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INTRODUCTION

Methods is a 3/ear project that started on the 15th October, 2015 andfisnded by the
Erasmus+ programme of the European Union. It is coordinated by The University of Jordan
(UJ) with 14 partners from Jordan, Palestine Batbpean countries.

The project aims at improving the quality of teaching and learning at the partner universities
with cooperation of Ekexperience through incorporating technological tools in consistence
with pedagogical best practices and by building capacity of the universities to evaluate,
develop and designaurricula.

The project aims at improving the quality of teaching and learning at the PC universities with
cooperation of Ekexperience through incorporating technological tools in consisteth
pedagogical best practices and by building the capacity of the university to evaluate, develop
and design-eurricula.

The main aim of the project will be achieved through Establishing a national centers in both
Jordan and Palestine interestediiodernizing 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 parters' 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 &aahing to learning

and develop scalable sustainable solutions.

The purpose of this Questionnaire was to inv
the use of Information and Communication Tedbgg (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 chahges 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 T What is the name of your University?

Out of 484 respondentgho completed the survésom eight pamer universities in Jordan and
Palestinel124 (25.6%) were from the University of Jordlld) as shown in Figure 1 and Figure
2 respectively UJ hagthe largest perceéage of all universitieshts is expected due to large
size of the university and singds grant holder of the project

Percent
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Figure 1. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by UniversityPercentage)
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Figure 2. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by UniversityFrequency)

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 beeen 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 higicipation of faculty is
between 450 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 figuritogit what would motivate this group of participants to
incorporate ICT into their teaching.
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Figure 3. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by AgéPercentage)

Neverthelesstis important to point out thate total responses for this survey is 124; but there
are two missing values for this question. Therefthrepercentage chafabove)repreents the
valid values, while the frequency chdbelow) represents the whole respondents (1&2%})
shown inFigure 4.

Thus,in the following figures, each Percentage chart represents a valid percentage values
(without the missing data or "No Answer"); whas, the Frequency chart provides all values
(N=124) asanswered bwll respondents including "No Answer".
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Figure 4. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by AgéFrequency)
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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%), Bdddtional Technologist
(4.9%) as shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6 respectively.

50.0% -
45.0% -
40.0% -
35.0% -
30.0% 4 29.3%
25 0% 24.006 25.2%
. 0
20.0% - 16.3%
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Figure 5. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by RanKPercentage)
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Figure 6. Distribution of Faculty Respondents by RanKFrequency)

The results gathered from this questiodicateda normal distribution of facultymember
respondents. It is noteworthiiough thathe very high participation of faculty tsolding a
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Professor rank29.3%). This is interesting since this segment of userhe most likely
segment tonclude best practices and adviseutilizing ICT in educationHence, their input
will benefit the Methods project in terms of figuring out what would motivate this group of
participants te@mployICT into their teaching

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

The responding faculty teaching experienceludes 24 who have 0-5 years of teaching
experiencg20.2%), 28 who have6-10years of teaching experien(28.5%), 15who havell-
15 years of teaching experien¢&2.6%), 15 who have 16-20 years of taching experience
(12.6%), 13who have21-25years of teaching experien(i.9%)and 24who havemore than
26 years of teaching experien(20.2%)as shown in Figuré and FigureB respectively.

It is noteworthy though th#te very high participation déculty have 610 yearsof experience
(23.5%). This means that the young faculty members are well represented in this study and
their input will be taken into account.

25.0% - 23.%%
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10.9%
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Figure 7. Distribution of Faculty Respondents byleaching Experience(Percentage)
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Figure 8. Distribution of Faculty Respondents byleaching Experienceg(Frequency)
Question 5 If you use ICT in teaching, how many years have you used ICT in instructi¢h

The results indicated that 5&@spondents 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 br more than 20 years (1%); however, there were 22 respondents had not answered
this question. See Figures 9 and 10 below.

60.0% 1 549%

50.0% -
40.0% -
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10.0% - 4.9%

0.0% 1.0%
e I I e

05 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 >26

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 indicatethat the majority of respondents are using ICT for less than 5 years
(54.9%); this is normal. The eswho 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 yeausénavhich

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

Question 8 In what Faculty do you teacl?

The results indicated that there wet8 respondents from School &ngineering and
Technology(14.5%), 21 respondents from SchoolSafience(16.9%), 24 respondents from
Arts and HumanitiesSchools (19.4%), 25 respondents froidealth Schools (20.2%), 3
respondents from School Businesg2.4%), and 33 respondent from other schools (26.6%);
however, therés no anyrespondenfrom the School of LawFigures 11 and 12 show the
par ti ci p a rnionwibh regadoto tleesliscipline

9|Page
ERASMUS+ Pr o YEaM@OS Proj e56 1 QEMAM2O1IE CEPPRABHEP

DI SCLAI MEHRi:s project has been funden ®@Wommi ssippnsrtTHirompallei Eatriopre a
reflects the views only of the author, and the Commission cannot
information contained therein.



Co-funded by the
Erasmus+ Programme
of the European Union

METHODS

30.0% - 26.6%
04 -
25.0% 10.4% 20.2%
20.0% - 16.9%
15.0% 14.5%
. 0
10.0% -
5.0% - 2 4%
0.0% -
&, Sc), A, 8,..
Og/nee/-' C/@,)Ce ’Ts ‘900' @a/t /7 Us/ness l‘/)@,.
n, an U, . CU/f/e
7 €cyp "t il
/70/0
8y

Figure 11. Participants Representation with Regard to the DisciplingPercentage)
(N=1 2)4
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Figure 12 Participants Representation with Regard to the Discipline(Frequency)
(N=1 2)4

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

In questionabout the type of ICT delivery tools faculty members are currently using or
previously have used, the faculty respondents indicttat they are currently using or
previously have used most is Blackbodfdty-one faculty members indicated that they are
using or have used this type I&fT tool (25.1%). Fortyone faculty members indicated that
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they are using or have usktbodleasICT delivery tool 0.2%). Thirty-six faculty members
indicated that they are using or have udéubile Learning Twitter/Facebook/WhatsApp
(17.7%) Twentyfive faculty members indicated that they are using or have $skdreated
Webpageas ICT deliverydol (12.3%). Fourteen faculty members indicated that they are using
or have usedlvebCTas ICT delivery too(6.9%). Seven faculty members indicated that they
are using or have us&debboardor delivery of their classroom instructions (3.4%pwever,

29 faculty members indicated that they have usidér ICTtools (14.3%). Figures 13 and 14
illustrate the type ofICT delivery tools that the respondents faculty are currently using or
previously have used most.

30.00% -
25.1%
25.00% -
20.2%
20.00% - 17.7%
14.3%
15.00% - 12.3% ’
5.00% - 3.4%
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(@] ] — ®
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Figure 13. Type of ICT Delivery Tools Are Currently Using or Previously HaveUsed
Most by the Faculty RespondentsRercentagé
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Figure 14. Type of ICT Delivery Tools Are Currently Using or Previously Have Used
Most by the Faculty RespondentsKrequency)

Question 8 As a current faculty member, which staement of the following applies to you
(you can select more than on®)

In questomm bout faculty membersé plans regarding
members indicated that they hawe plans to teach a course using ICT tools (11.3%). Sixty

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

in education in the coming yeé5%). Thirtysix faculty members indicated that thiegive

taught a ourse utilized best practices in ICT in educat{@aB.8%). Thirty faculty members
indicated that thegurrently teach a course utilizing best practices in ICT in education (19.9%).

However, it is important to mention thifie total responsdser this quetionis (N=151)since
the respondents were allowed to choose more than one answer in this geggiren15and
l6represent ac ul t y plans redgaelingsuding ICibolsin education.

The results indicated that a very large number of respondén@®4) 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.
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Figure 15. Faculty Member® Plans Regarding Using ICT Tools in Education
(Percentage
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Figure 16. Faculty Member®Plans Regarding Using ICT Toolsn 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 belohe tresultsevealedhat18 respondentd9.6%) (which
is the largest numbehgave taught 3 coursesilizing ICT; while only 1respondent (1%) has
taught8 coursesind 1respondent (1%) has taught 9 coursaslizing ICT (which represents
the smallest number). However, there wereedpondents/ho did not answer this question.
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Figure 17. Number of Courses that were Taught Utilizing ICT(Percentagé
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Figure 18.Number of Courses that were Taught Utilizing ICT (Frequency)
Question 10 Have you attended ICT training sessiorn?

Survey questiodl0 asked if faculty members have atteda training sessn aboulCT use.
Thirty-sevenfaculty members indid¢ad that they havattenatd a training session abol@T
use (3.1%). Eighty-two faculty members indicated that they have not atdral training
sessiorregardingICT use (8.9%)as shown in Figure 19yhile there were 5 respondents did
not provide an answer to this question of the suageghown in Figurg0.

c those who di desetoasteagetdiadCilisedanhh

The results indicated that two thirds of the
h e,
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Figure 19. Attend a Training Session about ICT UséPercentage)
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Figure 20. Attend a Training Session about ICT UséFrequency)

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 youconsider yourself ICT user?

In question asked about the classification of the ICT users, ICT faculty users versus ICT faculty
nortusers. Seventthree faculty members (the joaty) classified themselves as ICT faculty
users (62.9%), whereas 43 faculty members classified themselves as ICT faculiserson
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There were 8 respondents who did not answer thisignegligure 22showsthe whole data:
faculty users, facultyonusers ofiCT tools and the number of relevant respondents who did
not answer this question
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Question 12 Iftheanswerof questi on above is AYd®.o, pl ea:

This is not a question and hence its resbh#ow were ignoredActually, this question is
designed to transfer the respondents ICT-negrs to question 13 av skip questions 126
for ICT users and move them to question 17 dire@lynsequently, there is no chart for this
guestion 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 (13.6) targeted the ICT nemseronly, thus, there were merely
43respondents whanswered this question as a faculty member ICFusat

Question 13 As a faculty non-user of ICT, would you be interested in using or
adopting ICT in the future?

Fiaure23 correspondto auestiornl 3 of the survevwhich wasfor ICT facultv norusersonlv
(N=43). askina whether thev woulde interested irusina or adoptindCT tools in their
teaching practices the future This findina confirms that all of the ICT facultv narsers

r es p o,thaeamswsred "Yes" to this question, are interested in using ICT tools in the
future.

120.0% -

100%

100.0% -

80.0% -

60.0% -

40.0% -

20.0% -
0%

0.0% -

Yes No

Figure 23. ICT Faculty Nonuserdlinterest 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 Nonusers Interest in Using or Adopting ICT in the Future
(Frequency)
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Fiaure 25 correspomsdo auestiorl4 of the survev. which was fé€ T faculty norusers only,
askina whether thev would lgllina to or be interested in teachina a course that utiligds

tools in the futureThis result verifies that all of the ICT faculty nrosersr e s p o.wdoe nt s
answered "Yes" to this question, are willing to or interest in teaching a course thes UGliz

tools in the future.
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Figure 25. ICT Faculty Non-user®dWillingness 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 questitloas 1 Figure26.
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Figure 26. ICT Faculty Non-user®dWillingness to or Interest in Teaching a Course that
Utilizes ICT Tools in the Future (Frequency)

19|Page
ERASMUS+ Pr oYyEaAM@OS Proj eb6 1 QEMA#be0r115 GEPPRABHEP

DI SCLAI MEHRi:s project has been funden ®@Wommi ssippnsrtTHirompallei Eatriopre a
reflects the views only of the author, and the Commission cannot
information contained therein.



Co-funded by the
Erasmus+ Programme
of the European Union

sletry ofond CT uI u t
ogy and te o | ab h

’ch

y o be i nter
) out the

d
cgy

Fiaure 27 corresposdo auestiornl5 of the survey, which was fé€T faculty norusers only,

asking whether thev would be interested in receiving traifinamn b ot lmv p edag o

t e c h n abowu thesuse dCT tools in the futureThis result validates that 36 respondents

out of 43 (97.7%) of the ICT faculty narsers are interestadn r ecei vi na tr ain
pedaaoayv and technol oavy) avbloeurt e at shresponishey  o2f I

(5.3%) of the ICT faculty nomisers are not interestédn e c e i v i nagb oturta itnhien gu s €
I CT in the future

100.0% - 94.7%
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20.0% -
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0.0% -
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Figure 27. ICT Faculty Non-userInterest in Receiving Training about the Use of ICT
in the Future (Valid Percent)

There werés respondents who did not answer this question as shown in R§ure
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Figure 28. ICT Faculty Nonruserdinterest in Receiving Training about the Use of ICT
in the Future (Frequency)
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Figure 29 corresponds to questithof the survey, which was fo€CT faculty norrusers only,
asking what would the major deterrent to their decision to teactraecthat utilizes ICTools
in the future.Thirty-nine respondents (out of 43) of ICT faculty naeers answered this
guestion of the survey; while 4 respondentd@f faculty norusersdid not answer this
guestionwhich consisted of six statements.

21|Page
ERASMUS+ Pr oYyEaAM@OS Proj eb6 1 QEMA#be0r115 GEPPRABHEP

DI SCLAI MEHRi:s project has been funden ®@Wommi ssippnsrtTHirompallei Eatriopre a
reflects the views only of the author, and the Commission cannot
information contained therein.



Co-funded by the
Erasmus+ Programme
of the European Union

43

35

B Mean

W 5td. Deviation

Iam notinterested My university does My university does Ido not know enough Ido not believethat it Ineed training in Total Average
notofferoverload  notconsiderICT  aboutICT tools to be would be an effective order for me to useit
pay utilization as part of comfortable utilizing teaching method for properly
my workload it my field of teaching

Figure 29. ICT Faculty Nonusersd Major Deterrent to Teach a Course Utilizing ICT
Tools in the Future

I n this questeisopno nadfe ntthse asdtde veesyste depseiamdh - &k t fkiewr e
type respdmoedgseygredsagmw@loikKn3o=w (neither di se
agredagr e ét=r 6mg;|1eF€Dr the dat a tahnealiynsti esr ppruertpaotsiec
score as-2f 8131 o w36w,)( {n?0.d3e453t é,i gh3. 68

As shown in Figure 29 abeldg etthlees eo Wagxa(lsdt. dmees
with a moderate degree Jutsies si mrohdt jee@ tt endoested a tt e
tohéiemching a kGUrseolus ition at hmgp dfeutatree | evel ;
that these obstacles or barriers can be over
Al so from the figure atbaotvemerntt aocmea (bl@anarm nrca t
stat ém@etdo not bel i eveef ftelcati viet tvwawlhd nlge men h
teaching) with the same snteaatne nffe2nt3 )t vhoa v(eMyl oun
not offer overload pay), statement three (M
part of my warknemad)f,ouand Istdaeo not know eno
comfortable uti i(Z.i%N,g Brteds pwdctth vemégndhaok mod
Whil e statement six (I need traini (Mg RBias or de
a hige. deg

Referring to Figure 29 above, it can be <con
perceived by -uls@T sf aculntkyy ngon n descendsng or
represeniaidl e 1
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Table (1) Major det fra

er rutl 4 paesn spne rrcaen kviendg biyn
order acc

ording to the mean

St at eNme.n Ranki ng Me a n Degree

6 1 4. 3 Hi gh

4 2 3.5 Moder at

3 3 3.3 Moder at

2 4 2.9 Moder at

1 5 2. 3 Low

5 5 2.3 Low
Total Av 3.1 Moder at

Important Note: As mentiond earlier, survey questiordls through24 were directedo all
respondentsf the study; that igthose who usé&CT tools andwho never have usd@T tools
at the UJICT faculty users and neuasers).

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

Nevertheless, most participant§€T faculty users and neuasers N=124), were generally
positive in their perceptions dCT at this Jordanian academic instituti¢63.1% of the
respondents are supportive towards the use of ICT at anpétswel) Figure30 correspond

to questiorl7 of the survey which asked about how faculty members, overall, perceive the use
of ICT tools.

60.0% -
53.1%
50.0% -
40.0% -
30.0% -
0,
19.8% 21.9%
20.0% -
10.0% -
3.1% 2.1%
0.00 Ml : : .
Highly Resistan! Resist Neutral SupportiveHighly Supportive

Figure 30. ICT Faculty Users and Norusers Perceptions of the Use of ICT (Valid
Percent)
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Though, here wer&@8respondents who did not answer this question as shown in Biure
other words, 96 respondents out of 124 answered this question while 28 respondents did not
answer this question of the survey.

60 -
51

50 -

40 -~

30 - 28

19 21
20 -
10 -
3 2
0 . — ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
No Answer Highly Resist Neutral Supportive Highly
Resistant Supportive

Figure 31. ICT Faculty Users and NorruserdPerceptions of the Use of ICT (Frequency)

Question 18| believe that the nature of the courses (subject matter or content) that | am
teaching influence my decision about whether or not to use ICT tools?

In quesion (18) if the nature of the courses faculty members are teaching influences their
decision about whether or not to USH tools, ten faculty members10.4%) indicatedhey
(strongly agreedhat the nature of the courses they are teaching influendedédesion about
whether or not to us€T tools;fifty -two faculty members54.2%) indicatedhey (agreejhat

the nature of the courses they are teaching influences their decision about whether or not to use
ICT tools;tenfaculty members10.4%) indicded they (do not know}hat the nature of the
courses they are teaching influences their decision about whether or notl@Tusmls;
twenty faculty members20.8%) indicatedthey (disagreejhat the nature of the courses they
are teaching influencesdin decision about whether or not to U€d tools and fourfaculty
members 4.2%) indicatedthey (strongly disagreghat the nature of the courses they are
teaching influences their decision about whether or not tEQis&olsas shown in Figurd2.

Therefore, e results indicated that most of the respondé&dts¥p) believe that the nature of
the subject is a key factor to decide to use ICT timolsaching and learning process
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20.8%
20.0% -
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0.0% i T T T T 1
Strongly DisagreeDisagree Do Not Know  Agree  Strongly Agree

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 wer&@8respondents who did not answer this questiaie surveyas shown in Figure
33

60 -

52
50 -

40 -

30 28

20
20 -
10 10
: i L L
0 — . .

No Answer Strongly Disagree Do Not Know Agree Strongly Agree
Disagree

Figure 33. Does the Nature of the Courses that Faculty Membease 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 opetended questigr(70) respondents did not answer this question, (2) respondents
answered "l do not know", and (52) respondents provided an answer to this question of the
survey. The major themes that emerging from the respondents who ahfwegguestion as
follows:

=

The availability of infrastructure , resourcescomputersspeed internetproperICT
tools logisticsby the institution and technology

The availability of ICT training center.

Provide gproper training on the use of ICT tosl

Theavailability of continuousechnical support

Theavailability of time.

DevelopStudents' skills.

Equipclassewith interactive whiteboards.

Access tepecializedacilities - moresmart rooms.

Improvethe quality of the servicesoffered by the Comuter Center athe university
in order tomake the actual use of ICT

Reduceheteaching load

Reducehenumber of studentsenrolled in the classes that utilizing ICT tools.
Theavailability of Wifi, PCs, and Datashow Projectoran classrooms
Improveteaching methodologies

=4 =4 =4 -8 _48_9_95_--°

= =4 =4 -4

Question 20 As a faculty member, rate the extent to which you agree with the following
statemens 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 thajor incentivedor usingICT tools,

ICT faculty users and neuasersrespondents addressed each statement wasifige-point
Likert-type response set: $trongly Disagree, 2Bisagree, 3Bo Not Know (neither disagree
nor agree), 4Agree, 58trongly Agree.For the data analysis purposes, the interpretation of
mean score as follows:-@A33) low, (2.343.67) moderatg3.685) high.

Eighty-four respondents (out of 124) answered this question of the survey; while 40
respondents of ICT faculty users and numers did not answer this question; which consisted
of six statements.

As shown in Figure 34, the overall meandt@verage) of these six statements is (3.7) with a
high degree. This indicates that ICT faculty users aneusens rate those major incentives for
utilizing ICT tools in education to a high level; which implies that these incentives will help in
increag 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 exiea(pay or overload
assignmentwith a mean (3.1)statement twoeftra timg with amean 8.6), and statement six
(I was required to use) itvith a mean (2.9) are having moderate degi®émule statementhree
(it sounds interestingstatementour (I think students would benefjtand statemeriive (I am
interested in utilizing ICT in educatiprvith means 0f4.0, 4.2 4.3) respectively havéigh

degrees
42 43 [
37
29
B Mean
M 5td. Devigtion
11 :
06 06 05
T T T

Extra pay or overload Extra time [t soundsinteresting  Ithink the students  |am interested in  Iwas requiredtouse it Total Average
assignment would benefit utilizing ICT in
education

Figure 34. ICT Faculty Users and Norusers Major incentives for Utilizing 1 CT in
Education

Referring to Figure 34 above, it can be con
percei ved buyselrGT -afsadauwlotnyr anking in descendin
meamepreisentTadl e 2.
TabPRe Majnocrent iasse per cei veuds ebrysn dadsice f a,c ud diyk i ng
descending order according to the

St at eNme.n Ranki ng Me a n Derge e

5 1 4. 3 Hi gh

4 2 4.2 Hi gh

3 3 4.0 Hi gh

2 4 3.6 Moder at

1 5 3.1 Moder at

5 6 2.9 Moder at
Tot al Av 37 Hi gh
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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 operended questigrn(56) respondents did not answer this questidhyéspondent
answered "l do not know", an@7) respondents provided an answer to this question of the
survey. Themajor barriersfor integrating ICT in education as perceivedtbhg respondents
who answered this questianeas follows:

Lack ofsmart rooms and infrastructure

Logistics andime.

Studentsskills.

No incentives

Training availability o the use ofCT tools
Thenumberof students enrolled

Lack of training and time

Lack of equipment, technical expertise and interest
Lack of useifriendly software and Lack of internet security
Teaching Overload

The limited budget for using ICat UJ

Lack of facilities laboratoriesand equipment
Limited recourses

The traditional methods of teaching

The detailed nature of the course

No previous experienaan using the ICT tools.

= =2 =0_-0_9_9_9_42_42_-2_-9_-2_-2_-24._-2-2._-2-

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

In this question|CT faculty users and neaserswere asked to rate the extent to which they
agree witmine statementssing a fivepoint Likerttype response set: $trongly Disagree,
2=Disagree, 3Bo Not Know (neither disagree nor agree) Agree, 5Strongly Agree.For
thedata analysis purposes, the interpretation of mean score as folle83jlow, (2.34
3.67) moderate, (3.68) high.

Eighty-threerespondent&67%) answeed the entire statements provided in this question of the
survey

As shown in Figure5, the oveall mean (total average) of thesme statemets is (3.7) with

a high degreeAlso from the figure below, it can be concluded thtatement siXTraditional
classroorbased courses and ICT based courses are given the same Redogitliiarmean
(2.7), statement eighiCT instruction is at least as effective as fé@dace instructiopwith a
mean (31), andstatement nin€Teacherstudent interaction is difficult when using ICT tools
to deliver instructiopwith a mean 3.0) are having moderate degee Whilestatemenbne
(Faculty members need more time available for implementing Mith a mean (3),
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statementwo (ICT is positively related to the learning proges#th a mean(4.0), statement
three (ICT could effectively serve students with dréat backgroundswith a mean(4.1),
statement foufICT could be a useful tool for supporting traditional methods of teachiitig

a mear(4.0), statement fivélICT can be a more stimulating method of teaching than traditional
instruction) with a mear(4.1), andstatement sevefhack of technical knowledge prevents the
use of ICT toolswith a mear(4.1), areall having high degrees.

Figure 35. ICT Faculty Users and Norusers Rating the Extent to which They Agree with
Nine Specific Statements

Ref gr rtion Fi gure 35 above, it can be conclude
| CT tools method of temehihogaakdngr adi tdiecrca
accordingisept bee mEall e 3.
Tabl €omphrri son beotowesemelt®@®d of teaching and
met hod anking in descending order accor

St at eNme.n Ranki ng Me an Degr ee

7 1 4.1 Hi gh

5 1 4.1 Hi gh

3 1 4.1 Hi gh

4 4 4.0 Hi gh

2 4 4.0 Hi gh

1 6 3.9 Hi gh

8 7 3.1 Moder at

9 8 3.0 Moéer at e

6 9 2.7 Moder at
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