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INTRODUCTION  

 

Methods is a 3-year project that started on the 15th October, 2015 and is co-funded by the 

Erasmus+ programme of the European Union. It is coordinated by The University of Jordan 

(UJ) with 14 partners from Jordan, Palestine and European countries.  

The project aims at improving the quality of teaching and learning at the partner universities 

with cooperation of EU-experience through incorporating technological tools in consistence 

with pedagogical best practices and by building the capacity of the universities to evaluate, 

develop and design e-curricula. 

The project aims at improving the quality of teaching and learning at the PC universities with 

cooperation of EU-experience through incorporating technological tools in consistence with 

pedagogical best practices and by building the capacity of the university to evaluate, develop 

and design e-curricula.  

The main aim of the project will be achieved through Establishing a national centers in both 

Jordan and Palestine interested in modernizing higher education to be as a hub for utilizing best 

practices in ICT in education, and for hosting a portal for sharing these experiences; 

Implementing smart class rooms in partners' universities; Developing the capacity of the staff 

at the partners' universities from diverse discipline, to be responsible for developing learning 

objects built in best practices in utilising ICT in education; and also through Cooperation with 

EU partners through mutual visits to develop strategies for moving from teaching to learning 

and develop scalable sustainable solutions. 

The purpose of this Questionnaire was to investigate faculty membersô perceptions towards 

the use of Information and Communication Technology (ICT) at The University of Jordan 

(UJ) in specific, and in higher education institutions in Jordan, in general; and the issues and 

concerns influencing their perceptions. In addition, the overall aim of this Questionnaire was 

to explore the major challenges and obstructions facing the implementation of ICT by faculty 

members at the UJ. The core findings of this Survey are as follows: 
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RESULTS / DISCUSSION 

 

Question 1: What is the name of your University? 

 

Out of 484 respondents who completed the survey from eight partner universities in Jordan and 

Palestine, 124 (25.6%) were from the University of Jordan (UJ) as shown in Figure 1 and Figure 

2 respectively. UJ has the largest percentage of all universities, this is expected due to large 

size of the university and since it is grant holder of the project. 
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Figure 1. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by University (Percentage) 
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Figure 2. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by University (Frequency) 
 

 

Question 2: What is your age? 

 

The responding faculty age consisted of 9 less than 30 years old (7.4%), 42 between 30 and 45 

years old (34.4%), 49 between 45 and 60 years old (40.2%), and 22 more than 60 years old 

(18%) as shown in Figure 3. 

 

The results gathered from this question of the survey indicated a normal distribution of faculty 

member respondents. It is noteworthy though that the very high participation of faculty is 

between 45-60 years old (40.2%). This is interesting since this segment of users is most likely 

to not have been accustomed to utilize ICT into their teaching. Hence, their input will benefit 

the Methods project in terms of figuring out what would motivate this group of participants to 

incorporate ICT into their teaching. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by Age (Percentage) 
 

Nevertheless, it is important to point out that the total responses for this survey is 124; but there 

are two missing values for this question. Therefore, the percentage chart (above) represents the 

valid values, while the frequency chart (below) represents the whole respondents (124) as 

shown in Figure 4. 

 

Thus, in the following figures, each Percentage chart represents a valid percentage values 

(without the missing data or "No Answer"); whereas, the Frequency chart provides all values 

(N=124) as answered by all respondents including "No Answer".  
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Figure 4. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by Age (Frequency) 
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Question 3: What is your current faculty rank ? 

 

The responding faculty rank consisted of 20 lecturers (16.3%), 30 assistant professors (24.4%), 

31 associate professors (25.2%), 36 full professors (29.3%), and 6 Educational Technologist 

(4.9%) as shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6 respectively. 
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Figure 5. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by Rank (Percentage) 
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Figure 6. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by Rank (Frequency) 
 

The results gathered from this question indicated a normal distribution of faculty member 

respondents. It is noteworthy though that the very high participation of faculty is holding a 
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Professor rank (29.3%). This is interesting since this segment of users is the most likely 

segment to include best practices and advise for utilizing ICT in education. Hence, their input 

will benefit the Methods project in terms of figuring out what would motivate this group of 

participants to employ ICT into their teaching. 

 

Question 4: Including the current year, how many years of teaching experience do you 

have? 
 

The responding faculty teaching experience includes 24 who have 0-5 years of teaching 

experience (20.2%), 28 who have 6-10 years of teaching experience (23.5%), 15 who have 11-

15 years of teaching experience (12.6%), 15 who have 16-20 years of teaching experience 

(12.6%), 13 who have 21-25 years of teaching experience (10.9%) and 24 who have more than 

26 years of teaching experience (20.2%) as shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8 respectively. 

 

It is noteworthy though that the very high participation of faculty have 6-10 years of experience 

(23.5%). This means that the young faculty members are well represented in this study and 

their input will be taken into account. 
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Figure 7. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by Teaching Experience (Percentage) 
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Figure 8. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by Teaching Experience (Frequency) 
 

Question 5: If you use ICT in teaching, how many years have you used ICT in instruction? 

 

The results indicated that 56 respondents are using ICT for less than 5 years (54.9%), 32 

respondents are using ICT from 6 to 10 years (31.4%), 8 respondents are using ICT from 11 to 

15 years (7.8%), 5 respondents are using ICT from 16 to 20 years (4.9%), and 1 respondent is 

using ICT for more than 20 years (1%); however, there were 22 respondents had not answered 

this question. See Figures 9 and 10 below. 
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Figure 9. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by the Use of ICT in Teaching or 

Instruction  (Percentage) 
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Figure 10. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by the Use of ICT in Teaching or 

Instruction  (Frequency) 
 

The results indicated that the majority of respondents are using ICT for less than 5 years 

(54.9%); this is normal. The user who had indicated that he or she has been using ICT for more 

than 26 years is interesting. The fact that there was no choice of Zero years (non-user) which 

could be the reason why 22 respondents had not answered this question; they must have been 

all ICT non-users. 

 

 

Question 6: In what Faculty do you teach? 

 

The results indicated that there were 18 respondents from School of Engineering and 

Technology (14.5%), 21 respondents from School of Science (16.9%), 24 respondents from 

Arts and Humanities Schools (19.4%), 25 respondents from Health Schools (20.2%), 3 

respondents from School of Business (2.4%), and 33 respondent from other schools (26.6%); 

however, there is no any respondent from the School of Law. Figures 11 and 12 show the 

participantsô representation with regard to the discipline. 
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Figure 11. Participants Representation with Regard to the Discipline (Percentage) 

(N=124) 
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Figure 12. Participants Representation with Regard to the Discipline (Frequency) 

(N=124) 

 

 

 

Question 7: What type of ICT delivery tools are you currently using or previously have 

used? 
 

In question about the type of ICT delivery tools faculty members are currently using or 

previously have used, the faculty respondents indicated that they are currently using or 

previously have used most is Blackboard. Fifty-one faculty members indicated that they are 

using or have used this type of ICT tool (25.1%). Forty-one faculty members indicated that 
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they are using or have used Moodle as ICT delivery tool (20.2%). Thirty-six faculty members 

indicated that they are using or have used Mobile Learning (Twitter/Facebook/WhatsApp) 

(17.7%). Twenty-five faculty members indicated that they are using or have used Self-created 

Webpage as ICT delivery tool (12.3%). Fourteen faculty members indicated that they are using 

or have used WebCT as ICT delivery tool (6.9%). Seven faculty members indicated that they 

are using or have used Webboard for delivery of their classroom instructions (3.4%). However, 

29 faculty members indicated that they have used other ICT tools (14.3%). Figures 13 and 14 

illustrate the type of ICT delivery tools that the respondents faculty are currently using or 

previously have used most. 
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Figure 13. Type of ICT Delivery Tools Are Currently Using or Previously Have Used 

Most by the Faculty Respondents (Percentage) 
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Figure 14. Type of ICT Delivery Tools Are Currently Using or Previously Have Used 

Most by the Faculty Respondents (Frequency) 

 

Question 8: As a current faculty member, which statement of the following applies to you 

(you can select more than one)? 
 

In question about faculty membersô plans regarding using ICT tools in education, 17 faculty 

members indicated that they have no plans to teach a course using ICT tools (11.3%). Sixty-

eight faculty members indicated that they plan to teach a course utilizing best practices in ICT 

in education in the coming year (45%). Thirty-six faculty members indicated that they have 

taught a course utilized best practices in ICT in education (23.8%). Thirty faculty members 

indicated that they currently teach a course utilizing best practices in ICT in education (19.9%).  

 

However, it is important to mention that the total responses for this question is (N=151) since 

the respondents were allowed to choose more than one answer in this question. Figures 15 and 

16 represent faculty membersô plans regarding using ICT tools in education. 

 

The results indicated that a very large number of respondents (45.0%) plan or have the intention 

to use ICT in education in the coming year. About (43.7%) are currently teaching a course 

utilizing best practices in ICT in education or previously had taught a course utilized best 

practices in ICT in education. 

 



 

 

 

13 | P a g e  
ERASMUS+ Programme ï METHODS Project Number: 561940-EPP-1-2015-1-JO-EPPKA2-CBHE-JP 

 

DISCLAIMER: This project has been funded with support from the European Commission. This publication [communication] 

reflects the views only of the author, and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the 

information contained therein. 

11.3%

45.0%

23.8%
19.9%

0.0%
5.0%

10.0%
15.0%
20.0%
25.0%
30.0%
35.0%
40.0%
45.0%
50.0%

I have no plans to teach 
a course utilizing best 

practices in ICT in 
education.

I plan to teach a course 
utilizing best practices in 
ICT in education in the 

coming year.

I have taught a course 
utilized best practices in 

ICT in education.

Currently, I teach a 
course utilizing best 
practices in ICT in 

education.

 
Figure 15. Faculty Membersô Plans Regarding Using ICT Tools in Education 

(Percentage) 
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Figure 16. Faculty Membersô Plans Regarding Using ICT Tools in Education (Frequency) 

 

Question 9: How many courses, regardless of the area of subject, have you taught utilizing 

ICT ? 

 

As shown in Figures 17 and 18 below, the results revealed that 18 respondents (19.6%) (which 

is the largest number) have taught 3 courses utilizing ICT; while only 1 respondent (1.1%) has 

taught 8 courses and 1 respondent (1.1%) has taught 9 courses utilizing ICT (which represents 

the smallest number). However, there were 32 respondents who did not answer this question. 
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Figure 17. Number of Courses that were Taught Utilizing ICT (Percentage) 
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Figure 18. Number of Courses that were Taught Utilizing ICT (Frequency) 

 

Question 10: Have you attended ICT training sessions? 

 

Survey question 10 asked if faculty members have attended a training session about ICT use. 

Thirty-seven faculty members indicated that they have attended a training session about ICT 

use (31.1%). Eighty-two faculty members indicated that they have not attended a training 

session regarding ICT use (68.9%) as shown in Figure 19; while there were 5 respondents did 

not provide an answer to this question of the survey as shown in Figure 20. 

 

The results indicated that two thirds of the respondents have not attended ICT training sessions; 

hence, those who did not attended ICT training sessions may had used other resources to learn 

ICT best practices. 
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Figure 19. Attend a Training Session about ICT Use (Percentage) 
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Figure 20. Attend a Training Session about ICT Use (Frequency) 

 

Question 11: For the purpose of this study, the term, ICT user, refers to a faculty 

member who is currently using or previously has used ICT tools. Whereas, the term, ICT 

non-user, refers to a faculty member who never has used ICT tools. Based on these two 

definitions, do you consider yourself ICT user? 

 

In question asked about the classification of the ICT users, ICT faculty users versus ICT faculty 

non-users. Seventy-three faculty members (the majority) classified themselves as ICT faculty 

users (62.9%), whereas 43 faculty members classified themselves as ICT faculty non-users 
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(37.1%) as shown in Figure 21. 
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Figure 21. Faculty Users and Non-users of ICT Tools (Valid Percent) 
 

There were 8 respondents who did not answer this question; Figure 22 shows the whole data: 

faculty users, faculty non-users of ICT tools, and the number of relevant respondents who did 

not answer this question. 
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Figure 22. Faculty Users and Non-users of ICT Tools (Frequency) 
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Question 12: If the answer of question above is ñYesò, please skip questions (13 ï 16). 

 

This is not a question and hence its results below were ignored. Actually, this question is 

designed to transfer the respondents ICT non-users to question 13 or to skip questions 13-16 

for ICT users and move them to question 17 directly. Consequently, there is no chart for this 

question since it is not a part of the survey. 
 

Code Value Frequency Percentage 

0 No Answer  63 50.81% 

1 Yes 46 37.10% 

2 No  15 12.10% 

  Total 124 100.00% 
 

Important Note: Questions (13-16) targeted the ICT non-user only; thus, there were merely 

43 respondents who answered this question as a faculty member ICT non-user. 

 

Question 13: As  a  faculty  non-user  of  ICT, would  you  be  interested  in  using  or 

adopting ICT in the future? 

 
Figure 23 corresponds to question 13 of the survey, which was for ICT faculty non-users only 
(N=43), asking whether they would be interested in using or adopting ICT tools in their 
teaching practices in the future. This finding confirms that all of the ICT faculty non-users 
respondents, who answered "Yes" to this question, are interested in using ICT tools in the 
future. 
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Figure 23. ICT Faculty Non-usersô Interest in Using or Adopting ICT in the Future (Valid 

Percent) 

There were 7 respondents who did not answer this question as shown in Figure 24. 
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Figure 24. ICT Faculty Non-usersô Interest in Using or Adopting ICT in the Future 

(Frequency) 

 
Question 14: As a faculty non-user of ICT, would you be willing to or interested in 
teaching a course that utilizes ICT tools in the future? 

 
Figure 25 corresponds to question 14 of the survey, which was for ICT faculty non-users only, 
asking whether they would be willing to or be interested in teaching a course that utilizes ICT 
tools in the future. This result verifies that all of the ICT faculty non-users respondents, who 
answered "Yes" to this question, are willing to or interest in teaching a course that utilizes ICT 
tools in the future. 
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Figure 25. ICT Faculty Non-usersô Willingness to or Interest in Teaching a Course that 

Utilizes ICT Tools in the Future (Valid Percent) 

There were 7 respondents who did not answer this question as shown in Figure 26. 
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Figure 26. ICT Faculty Non-usersô Willingness to or Interest in Teaching a Course that 

Utilizes ICT Tools in the Future (Frequency) 
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Question 15: As a faculty non-user of ICT, would you be interested in receiving training 
(in both pedagogy and technology) about the use of ICT in the future? 

 

Figure 27 corresponds to question 15 of the survey, which was for ICT faculty non-users only, 
asking whether they would be interested in receiving training (in both pedagogy and 
technology) about the use of ICT tools in the future. This result validates that 36 respondents 
out of 43 (97.7%) of the ICT faculty non-users are interested in receiving training (in both 
pedagogy and technology) about the use of ICT in the future; whereas, only 2 respondents 
(5.3%) of the ICT faculty non-users are not interested in receiving training about the use of 
ICT in the future. 
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Figure 27. ICT Faculty Non-usersô Interest in Receiving Training about the Use of ICT 

in the Future (Valid Percent) 

 

There were 5 respondents who did not answer this question as shown in Figure 28. 
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Figure 28. ICT Faculty Non-usersô Interest in Receiving Training about the Use of ICT 

in the Future (Frequency) 

 
 

 

Question 16: As a faculty non-user, rate the extent to which you agree with the following 
statements about major deterrents to your teaching a course utilizing ICT tools in the 
future? 

 

Figure 29 corresponds to question 16 of the survey, which was for ICT faculty non-users only, 

asking what would the major deterrent to their decision to teach a course that utilizes ICT tools 

in the future. Thirty-nine respondents (out of 43) of ICT faculty non-users answered this 

question of the survey; while 4 respondents of ICT faculty non-users did not answer this 

question; which consisted of six statements. 
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Figure 29. ICT Faculty Non-usersô Major Deterrent to Teach a Course Utilizing ICT 

Tools in the Future 
 

In this question of the survey, respondents addressed each statement using a five-point Likert-
type response set: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Do Not Know (neither disagree nor 
agree), 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree. For the data analysis purposes, the interpretation of mean 
score as follows: (1-2.33) low, (2.34-3.67) moderate, (3.68-5) high. 

 

As shown in Figure 29 above, the overall mean (total average) of these six statements is (3.1) 
with a moderate degree. This indicates that ICT faculty non-users rate those major deterrents 
to their teaching a course utilizing ICT tools in the future to a moderate level; which implies 
that these obstacles or barriers can be overcome. 

 

Also from the figure above, it can be concluded that statement one (I am not interested), and 
statement five (I do not believe that it would be an effective teaching method for my field of 
teaching) with the same mean (2.3) have low degrees. But statement two (My university does 
not offer overload pay), statement three (My university does not consider ICT utilization as 
part of my workload), and statement four (I do not know enough about ICT tools to be 
comfortable utilizing it) with means of (2.9, 3.3, 3.5) respectively have moderate degrees. 
While statement six (I need training in order for me to use it properly) with mean of (4.3) has 
a high degree. 

 

Referring to Figure 29 above, it can be concluded that the order of the major deterrent, as 
perceived by ICT faculty non-users, ranking in descending order according to the mean is 
represented in Table 1. 
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Table (1) Major deterrent, as perceived by ICT faculty non-users, ranking in descending 
order according to the mean 

Statement No. Ranking Mean Degree 

6 1 4.3 High 

4 2 3.5 Moderate 

3 3 3.3 Moderate 

2 4 2.9 Moderate 

1 5 2.3 Low 

5 5 2.3 Low 

Total Average  3.1 Moderate 

 

Important Note: As mentioned earlier, survey questions 17 through 24 were directed to all 

respondents of the study; that is, those who use ICT tools and who never have used ICT tools 

at the UJ (ICT faculty users and non-users).  
 

Question 17: Overall, how do you perceive the use of ICT personally? 

 

Nevertheless, most participants, ICT faculty users and non-users (N=124), were generally 

positive in their perceptions of ICT at this Jordanian academic institution (53.1% of the 

respondents are supportive towards the use of ICT at a personal level). Figure 30 corresponds 

to question 17 of the survey which asked about how faculty members, overall, perceive the use 

of ICT tools. 
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Figure 30. ICT Faculty Users and Non-usersô Perceptions of the Use of ICT (Valid 

Percent) 
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Though, there were 28 respondents who did not answer this question as shown in Figure 31. In 

other words, 96 respondents out of 124 answered this question while 28 respondents did not 

answer this question of the survey. 
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Figure 31. ICT Faculty Users and Non-usersô Perceptions of the Use of ICT (Frequency) 

 

Question 18: I believe that the nature of the courses (subject matter or content) that I am 

teaching influence my decision about whether or not to use ICT tools? 
 

In question (18) if the nature of the courses faculty members are teaching influences their 

decision about whether or not to use ICT tools, ten faculty members (10.4%) indicated they 

(strongly agree) that the nature of the courses they are teaching influences their decision about 

whether or not to use ICT tools; fifty -two faculty members (54.2%) indicated they (agree) that 

the nature of the courses they are teaching influences their decision about whether or not to use 

ICT tools; ten faculty members (10.4%) indicated they (do not know) that the nature of the 

courses they are teaching influences their decision about whether or not to use ICT tools; 

twenty faculty members (20.8%) indicated they (disagree) that the nature of the courses they 

are teaching influences their decision about whether or not to use ICT tools; and four faculty 

members (4.2%) indicated they (strongly disagree) that the nature of the courses they are 

teaching influences their decision about whether or not to use ICT tools as shown in Figure 32. 

 

Therefore, the results indicated that most of the respondents (54.2%) believe that the nature of 

the subject is a key factor to decide to use ICT tools in teaching and learning process. 
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Figure 32. Does the Nature of the Courses that Faculty Members are Teaching Influence 

their Decision about whether or not to Use ICT Tools? 

(Valid Percent) 

 

There were 28 respondents who did not answer this question of the survey as shown in Figure 

33. 
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Figure 33. Does the Nature of the Courses that Faculty Members are Teaching Influence 

their Decision about whether or not to Use ICT Tools? (Frequency) 

 

 

Question 19: What would have an impact on expanding your use of ICT, or your intention 

to use ICT, in the near future? 
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This is an open-ended question; (70) respondents did not answer this question, (2) respondents 

answered "I do not know", and (52) respondents provided an answer to this question of the 

survey. The major themes that emerging from the respondents who answered this question as 

follows: 

 

¶ The availability of infrastructure , resources, computers, speed internet, proper ICT 

tools, logistics by the institution, and technology. 

¶ The availability of ICT training center . 

¶ Provide a proper training  on the use of ICT tools. 

¶ The availability of continuous technical support. 

¶ The availability of time. 

¶ Develop Students' skills. 

¶ Equip classes with interactive whiteboards. 

¶ Access to specialized facilities - more smart rooms. 

¶ Improve the quality of the services offered by the Computer Center at the university 

in order to make the actual use of ICT. 

¶ Reduce the teaching load. 

¶ Reduce the number of students enrolled in the classes that utilizing ICT tools. 

¶ The availability of Wifi, PCs, and Datashow Projectors in classrooms. 

¶ Improve teaching methodologies. 

 

Question 20: As a faculty member, rate the extent to which you agree with the following 

statements about major incentives for utilizing ICT in education; and as a faculty non-

user, rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements about major 

incentives for you to utilize ICT in education in the future? 

 

In question (20) asked about what are or would be the major incentives for using ICT tools, 

ICT faculty users and non-users respondents addressed each statement using a five-point 

Likert-type response set: 1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Do Not Know (neither disagree 

nor agree), 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree. For the data analysis purposes, the interpretation of 

mean score as follows: (1-2.33) low, (2.34-3.67) moderate, (3.68-5) high. 

 

Eighty-four respondents (out of 124) answered this question of the survey; while 40 

respondents of ICT faculty users and non-users did not answer this question; which consisted 

of six statements. 

 

As shown in Figure 34, the overall mean (total average) of these six statements is (3.7) with a 

high degree. This indicates that ICT faculty users and non-users rate those major incentives for 

utilizing ICT tools in education to a high level; which implies that these incentives will help in 

increase the utilization level of ICT in the teaching and learning process. 
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Also from the figure below, it can be concluded that statement one (extra pay or overload 

assignment) with a mean (3.1), statement two (extra time) with a mean (3.6), and statement six 

(I was required to use it) with a mean (2.9) are having moderate degrees. While statement three 

(it sounds interesting), statement four (I think students would benefit), and statement five (I am 

interested in utilizing ICT in education) with means of (4.0, 4.2, 4.3) respectively have high 

degrees. 

 

 
Figure 34. ICT Faculty Users and Non-usersô Major incentives for Utilizing I CT in 

Education 

 
Referring to Figure 34 above, it can be concluded that the order of the major incentives, as 
perceived by ICT faculty users and non-users, ranking in descending order according to the 
mean is represented in Table 2. 

 

Table (2) Major incentives, as perceived by ICT faculty users and non-users, ranking in 
descending order according to the mean 

Statement No. Ranking Mean Degree 

5 1 4.3 High 

4 2 4.2 High 

3 3 4.0 High 

2 4 3.6 Moderate 

1 5 3.1 Moderate 

5 6 2.9 Moderate 

Total Average  3.7 High 
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Question 21: What do you consider as the main barriers for integrating ICT and 

technology in general in educational activities at your university? Please specify. 
 

This is an open-ended question; (56) respondents did not answer this question, (1) respondent 

answered "I do not know", and (67) respondents provided an answer to this question of the 

survey. The major barriers for integrating ICT in education as perceived by the respondents 

who answered this question are as follows: 

 

¶ Lack of smart rooms and infrastructure. 

¶ Logistics and time. 

¶ Students' skills. 

¶ No incentives. 

¶ Training availability on the use of ICT tools. 

¶ The number of students enrolled. 

¶ Lack of training and time. 

¶ Lack of equipment, technical expertise and interest. 

¶ Lack of user-friendly software and Lack of internet security. 

¶ Teaching Overload. 

¶ The limited budget for using ICT at UJ. 

¶ Lack of facilities, laboratories, and equipment. 

¶ Limited recourses. 

¶ The traditional methods of teaching. 

¶ The detailed nature of the course. 

¶ No previous experience on using the ICT tools. 

 

Question 22: Rate the extent to which you agree with the following statements: 

 

In this question, ICT faculty users and non-users were asked to rate the extent to which they 

agree with nine statements using a five-point Likert-type response set: 1=Strongly Disagree, 

2=Disagree, 3=Do Not Know (neither disagree nor agree), 4=Agree, 5=Strongly Agree. For 

the data analysis purposes, the interpretation of mean score as follows: (1-2.33) low, (2.34-

3.67) moderate, (3.68-5) high. 

 

Eighty-three respondents (67%) answered the entire statements provided in this question of the 

survey. 

 

As shown in Figure 35, the overall mean (total average) of these nine statements is (3.7) with 

a high degree. Also from the figure below, it can be concluded that statement six (Traditional 

classroom-based courses and ICT based courses are given the same Recognition) with a mean 

(2.7), statement eight (ICT instruction is at least as effective as face-to-face instruction) with a 

mean (3.1), and statement nine (Teacher-student interaction is difficult when using ICT tools 

to deliver instruction) with a mean (3.0) are having moderate degrees. While statement one 

(Faculty members need more time available for implementing ICT) with a mean (3.9), 
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statement two (ICT is positively related to the learning process) with a mean (4.0), statement 

three (ICT could effectively serve students with different backgrounds) with a mean (4.1), 

statement four (ICT could be a useful tool for supporting traditional methods of teaching) with 

a mean (4.0), statement five (ICT can be a more stimulating method of teaching than traditional 

instruction) with a mean (4.1), and statement seven (Lack of technical knowledge prevents the 

use of ICT tools) with a mean (4.1), are all having high degrees. 

 

 
Figure 35. ICT Faculty Users and Non-users Rating the Extent to which They Agree with 

Nine Specific Statements 

 
Referring to Figure 35 above, it can be concluded that the order of the comparison between 
ICT tools method of teaching and traditional teaching method, ranking in descending order 
according to the mean is represented in Table 3. 

 

Table (3) Comparison between ICT tools method of teaching and traditional teaching 
method, ranking in descending order according to the mean 

Statement No. Ranking Mean Degree 

7 1 4.1 High 

5 1 4.1 High 

3 1 4.1 High 

4 4 4.0 High 

2 4 4.0 High 

1 6 3.9 High 

8 7 3.1 Moderate 

9 8 3.0 Moderate 

6 9 2.7 Moderate 










