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Abstract: This study examines the impact of computer-assisted language learning (CALL) in-house professional development trainings based on Technological
Pedagogical Content Knowledge in-Action (TPACK-In-Action) model on female
teachers’ pedagogy at a Saudi Arabian university. Data were collected using survey
questionnaires to gather participants’ pre-workshops and post-workshops responses
followed by semi-structured interviews to understand aspects that determined the
effect of the training workshops on teachers’ pedagogy. The findings show that
despite having sound pedagogy and teaching qualifications, participants could not
successfully utilize their skills to incorporate technology effectively in their teaching.
Institutional policies regarding technology integration and complex pacing guide
which directed learning objectives and course materials could not give teachers
the freedom to integrate learned skills in class, thus, the trainings provided to them
became ineffective. The findings of the study suggest arranging training workshops
according to the needs of the teachers who want to integrate technology in teaching. The study also recommends that an informed institutional policy regarding the
use of technology is important which will ultimately result in effectiveness of the
training workshops. Such decisions should be taken in accordance with the teaching
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Technology plays a pivotal role in this digital era.
Using technology in educational institutions
upgrades the standards of teaching and learning
process. This study examines how technology
integration model called TPACK-in-Action
(technology, pedagogy, and content knowledgeTPACK) helps teachers to use technological tools
effectively. TPACK-in-Action model, spread over
a year of training workshops, was applied on the
English language instructors in a Preparatory Year
Programme at a public university in Saudi Arabia.
Despite being highly qualified and experienced,
most instructors failed to integrate technology
effectively in teaching. Two major factors were
discovered of the failure; the administrative policies
regarding technology use, and tightly scheduled
pacing guide to cover the teaching material which
utilized most of their prescribed time. The findings
of the study suggest that successful technology
use depends on two important factors; the training
workshops should be arranged according to the
needs of the teachers, and technology integration
should be prescribed as a part of syllabus.
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syllabus and its pacing guide, and technology integration should be prescribed as a
part of syllabus.
Subjects: Teacher Education & Training; Teachers & Teacher Education; Continuing

Professional Development
Keywords: TPACK; professional development; educational technology; teacher education;
CALL
1. Introduction
Technology integration has been greatly emphasized by educators in the English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) classrooms. Educational institutes throughout the world are encouraging the use of
integrated educational technologies in the curriculum (Culp, Honey, & Mandinach, 2005). Similarly,
the effort to implement educational technology in Saudi Arabia has always been a number one priority. Yet despite the magnitude of funds on technology integration, the question of how technology
is integrated into the Saudi EFL classrooms remains unanswered (Alqarni, 2015; Alshahrani & AlShehri, 2012). There is a wide agreement that it is often the teachers who make decisions as to
whether and how to integrate technology in their teaching (Haydn & Barton, 2008; Sang, Valcke,
Braak, & Tondeur, 2010), and that when they do, teachers can act as the agents of change for technology integration. This emphasizes the fact that teachers need to learn how to integrate technology in the classrooms, and they should be willing to adopt the pedagogies that are necessary for
these technologies. Following this perspective, educational institutions provide in-service professional development computer-assisted language learning (CALL) workshops for teachers. The present study investigates the impact of in-house CALL professional development workshops based on
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK)-in-Action model on the EFL instructors at an
English language institute in a Saudi university. The study investigates it from two different viewpoints: whether the in-house CALL workshops covered participants’ professional development goals;
and if these trainings meet participants’ expectations in helping them integrate technology in their
classrooms.

1.1. Literature review
Technology integration has gained much influence with the emergence of technological tools in
educational areas. The vast resources and opportunities that computers and the internet provide
have brought about new approaches, strategies and tools in language teaching and learning process. Teachers have a wide range of computer/mobile device applications, and learning management systems available to them. According to Cowan (2008), technology integration is not a choice
but a must for the teachers, so having low level of desire to use technology just makes the condition
worse. Today, being digital natives (Prensky, 2008) students want to learn through technology
(Ahmed, 2012), rather than through conventional methods of language teaching because technology is more convenient, more enjoyable and allows greater freedom to manipulate the learning
material.
Several researchers (e.g. Hubbard, 2008; Kozma, 2003) observe that CALL is unavoidable in the
current educational settings, hence its integration in teacher education is inevitable to meet the
needs of the digital era (Mishra & Koehler, 2006). Reinders (2009) maintains that successful integration of technology depends on teacher’s ability to incorporate it for the delivery of content to improve learners’ skills in a language classroom. Similarly, the success of any initiatives to implement
technology in an educational program depends strongly upon the support and the training offered
to teachers. Moreover, with the effective trainings, teachers’ knowledge and perception of CALL integration may play a crucial role in their technology integration and the degree of success (Atkins &
Vasu, 2000; Lam, 2000; Liu, Theodore, & Lavelle, 2004; Milbrath & Kinzie, 2000).
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A number of studies (e.g. Galvis, 2012; Gilakjani, 2013) have focused on teachers’ beliefs, attitudes,
and efficacy about CALL, but there are a few studies that have focused on the impact of CALL teacher education programs (Hegelheimer, 2006; Kessler, 2007; Kılıçkaya, 2009; Tai, 2015). Liu and
Kleinsasser (2015) investigated six EFL teachers’ CALL knowledge during a yearlong in-service teacher training program in a high school in Taiwan. The researchers designed an in-service CALL program
to enhance teachers’ digital literacy and to promote the integration of online (project-based) instructions into English education. The study used both quantitative and qualitative methods with the
theoretical lenses of TPACK and self-efficacy. Surveys were employed to assess teachers’ CALL
knowledge after the program. Also, teachers were interviewed at the beginning, middle, and at the
end of the program to gain participants’ insights into the process of infusing technology into instructional practices. The quantitative findings reveal that the six EFL teachers perceived professional
growth in technology integration after participating in the CALL training program. They reported
great improvement in building their TPACK skills as a whole, with a gain scores of (Technological
Content Knowledge (TCK) = 1.67, Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) = 1.54, TPACK = 1.60).
The qualitative data revealed improvements in the teachers’ technology integration in-class practices. The teachers highlighted their achievement in raising students’ learning motivation when implementing technology. In contrast, the findings of Sarhandi, Khan, Buledi, and Asghar (2016)
contradict the previous study. The researchers examined the impact of in-house CALL professional
development workshops based on TPACK-in-Action model on male EFL instructors at the male campus of an English language institute in a Saudi university. The study employed quantitative and
qualitative methods; survey questionnaires to gather feedback on the participants’ pre-workshops
and post-workshops in CALL training, coupled by semi-structured interviews to highlight factors that
determined the outcome of the training workshops. The findings showed that despite the instructors
being qualified in pedagogy, they were unable to use their expertise successfully to integrate technology in their teaching. The failure partly occurred due to apparent misunderstanding of confusing
the knowledge of an application with the pedagogical skills of using that application, and partly due
to the lack of concrete guidance by the administration on what and how to integrate technology in
regular teaching.
With an aim to fill the gap of exploring the impact of CALL oriented teacher training plans, this
study extends on Sarhandi et al. (2016) by focusing on female EFL teachers. The study investigates
whether the in-house professional development workshops have any impact on the female EFL
teachers’ integration of CALL in the classrooms at the female campus of the English Language
Institute (ELI) in a Saudi Arabian public university.

1.2. CALL in teacher education
Teacher Professional Development (TPD) receives attention and promotes improvement in general
and second language education (Avalos, 2011; Kleinsasser, 2013), including professional development in CALL (Hong, 2010) in particular. Research on CALL in the field of English language teaching
shows the positive impact on teacher professional development (Guichon & Hauck, 2011; Hubbard &
Levy, 2006; Thang & Gobel, 2012). However, practice in CALL is exceedingly complex, and is constantly affected by the context in which it occurs, be this at an individual level, an institutional level,
or at a societal level (Stockwell, 2012). The way in which learners use technologies in their everyday
lives will, influence how they apply these technologies in/for other usages as well (Levy & Stockwell,
2006). Thus, teachers should know how technology integration works to support language learning
through related courses and seminars: CALL course series, CALL certificates, and CALL graduate
degrees (Hubbard & Levy, 2006). TPD should not be merely learning novel tools and skills; rather, it
should meet the needs of the actual classroom needs to achieve maximum benefits. Kessler (as
cited in Hubbard & Levy, 2006) states that CALL requires right amount of knowledge of technology
and its integration in pedagogy. In other words, the use of technology merely for technology sake is
not beneficial unless it is effectively directed by pedagogical perspectives.
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Hubbard and Levy (2006) highlight that language teachers are not technologically well trained to
meet the future needs. Hubbard (2008) further illustrates that teachers generally feel more comfortable with the teaching methods they have acquired during their experiences as students or teachers, and in-service trainings do not change such fixture.
This means if language teachers have a variety of positive teaching and learning experiences in
using computers, they are likely to be more confident and skillful in implementing CALL in their own
classrooms (Park & Son, 2009). Therefore, teacher development programs should be provided for
language teachers who deal with issues of using computers (Jung, 2001; Lee & Son, 2006; Son, 2002;
Suh, 2004) and gain competent skills in managing computer-based tasks and activities in the classroom (Oh & French, 2007). Several researchers (such as; Egbert, Paulus, & Nakamichi, 2002; Park &
Son, 2009; Oh & French, 2007) believe that teachers do not supplement their use of technology with
the newly acquired knowledge even they are adequately proficient to do so due to certain limits such
as scheduled deadlines, curricula, organizational restraints, and lack of resources.

1.3. TPACK (Technology pedagogy content knowledge)
The TPACK framework is designed on Shuman’s (1986, 1987) concept of Pedagogy Content
Knowledge (PCK), which has been further stretched by adding another domain that is technology; to
make an acronym, “A” was added to call it TPACK. It gives enhanced understanding to the teachers
to provide better learning environment. The TPACK core consists of dynamic relationships between
content, pedagogy, and technology for teachers to develop (Koehler, Mishra, & Yahya, 2007; Mishra
& Koehler, 2006). Koehler and Mishra (2009) state that technology, pedagogy, and content are interwoven and form an ideal learning environment. Many teachers assume that using technology only
could suffice, disregarding content and pedagogy. Researchers (such as; Archambault & Barnett,
2010; Benson & Ward, 2013; Jang & Tsai, 2012; Lin, Tsai, Chai, & Lee, 2013; Matherson, Wilson &
Wright 2014) also supplement this idea that technological skills alone cannot guarantee the effective integration of technology into the classroom. Some researchers (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) assert
that knowledge of technology, content, and pedagogy are pivotal to integrate technology. Several
studies investigated in-service practitioners’ TPACK, Doering, Veletsianos, Scharber, and Miller (2009)
and Jang (2010) found that it was a challenge for in-service teachers to develop and employ appropriate teaching content and pedagogical approaches, while TCK and TPK were not sufficiently developed for real classroom instructions. This suggests that technology should be supported by content
and pedagogy for effective learning and teaching process.

1.3.1. TPACK-in-Action model
The TPACK-in-Action model proposes that a workshop entails: (a) Modeling; (b) Analyzing; (c)
Demonstrating; (d) Application; and (e) Reflection to achieve the goal of helping English teachers’
competency required to inculcate CALL into their classrooms.
Tai’s (2013) TPACK-in-Action Model (as cited in Sarhandi et al., 2016) was used in this study to investigate the impact of TPACK-in Action CALL workshops offered by the PDU on the female EFL instructors teaching English at a Saudi Arabian university, and investigates to what extent the series
of workshops has helped the teachers to implement technology in their classrooms.

2. Methodology
This study adopted Sarhandi et al. (2016) methodology to investigate the impact of TPACK in-house
professional development workshops on teachers’ practices of technology integration. The study
adopted convergence model of mixed-methods design (Creswell & Clark, 2011). Quantitative data
were collected through survey questionnaires before and after the given workshops, triangulated by
the qualitative data developed from semi-structured interviews and document analyses at preworkshops and post-workshops training stages.
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2.1. Settings and Participants
Due to the gender segregation policy in Saudi Arabian education system, the study tried to extend
on Sarhandi et al. (2016) by selecting female participants for this study. Thus, this study was conducted at the female campus of an English Language Institute (ELI) at a public university in Saudi
Arabia. The participants of this study were thirty female EFL instructors teaching English in a
Preparatory Year Programme (PYP). The participants attended in-house professional development
program consisting of four workshops on the technology integration spread over a whole academic
year (2015–2016). Eleven participants were aged 43 or more and 4 were between 37 and 42, whereas the rest were under 37 years of age. Eighteen out of 30 participants had a master’s level qualification in English Language Teaching (ELT)/ Teaching English to the Speakers of Other Languages
(TESOL), five participants had 3 years’ Bachelor’s degree, and five participants had a doctorate-level
qualification in linguistics. Their qualifications suggest that they had sufficient content knowledge
and linguistic competence, but it does not mean that they have teaching expertise also as these
degrees do not necessarily improve pedagogical skills.

2.2. In-house CALL professional development workshops at the English Language
Institute (ELI)
A series of workshops on technology was organized by the Professional Development Unit (PDU) over
the period of one academic year (2015–2016). The program was shaped on the expectations that
the trainees would use the learned knowledge of technology integration in their classrooms and
they would share their experiences for further improvement of such training courses. The whole
program was executed in one hour training workshops in four sessions: Blended Learning Made Easy,
Blogging, Lessonpaths, and MLearning. Apart from providing the foundation to properly understand
the integration of all components of TPACK (technology, pedagogy, and content knowledge), every
in-house CALL PD workshop focused on the TPACK-in-Action model (Tai, 2013) and followed the five
proposed steps while training; (1) Modeling; (2) Analyzing; (3) Demonstrating; (4) Application; and (5)
Reflection (Figure 1).

2.3. Data collection procedures
Data were collected over a period of one academic year. The participants attended a series of workshops spread over that period. After attending each workshop, participants were asked their feedback on that particular training by completing a post-workshop training survey. In the beginning of
this study, the participants were given a survey at the to investigate their perceived knowledge about
the pedagogical content knowledge (PCK), technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK), technological content knowledge (TCK), and technology pedagogy and content knowledge (TPACK) combined.
The survey was a five-point Likert-type scale on TPACK (adapted from Schmidt et al., 2009). The
survey questionnaire was divided into four parts with 12 questions; PCK, TPK, TCK, and TPACK. The
adapted version of the survey was carefully reviewed to ensure the context specifications. The survey
was piloted by five EFL teachers at the ELI to confirm its validity and internal reliability. The questionnaire was sent to the participants on Google Forms (www.google.com/forms). After the survey, individual face-to-face semi-structured interviews were conducted with five randomly selected
participants who responded to the survey questionnaire and used one or all of the skills taught in the
training in their classrooms. These teachers were selected to find out whether they integrated technology or not in their respective classes. With the written consent of the participants, all the

Figure 1. TPACK-in-Action
Model (taken from Tai, 2013).
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interviews were recorded and transcribed for data analyses. The transcribed data were sent to the
relevant participants via emails to confirm and validate the data and edit if anything was missing.

2.4. Data analysis
The findings of the collected data are presented in this section. The section is divided into three
Subsections; (2.4.1) pre-workshop survey, (2.4.2) post-workshop feedback, and (2.4.3) semi-structured interviews after the training workshops

2.4.1. Pre-workshop training survey on TPACK
Responding to the question in pre-workshop survey whether the participants could learn technology
easily, 25 out of 30 (83%) participants agreed to the statement, while only 5 out 30 remained neutral
(Figure 2). It is vivid that a considerable number of respondents perceived themselves updated with
the cutting-edge technological advances.
In response to the question regarding their knowledge about teaching skills, 28 out of 30 (93%)
respondents affirmed that they were pedagogically sound and conversant with the various teaching
approaches, methods, and techniques. Only two respondents could not decide about their pedagogical competence. This pedagogical confidence in majority of the respondents was due to their qualification and experience in the related field. It can be concluded that most respondents were capable
of analyzing learners’ needs, and their learning styles in numerous ways. Apart from their pedagogical skills, most of them seemed to be familiar with the technology integration techniques in their
teaching, as 24 out of 30 stated that they could choose the technologies for their lesson contents to
improve the teaching approaches and accomplish the lesson objectives. And, five respondents were
neutral, and only one respondent stated that she could not choose technologies that enhanced the
teaching approaches for her lesson due to unawareness of technology tools and its use.
Regarding the knowledge of TPACK, 24 out of 30 respondents were positive about using techniques that combine content, technologies and pedagogy in their classrooms. Only one respondent
negated the idea and four remained neutral. It was assumed that the perceived knowledge of TPACK
framework seemed to have greatly impacted on their perceptions about the integration of technology in their teaching practices and approaches.

2.4.2. Post-workshops training feedback
Considering the impact of in-house CALL professional development workshops, almost all the respondents believed the effectiveness or usefulness of these trainings in their teaching at the ELI
after attending the workshops. The findings of the post-workshop feedback revealed that the participants had high expectation of the impact of these trainings in their workplace (Figure 3).

Figure 2. Responses on TPACK
survey.
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The findings of the post-workshops feedback reflect the feedback of all the participating (20)
teachers on each of the workshop. In the feedback on “Blended Learning” workshop, 18 participants
found it useful in their workplace while two decided to be neutral. In response to the question regarding training objectives, 17 participants were positive and 3 participants strongly disagreed.
About the workshop on “Blogging”, the same questions were asked in the feedback survey.
Answering question one, 19 out of 20 participants agreed that the skills gained in workshop training
would be useful and assist them in teaching. Eighteen participants stated that the workshop covered
the objectives, and they also confirmed the relevance of covered topics in their teaching practices.
Only two participants chose to remain neutral on the questions.
The third workshop “Lessonpaths” also got almost the similar kind of feedback on all three questions, 17 out of 20 participants found this workshop useful in their work. They also stated that the
objectives of the training were met. Almost all the participants confirmed that covered topics were
relevant to them.
Regarding the workshop on “Mlearning”, 13 participants strongly agreed that the training would
be useful and 6 participants supported this view by agreeing only. Replying to the second question
about the training objectives, all the participants stated that they were met. Question 3 got the similar feedback where 19 participants were positive about the topics in the workshop were relevant to
their teaching situation and quite useful too.
Overall, the results show that majority of the participants were positive about the received trainings at the ELI. They considered these workshops useful, effective, and relevant in their workplace.
Figures 3–5 show that the workshop training called Lessonpath was highly regarded among all the
four workshops in relevance and usefulness, and Mlearning workshop was considered less useful
and relevant.

2.4.3. Thematic analysis of semi-structured interviews
Semi-structure interviews were conducted to gain a deeper insight regarding the effectiveness of
these in-house CALL professional development workshop trainings on teachers’ pedagogical skills at
the ELI. The findings of the interview data (Figure 6) show that out of five participants, four utilized
one or all more than one of the given trainings in their classes. The frequency of integrating these
technologies scale was filtered as once a week, more than once a week, once or twice a module and
never. As the Figure 6 illustrates that only two teachers used these learned skills more than once a
week and the same number of participants stated that they utilized these skills once or twice a module in their classes, while one respondent never used any of the taught skills. When the interviewees
were asked about the barriers of integrating the learned skills in their classes, five interesting themes
emerged. Two participants stated that the training did not meet their current requirement, while
one participant found scheduled pacing guide a hurdle as she had to cover her pacing guide on time,
and failing to cover that could cause her much stress and worry, and integrating technology was an
extra work to focus on which could stop her to cover required teaching material on time.

Figure 3. Teachers’ responses
on the usefulness of the
workshops.
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Figure 4. Teachers’ responses
on the objectives of the
training.

Figure 5. Teachers’ responses
on the relevance of covered
topics.

Figure 6. Thematic analysis of
semi-structured interviews.
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One participant reported that there were some technical problems such as the availability of the
internet and overhead projector hindered her to integrate technology in her classes, and she also
mentioned that she did not get any administrative support in this regard. Two of the participants
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also assumed that their students were not comfortable using any extra technology apart from the
software (Presentation Plus) they used to display the interactive book over the projector. However,
most of the participants acknowledged the use of technology in the classroom such as PowerPoint
presentations, Socrative and Kahoot which are online learning software supporting instant feedback
and gamification, but keeping up with the scheduled pacing guide was considered a problem.
Findings also reveal that two out of five participants were extremely satisfied, while the rest stated
that they were somewhat satisfied. None of the participants showed their dissatisfaction with the
given training workshops. When asked about the reasons of satisfaction, the participants replied
that the trainings provided them with the new idea about technology integration and the training
workshops were engaging and motivating. The participants also showed their concern regarding
these trainings by stating that some of the trainings were not focused and did not fit in the ELI context, also it was very difficult for them to merge those newly taught skills in their prescribed pacing
guide.

3. Discussion and recommendations
The aim of this study was to explore if the in-house CALL professional development workshops were
effective and whether they had any kind of impact on female teachers’ current pedagogy regarding
the implementation of technology in teaching. The above data analyses construct the view that at
the pre-workshop phase, majority of the teachers declared to be convinced about their knowledge
being updated on technological advances, pedagogical skills in assessing learners’ needs and recognizing various learning techniques inclusive of technological learning resources. Similarly, the postworkshop feedback also reflected that most of the participants found every workshop useful and
relevant to their teaching situation. On the contrary, when the same respondents were interviewed
at the end of the academic year, surprisingly they did not establish a great level of technology integration in their classes. It was anticipated that after attending these workshops the participants
could try to utilize the newly acquired skills or techniques in their classes, which was proven vice
versa. This confirms Kessler’s (2007) statement that teachers usually are inclined to rely upon the
skills and knowledge related to technology that they had gained for personal use. Regardless of being confident and capable with technologies, they are less expected to apply newly learned skills.
As shown in Figure 6, out of five only four teachers utilized the given trainings at various occasions,
while one teacher never used any of these skills. However, these four teachers do not represent the
entire group who attended the training. Even if it is assumed that 90% of the training recipients applied one of these workshop skills in their classrooms, the frequency of integration of these new
technological skills cannot be in true sense considered technology integration in daily teaching practice. This seems like using technology for the sake of using technology only, but it does not have any
impact on pedagogy. Only the reflections of the teachers on the integration of technology does not
validate that they incorporated technology in their classrooms effectively. Remarkably, none of the
interviewees had any concrete evidence of how far the use of these newly acquired skills was successful and whether they should continue using them or not. According to Kessler (2007), this issue
probably occurs due to teachers’ inability to recognize when to integrate technology and when to
depend methodologies that do not require digital technologies.
A decade ago, Hegelheimer (2006) also identified the same problem that teachers do not incorporate technology in their classes as it is time consuming and they have very limited time due to a tight
pacing guide to cover. Since incorporating technology in the regular syllabus is considered as an
extra task, most of the teachers avoid taking a chance. Moreover, it is also perceived by most of the
teachers that taking a risk of including technology might affect students’ results as technology has
not yet got the status of a pedagogical tool in the context under discussion. Apart from this issue,
some of the respondents mentioned that they could not utilize these skills in their classrooms as
those skills did not meet the required needs of their classrooms. Although in the post-workshop
survey, majority of the teachers predicted that the trainings would help them in their classrooms,
but in the interviews, they showed least level of satisfaction. Contrary to their post-workshops
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training feedback, interviewees viewed these workshops irrelevant in the context of the ELI at the
end of the academic year.
Mentioning their overall satisfaction level with the workshops, many teachers informed in the interviews that these workshops were motivating, engaging, and they also offered new ideas to integrate their current syllabus with technology to make teaching more effective. However, majority of
the respondents did not reach to the level of satisfaction relatively due to the timed pacing guide
and partly due to unfocused trainings offered on the integration of technology. This conveys a serious message on the contents of the workshops, which were perceived helpful in the immediate postworkshop feedback but ultimately emerged as less beneficial in terms of focused training on
technology integration. This response from the participants suggests that the trainings should not
only focus on the operational aspects of technology, but also on pedagogical sides contemplating
the teaching and learning contexts, considering syllabus, pacing guide, and the assessment of learning conducted through technological means. It is worth mentioning that in the pre-workshop survey,
almost all the teachers maintained to have sound knowledge of pedagogy and technological developments in the field of education, however it is apparent that it was a frivolous and too general selfassessment. By the end of the academic year, most of the teachers realized that incorporating
technology does not mean simply knowing how a specific technology works, rather how it involves
the knowledge of adapting and contextualizing skillfully the current course material to suit the needs
of their learners. Despite the training workshops clearly followed the TPACK-in-Action model (Figure
1), they were not successful to tackle the context specific factors due to which the participants were
momentarily amazed with excitement to explore something novel and advantageous for their students, but finally were disillusioned when they tried to use the skills in their classroom settings.
The results of this study are similar to the study conducted by Sarhandi et.al (2016) on Men campus
at the ELI in the same locale. The results of both studies share the same problems of not integrating
technology effectively even after getting enough CALL in-house professional trainings. Irrelevant
trainings, uninformed technology integration policy, and squeezed prescribed pacing guide were
highlighted as some hurdles in incorporating technology skills taught in the given trainings.
The findings offer the following recommendations to the administration to incorporate technology effectively:
• professional development unit should structure the workshops focusing on the needs of the
teachers considering pedagogical aspects in the ELI context
• a follow-up plan should be devised to assess the impact of trainings on teachers’ pedagogy with
a proper assessment system
• management should develop a clear policy of when, what, and how to integrate technology in
the current syllabus
• curriculum unit should include technology-based activities in the pacing guide with clear instructions so that teachers do not find technology integration as an extra task.

4. Conclusion
This paper looks at the practice of implementing in-house CALL professional development workshops based on TPACK-in-Action model in a women campus at a Saudi university. The study also
aimed to explore if these workshops have any impact on teachers’ teaching practices. The data show
that though initially participants showed the worth and importance of these workshops and were
confident about their knowledge of TPACK, but later they found these trainings irrelevant and decontextualized. Due to lack of focused training and administrative limitations, they were unable to incorporate technology effectively in their teaching. The study also highlights that perceiving the use
of a specific application or technology does not necessarily mean technology integration, effective
use of technology involves the amalgamation of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge
for a contextualized purpose.
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