Agree 

2. I can adapt my teaching style to different learners. 4.31 0.81 Agree 
3. I can use a wide range of teaching approaches in a 
classroom setting 

4.26 0.80 Agree 

4. I can assess student learning in multiple ways. 4.19 0.86 Agree 

Content Knowledge (CK) 4.49 0.75 Agree 

1. I have sufficient knowledge about my teaching subject. 4.57 0.74 Agree 
2. I can use a subject-specific way of thinking in my 
teaching subject 

4.40 0.77 Agree 

3. I know the basic theories and concepts of my teaching 
subject. 

4.52 0.74 Agree 

4. I know the history and development of important 
theories 
 in my teaching subject. 

4.45 0.77 Agree 

Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) 4.27 0.71 Agree 

1. I can choose technologies that enhance the teaching 
approaches for a lesson. 

4.29 0.71 Agree 

2. I can choose technologies that enhance students’ 
learning for a lesson. 

4.24 0.66 Agree 

3. I can adapt the use of the technologies that I am 
learning about to different teaching activities. 

4.31 0.72 Agree 

4. I am thinking critically about how to use technology in 
my classroom. 

4.26 0.77 Agree 

Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) 4.35 0.81 Agree 

1. I know how to select effective teaching approaches to 
guide student thinking and learning in my teaching 
subject. 

4.26 0.83 Agree 

2. I know how to develop appropriate tasks to promote 
students' complex thinking of my teaching subject. 

4.26 0.86 Agree 

3. I know how to develop exercises with which students 
can consolidate their knowledge of my teaching subject. 

4.40 0.83 Agree 

4. I know how to evaluate students’ performance in my 
teaching subject. 

4.45 0.74 Agree 
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Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) 4.12 0.75 Agree 

1. I know how technological developments have changed 
the field of my subject. 

4.33 0.72 Agree 

2. I can explain which technologies have been used in 
research in my field. 

4.14 0.75 Agree 

3. I know which new technologies are currently being 
developed in the field of my subject. 

4.02 0.72 Agree 

4. I know how to use technologies to participate in 
scientific discourse in my field. 

3.98 0.78 Agree 

Technological, Pedagogical, and Content Knowledge 
(TPC) 

4.24 0.69 Agree 

1. I can use strategies that combine content, 
technologies, 
and teaching approaches that I learned about in my 
coursework in my classroom. 

4.26 0.73 Agree 

2. I can choose technologies that enhance the content 
of a lesson. 

4.23 0.73 Agree 

3. I can select technologies to use in my classroom that 
enhance what I teach, how I teach, and what students 
learn. 

4.21 0.65 Agree 

4. I can teach lessons that appropriately combine my 
teaching subject, technologies, and teaching 
approaches. 

4.24 0.66 Agree 

 

 

The Difference between the College of Education Faculty TPACK Level and in 

Terms of; Sex, Specialization, Educational Attainment, Age and Years of 

Teaching Experience. 

 

The t-test was utilized to gain differences in terms of respondents’ sex (see Table 3). 

The table shows that there was no significant difference among the mean of all TPACK 

domain scores (p>0.05) based on sex. The mean PK, CK, TK, and PCK scores of 

female faculty were higher than those of male participants. Meanwhile, the mean TPK, 

TCK, and TPC scores of male faculty were higher than female participants. 
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Table 3. 
Faculty‘s TPACK Scores Based on Their Sex  

TPACK 
Domain Sex Mean SD Sig 

 
PK 

Male 4.22 0.90 
0.553 

Female 4.36 0.52 

 
CK 

Male 4.47 0.84 
0.837 

Female 4.51 0.45 

 
TK 

Male 4.03 0.66 
0.907 

Female 4.06 0.67 

 
PCK 

Male 4.31 0.89 
0.753 

Female 4.39 0.59 

 
TPK 

Male 4.30 0.66 
0.754 

Female 4.24 0.68 

 
TCK 

Male 4.20 0.62 
0.387 

Female 4.01 0.74 

 
TPC 

Male 4.28 0.66 
0.624 

Female 4.18 0.65 

 

A series of one-way ANOVA tests were done to compare scores in the TPACK domains 

in terms of respondents’ specialization, education, age and years of teaching 

experience. 

As seen in Table 4, it showed that there was no significant difference among the mean 

of PK, CK, PCK, TPK, TCK, and TPC scores (p>0.05) based on specialization. 

However, a significant difference was found in the mean TK scores (p<0.05). The 

mean PK, TK, PCK, TPK, TCK, and TPC scores of language faculty were higher than 

those of other participants’ fields of specialization. Conversely, the mean CK scores of 

the Mathematics and Science faculty were higher than any other participants’ field of 

specialization. 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
  QCU The Lamp: Journal of Education 
  Vol. 2, No. 1, November-December 2024 

 
39 

 Table 4. 
  Faculty‘s TPACK Scores Based on Their Specialization 

Specialization PK CK TK 
PC
K TPK TCK TPC 

Social Sciences 
and Humanities 4.14 4.39 3.85 4.19 4.14 3.99 4.13 

Physical 
Education 4.00 4.33 3.96 4.21 4.00 3.79 4.00 

Mathematics and 
Science 4.47 4.67 3.94 4.42 4.39 4.31 4.36 

Language 4.56 4.61 4.58 4.67 4.61 4.42 4.50 

Sig 0.37 0.683 *0.038 0.479 0.229 0.207 0.38 

As seen in Table 5, it showed that there was no significant difference among the mean 

of all TPACK domain scores (p>0.05) based on education. The mean PK, TK, PCK, 

and TPK scores of college graduate faculty were higher than those of master and 

doctorate graduate participants. Conversely, the mean TCK and TPC scores of the 

doctoral graduate faculty were higher than college and master graduate participants. 

Finally, the mean CK scores of master graduate faculty were higher than college and 

doctorate graduate participants. 

 

Table 5. 
Faculty‘s TPACK Scores Based on Their Educational Attainment 

Education PK CK TK 

PC

K TPK TCK TPC 

College 4.42 4.55 4.27 4.48 4.40 4.17 4.27 

Master 4.28 4.58 3.86 4.36 4.13 4.01 4.13 

Doctorate 4.03 4.16 4.06 4.06 4.38 4.28 4.44 

Sig 0.52 0.324 0.191 0.464 0.461 0.614 0.534 

As seen in Table 6, it showed that there was no significant difference among the mean 

of all TPACK domain scores (p>0.05) based on age. The mean of all TPACK 

dimensions scores of 26-40 age bracket faculty were higher than those of other age 

bracket participants. 
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Table 6. 

Faculty‘s TPACK Scores Based on Their Age 

Age PK CK TK PCK TPK TCK TPC 

Below 

25 3.83 4.25 3.92 4.08 3.83 3.33 3.83 

26-40 4.50 4.57 4.39 4.50 4.45 4.30 4.34 

41-55 4.23 4.49 3.99 4.34 4.30 4.20 4.26 

56-70 4.29 4.46 3.67 4.21 4.08 3.88 4.17 

Sig 

0.57

2 

0.92

1 0.15 0.814 0.463 0.107 0.687 

As seen in Table 7, it showed that there was no significant difference among mean all 

TPACK dimensions’ scores (p>0.05) based on several years of teaching experience. 

On one hand, the mean PK, CK, PCK, TPK, TCK and TPC scores of 31-40 years of 

teaching experienced faculty were higher than those of other years of teaching 

experienced participants. On the other hand, the mean TK scores of 21-30 years of 

teaching experienced faculty were higher than those of other years of teaching 

experienced participants. 

Table 7. 
Faculty‘s TPACK Scores Based on Their Years of Teaching Experienced 

Years in 

Teaching PK CK TK PCK TPK TCK TPC 

1-10 4.37 4.50 4.08 4.35 4.32 4.05 4.23 

11-20 4.28 4.59 4.06 4.47 4.25 4.25 4.23 

21-30 4.13 4.28 4.22 4.22 4.41 4.16 4.28 

31-40 3.88 4.13 3.13 3.50 3.25 3.25 3.75 

41-50 5.00 5.00 3.50 5.00 5.00 4.50 5.00 

Sig 0.753 0.717 0.263 0.447 0.172 0.359 0.656 
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DISCUSSION 

This study examined the TPACK competence level of teachers of the College of 

Education at Quezon City University. The study on teachers' TPACK level was based 

on the variables of sex, field of specialization, educational attainment, age, and years 

in teaching. Findings showed that teachers‘ competence in content knowledge, 

pedagogical knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and technological 

pedagogical knowledge were very high while participants’ competence in 

technological knowledge and technological-content knowledge were high. 

Participants’ overall TPACK competence was very high. 

Reviewing the literature, the results of having a high or very high TPACK level among 

college teacher participants is almost identical to the findings found in the literature. In 

detail, the CK and PK subscale scores of participants were good or high (Koyuncuoglu, 

2021; Paidi, 2021; Kara, 2021; Nuangchalerm, 2020). The TCK and PCK subscale 

scores of the participants were above moderate (Koyuncuoglu, 2021).The study also 

investigated whether college teachers‘ TPACK levels differ by sex, field of 

specialization, educational attainment, age, and years in teaching. 

The results indicated that there was no significant difference between TPACK levels 

of male and female participants in the study. The same results found no significant 

differences between TPACK levels of teacher participants in terms of educational 

attainment, age and years in teaching. However, there was a difference found in the 

competence level of participants’ technological knowledge when grouped according to 

their field of specialization. Results showed that college teachers from the Language 

Department had significantly higher technological knowledge level than other 

participants’ specializations.   

When the literature was reviewed, similar results of no significant difference were 

found in comparing the participants’ TPACK level based on the variable of sex. In 

particular, no variation was found in the TPACK scores of the participants (Kara, 2021; 

Koyuncuoglu, 2021; Suzuk, 2021). No significant difference was also found in the CK 

and TPK subscale scores of the participants (Kara, 2021; Koyuncuoglu, 2021). The 

same results of no variation were found in the TCK subscale scores of the participants 

(Kara, 2021; Suzuk, 2021). In addition, the TK (Suzuk, 2021) and PK (Kara, 2021) 

subscale scores of the participants did not differ based on sex or gender. 

In comparing the participants’ TPACK level based on the variable of educational 

attainment, no variation was found in the mean TK, PCK, TPK, and TPACK  scores of 

the participants (Koyuncuoglu, 2021; Paidi, 2021). In addition, no difference was found 

in the PK and CK subscale scores of the participants (Paidi, 2021). In differentiating 
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the participants’ TPACK level based on the variable of field of specialization or 

department, a significant difference was found in the mean TK scores of the 

participants (Koyuncuoglu, 2021; Suzuk, 2021). 

In contrasting the participant’s TPACK level based on the variable of age and years in 

service, no correlation was found between the participant’s age and the constructs that 

do not hold the technology component (PK, CK, PCK), and no correlations were found 

between the years of service and the CK, PCK and TPACK level of the participants. 

(Rolando, 2021). 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Given the findings, the researchers conclude that the QCU - College of Education 

teacher's overall TPACK level was very high. The TPACK level of the teachers 

participants in the subdomains of TPACK namely, content knowledge, pedagogical 

knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge, and technological pedagogical 

knowledge were very high while the participant’s competence in technological 

knowledge and technological content knowledge were high. 

 

The participants’ competence on overall TPACK and subdomains do not differ based 

on sex, educational attainment, age, and years in teaching. However, there was a 

difference found in the competence level of participants’ technological knowledge 

when grouped according to their field of specialization. This study suggests continuous 

workshops, seminars, and training about technology integration in instruction must be 

the platform not just for college teachers but also for school administrators. Forum 

group discussion or knowledge sharing concerning technology, pedagogy, and content 

knowledge will be great options to further enrich the teachers’ knowledge of TPACK. 

Awareness of the college teachers on the benefits of technology integration in teaching 

should be maintained. Giving rewards in teaching with technology and its innovation 

by school administrators is encouraged. The insertion of the use of technology in 

instruction as one of the criteria or categories during teacher observation is proposed.  

For further research options, exploring the kinds of variables that may affect the 

TPACK competency of college lecturers combined by qualitative research across 

different colleges will be great steps.  
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