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Summary of the Evaluation Study of
The Faculty Development Centers (FDCs)
At Eight Public Jordanian Universities

Faculty Development Centers (FDCs) have been established at eight public universities in
Jordan, within the Higher Education Development Project (HEDP) initiated by the National Center
for Human Resources Development (NCHRD).

Each of these FDCs is charged with the responsibility "to enhance and keep updated the
knowledge, skills, and capabilities of the faculty, in order to produce high quality graduates. Since
the establishment of these centers* no assessment has been made of their performance. To achieve a
comprehensive evaluation of these centers, NCHRD has contracted an individual consultant to
conduct the evaluation of the centers at the eight public universities. The underlying rationale of an
evaluation study is that the findings obtained will lay grounds for better functioning of these centers
in the future.

The evaluation study designed for this purpose sought answers to questions related to the
following issues:

o level of expertise and qualifications of personnel in the centers,

e Availability of needed building and equipment facilities,

o Efficiency of the centers in terms of size and quality of activities implemented,

e Views about difficulties encountered, needs, and future plans,

e The role of university administrators in facilitating, planning, and directing the functions of the
centers.

e The effectiveness of the centers in improving professional performance of the faculty,

e Size of participation of faculty members in the activities of the centers

e Views about the validity and efficacy of student evaluation of the faculty.

The targeted populations in this study consisted of the directors of the eight centers, academic
administrators, and faculty members who attended and those who did not attend the centers'
activities. The proposed samples consisted of eight directors, 359 administrators, and 2265 faculty
members. However, it was possible to retrieve study questionnaires from eight directors, 211
administrators, and 642 faculty members.

To collect data for the study, three questionnaires were constructed, one for the directors, one
for the administrators, and a third for faculty members. A first draft of the questionnaires was
discussed in a general meeting shared by the FDC directors, the research team, and representatives of
HEDP and NCHRD. The suggestions made in this meeting were taken into consideration in
producing the final forms of the questionnaires. Copies were then forwarded to the Centers to have
each form filled by the persons addressed in the respective form.

o  Except for the center at the University of Jordan, which was established in 1983, the other centers were
established between 2002 —2004.

Evaluation of the FDCs AAU/ACSC



Data analysis was carried out, individually for each center, and Jointly for all of the eight

centers as one pool. The responses to the questionnaires were entered into the computer as counts or
frequencies of each item. The analysis relied mainly on descriptive statistics dealing with
frequencies, and relative frequencies, and other descriptive measures.

The main findings in this study can be summarized as follows:

Each center has its own unique circumstances, which define its potentialities, including
physical facilities and whatever cooperation and coordination are achieved with other bodies
at the university.

Each center has its council formed of a number of administrators whose tasks and
responsibilities seem to be well defined in terms of their role in the active functioning of the
center.

There is a need in most of the centers for qualified personnel to be in charge of recurring
technical tasks and follow up of the center's activities.

The future plans of most centers aim at expanding building and equipment facilities.

All centers had in the past two or three years carried out a number of activities related to the
training and development of faculty members. However, the number and type of activity, and
the size of participation vary widely from one center to the other.

All of the eight centers have the responsibility of organizing student evaluation of faculty.
The responses of faculty members in the sample reflect negative attitudes toward student
evaluation of their teaching.

The main difficulties encountered by the directors of the centers are the following: their
appointment as directors of the centers being on a part-time basis, Low participation rates of
faculty members in the activities of the centers, and insufficiency of funds.

Faculty members are inadequately informed about the centers and the centers' activities,
except through the centers' organizing student evaluation of their teaching.

The rates of participation of faculty members in the activities of the centers can be considered
to be low and not satisfactory.

The professional needs expressed by most of the respondents among faculty members were
related to the following general areas: methods and strategies of university teaching, basic
skills in using the compute, and the utilization of multi-media technology in education.

The study ends with a number of recommendations and some modeling components that can be

utilized in planning activities and programs at the centers.
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1. Rationale and Purposes of the Study:

Faculty Development Centers (FDCs) have been established in eight public universities within
the Higher Education Development Project (HEDP) initiated by the National Center for Human
Resources Development (NCHRD). All of the eight public universities have established their FDCs,
which are assumed to be functioning at different levels, according to their organizational setup and
available resources. No assessment has been made of their implementation and operational processes,
organization and management, objectives, activities, availability of resources, performance levels,
needs, obstacles, weaknesses and strengths , ete, up to the date of endorsement of this study.

To achieve a comprehensive evaluation, NCHRD has through HEDP management, issued
terms of reference to an individual consultant, who was contracted to conduct the evaluation of the
FDCs at the eight public universities. The underlying rationale of this evaluation is that the findings
obtained will lay grounds for better functioning of these centers.

The objectives of the evaluation, as set by NCHRD through HEDP and adopted in the
provisional work plan presented by the individual consultant can be summarized as follows:

- To assess and evaluate the overall objectives, organizational and managerial setup,
implementation processes, prioritization criteria, planning of programs and activities, and
adequacy of allocated resources — human, material or financial.

- To develop effectiveness criteria upon which judgments concerning the aforementioned aspects
are to be made.

- To assess the impact of FDCs activities on professional practices of university faculties in
accordance with recognized criteria of effectiveness.

- To assess the level of support and contribution provided by the administration and faculties.
This includes assessing the attitudes and perceptions of all persons who are affected — directly or

“indirectly — by the FDC activities. This also would include assessing any facilitating or
hindering factors, and identifying areas of strengths and weaknesses.

- To propose an effective model of FDC taking into consideration the findings obtained in the
evaluation work, and recognized criteria of effective functioning.

- To propose a work plan for effective performance that would minimize shortcomings and
weaknesses identified in the evaluation work and optimize effective practices.

2. Scope of Work:

The scope of work was outlined in the terms of reference set by NCHRD and the individual
consultant proposal. The main steps in the scope of work can be summarized as follows:

a- To get familiarized with the objectives of the higher education development project in general,
and the objectives of the fund component of the project, especially the objectives of the FDC
sub- component of the fund.

b- To review relevant documentation on Faculty Development Centers, cutrent reported data and
information relevant to FDCs, and proposals of the FDC. Sub — projects and their annual
reports.

e To conduct site visits to the eight centers and to interview the directors of the centers and any
of the staff members at the centers who may be of special concern in providing relevant
information about the Center. These visits have been already made during late February and
beginning of March2006. They were rather exploratory in nature but very useful in getting
acquainted with the very special circumstances that characterized each center.

d- To design and develop questionnaires for collecting data and information about the functioning
of the centers and about other relevant issues.
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3. Data Collection, Analysis and Interpretation:

The general purpose of data collection and analysis is to get responses in which we can
identify indications of efficiency, needs difficulties, and future plans of FDCs.

The questions to be answered, in the final analysis, are those related to issues raised in the three
questionnaires mentioned earlier. Some of the principal questions are the following:

*  What level of expertise is provided in the qualifications and experiences of the administrative
staff of the center and the center's council?

* To what extent are the necessary equipment and building facilities available to each center in
order to meet requirements of recurring activities?

*  What level of performance is achieved at each center, in terms of size and type of activities
performed since the establishment of each center?

e What are the directors' views about difficulties, needs, and future plans?

* Do academic administrators (deans, department chairmen, members of Centers' councils, etc)
play an effective role in facilitating, planning, and directing the activities of the Centers?

*  What views do the administrators have about the effectiveness of the centers in developing
and improving professional performance of the faculty?

e What are the views of the administrators about the difficulties and obstacles met by the
centers, and about the possible means of meeting these obstacles and difficulties?

* To what extent there is mutual communication between faculty members at the university and
the Center?

¢ What size and type of activities were attended by faculty members at each Center?

e To what extent do faculty members who have participated in the Center's activities feel they
have benefited from their participation in terms of professional development?

e What are the faculties' views about the validity and efficacy of students' evaluation of their
teaching?

¢  What are the projected professional needs of faculty members that could be met by planned
activities at the Center, as far as these needs are visualized by the faculty members
themselves?

¢ What ways and means do faculty members propose for allracting their participation in the
activities of the Center?

Data analysis was carried out individually, for each of the eight public universities, and jointly
for all of the eight Centers as one pool. The responses to the questionnaires were entered into the
computer as counts or frequencies of each item. This would allow for creating matrices of
frequencies across each item and relevant variable. Evidently, the analysis would rely mainly on
descriptive statistics dealing with frequencies, relative frequencies and other descriptive measures.

Comparisons between university Centers would be implicated in the specific description of
each Center's very special circumstances.

Interpretation of the results follows the extent to which data analysis results provided answers
to the questions raised in this study.
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4. Sampling:

The sampling strategy was to some extent defined during the site visits, and during the
meetings with the centers' directors at NCHRD. There was some general complaint by most of the
directors of the centers that most of the faculty members were not motivated enough to participate in
the Center's activities .This was a kind of judgment preceding research findings but it has to be
ascertained. However, each center seemed to have its very unique circumstances. Therefore, the
question of generalizing from representative samples did not seem to be the best policy to define
sampling strategy. The very special conditions of each center bring our evaluation nearer to a case
study, with the far reaching objective of consolidating any common findings that can be shared
among some or all of the eight centers.

The need for information related to the basic questions raised in the questionnaires may
warrant the following guidelines in sampling.

1. The views and facts to be provided by all center directors are of primary importance.

2. The views provided by the academic administrators form liaison between the centers'
activities and the far-reaching outcomes in the faculty members.

3. Any impact of the Centers on the development of faculties must, supposedly and hopefully,
declare itself in those who participated in the activities of the Centers. Therefore, most of
these, or all, if all are available, must be taken in the sample.

4. As to those faculty members who did not participate in the Center's activities, whether by
abstaining or by not being summoned, and perhaps not knowing enough about the centers,

' there seems some reason to take sufficient numbers who would express their views, especially

on their professional needs that the Center could meet through well-planned activities. The
annexed chart depicts the samples proposed for the study.

5. The Development of Questionnaires :

For collecting data and information about the functioning of the centers and about other
relevant issues, three questionnaires were designed:

The first addresses the director of the center. The second addresses academic administrators
including vice presidents, deans, department chairmen, and members of the FDCs council. The third
addresses the faculty members including those who attended and those who did not attend activities
organized by the centers.

The first questionnaire (see annex 1) addressed the director of the center for information
about the following:
o Staffing-personnel, as to their qualifications, experiences, and responsibilities.
e Equipment and building facilities.
e Activates accomplished relevant to training of faculty members, and type of training.
e Activities related to distribution of bulletins, instructions, memos, etc.
e Activities related to student evaluation of faculty.
e Classification according to type and area of activities accomplished.
o Needs assessment and requirements to meet identified needs.
e Difficulties and obstacles that hinder the stream of efficient functioning.

e Projected future plans.

-10 -
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The second questionnaire (see annex 2) aimed at gathering information about the
following:

* Means and areas of communication with the FDCs,

¢ Knowledge about the center's formal activities.

* Views of administrators about the effectiveness of the Centers in the development and
improvement of the faculty's professional practices.

* Views of the administrators about the obstacles that stand in the way of the Center's
efficient functioning, and their views about possible means of improving efficiency.

The third questionnaire (see annex 3) aimed at collecting information related to the
following: ’

* How faculty members got to know about FDCs.

* Areas of activities each member participated in.

* Personal outcomes achieved by participation.

* Views held by faculty members about students evaluation of their instruction and about -
the rating scale used for that purpose.

* Reasons expressed by non participants in the center's activities for not participating.

* Suggested ways to be followed to encourage or attract faculty members for more
participation.

* Professional needs expressed by the faculty that could be met by activities to be
organized properly by the centers.

A first draft of the three questionnaires was discussed in a general meeting shared by the FDCs
dircctors, the research team, and representatives of HEDP and NCHRD. The suggestions made in
this meeting were taken into consideration in producing the final forms of the questionnaires. Copies
were then forwarded to the centers to have each form filled by the persons addressed in the
respective form..

6. Findings:

A- Populations and samples:
The targeted populations in this evaluation study consisted of the following:

e Directors of the eight FDCs in the eight public universities.

* Academic administrators including members of the FDCs councils, deans, deputy or
assistants deans, and department chair persons. Their numbers as provided by FDCs directors
are presented in table 3

* Faculty members who had participated and those who did not participate in FDCs activities.
Their numbers , as provided by FDC directors » are presented in table (1)

The proposed samples to be taken from the eight universities consisted of the

[ollowing:
e  FDC directors 8
®  Academic administrators ;359
e  Faculty members i 2265

However, it was possible to retrieve the following questionnaires (See table: 2):
*  (8) Questionnaires (No.1), designated to the directors of the eight centers.
* (211) Questionnaires (No.2), designated to the academic administrators.

* (642) Questionnaires (No.3), designated to the faculty members.

-11 -
Evaluation of the FDCs AAU/ACSC



Table 1: Study population & Samples

AT ’ Facully Members N / Deputy o
, i an — 1 cnicl
LN Y ‘;[:lmll)llcogize Non Participant In Plﬂnr?:cl|)‘nenfs Ch:ﬁ“lll::)rlson IA[S)Z'i::'s"t Qs Cofllntc:l OTRE
Centre' Activities Acli?i]tic‘; i
i — Population 1000 70 50 25 18 10 1173
niversity o —]
200 70 2 10 10 10
Jordan. Sample 2 325
270 55
Population 288 424 49 25 12 10 208
Eafm"“.k 150 300 25 10 8 10
niversity Sample ]
450 53 503
Population 188 350 48 15 16 10
Mu'tah B 627
Uni . 100 250 25 5 8 10
niversity Sample
350 48 398
TTARURETSi) Population 562 137 50 35 13 204
of Science and : | 150 100 25 10 7
Technology ample 350 49 299
‘ Population 240 190 34 11 15 10 .
il 100 150 16 5 8 10
niversity Sample
250 39 289
Population 183 78 20 3 11 10
Al al-Bayt - 100 50 10 3 6 10 306
University Sample
150 29 179
Al-Balga' Population 722 331 60 20 20 10 1163
Applied 200 250 25 10 10 10
University Sample 450 55 505
Al-Hussein Bin | Population 15 100 22 10 9 10 166
Talal 15 80 10 5 6 L0
e Sample 126
University P 95 3
Population 3198 1675 333 144 110 77 5537
Total
a Sample 1015 1150 161 58 63 77 2624
2265 359
Table 2: Distribution of Retrieved Questionnaires
For Administrators and Faculty Members
Universities .FDC Administrators Ll Total
directors members
University of Jordan 1 15 28 44
Yarmouk University 1 31 51 87
Mu'tah University 1 30 84 75
Jordan University of Science and Technology 1 35 109 145
Hashemite University 1 20 156 177
Al Al-al-Bayt University . 1 11 31 43
Al-Balqa' Applied University [ 46 122 168
Al--Hussein Bin Talal University 1 23 61 84
Total 8 211 642 861

Table 2 shows the distribution of retrieved questionnaires for the administrators and faculty
members among the eight public universities. It can be noticed how some universities, such as the
University of Jordan and Al al-Bayt University, were not very responsive to the questionnaires.

Evaluation of the FDCs
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B- Analysis of Responses of the FDCs Directors:

Table (3) shows the titles of FDCs adopted by each of the eight universities. These titles seem to
reflect the kind of emphasis proposed by each university. For instance Al-Balqa and Al-Hashemite
universities present the function of the FDC as quality assurance and quality control

Table 3: Title of Centers at Eight Public Universities

B University Title of center
University of Jordan. Center for Educational Development
Yarmouk University Faculty Development Center
Mu'tah University Faculty Development Center
Jordan University of Science and Technology Academic Development Center
Hashemite University Center of Academic Quality Assurance
Al al-Bayt University Faculty Development Center
Al-Balqa' Applied University Office of Evaluation and Development of

Faculty Performance/Within Planning,
Development, and Quality Unit
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University Academic Faculty Development Center

Each center has a council whose members are appointed by the president of the university .The
council members vary in number and status. The numbers are as table (4) shows:

Table 4: Number of council members

Universities Number of council members
University of Jordan 11
Yarmouk University 7
Mu'tah University 9
Jordan University of Science and Technology 7
Hashemite University 8
Al Al-al-Bayt University . 8
Al-Balqa' Applied University 11
Al--Hussein Bin Talal University 10

In five centers the council is chaired by the vice - president, in one center by the president, and in
two centers by the deans of scientific research. Generally, the council members are the deans of a
number of relevant faculties in addition to the directors of the centers.

The tasks of the council reported by the directors are as Table (5) shows.

Table 5: The Tasks of the Council Reported by the Directors

Tasks of the council Frequency
o Discuss and approve the annual budget draft 7
o Approve program and workshop proposal 4
o Discuss the center needs for trainers, specialists, technicians, etc 4
o Discuss the annual report 3
o Discuss allocation of funds to the center’s projects and Activities 3
. Plan faculty evaluation schedule by students 1
o Outline the general policy of the center 2

It is worth noting that the tasks of the council are stated in very general terms and that no
agreement among all centers on all of the tasks undertaken by the council.

-13 -
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B-1. Status of the Directors of the Centers:

Except for the Director of Balqa University, the directors of the centers are faculty members.
Each of these directors has substantial experience in university teaching, in addition to some special
experiences: administrative, technical, statistical, etc. This qualified them to handle the special
responsibilities of the center. The director of the center at Balqa University is an engineer whose
special experience is oriented towards quality control and assurance as related to university
education. He is the only one who is assigned a full — time job at the center. Each of the other seven
directors are assigned a part — time job , as director of center. Five of them are paid JD75 monthly
allowance, one is paid JD125 monthly, and one is not paid for his work at the center though he has a
full teaching load .

B-2. The Personnel of the centers:

The work of personnel of the centers is limited to administrative and secretariat matters in addition to
some technical tasks related to computer works, organizing student evaluation of faculty members,
photocopying machines, etc. The number of personnel employed in each center varies widely, as
figures in table (6) indicate:

Table 6: The Personnel of the Centers

University Secretariat Administrative, Technical Total
The University of Jordan. 2 11 13
The Yarmouk University 1 2 3
Mu'tah University 1 4 5
Jordan University of Science and Technology 2 3 5
The Hashemite University 2 2 4
Al al-Bayt University 2 1 3
Al-Balga' Applied University - 2 2
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 1 1 2

It can be noted that no experts or specialists, in the specific areas of the activities organized by
the centers, are employed in any of the centers. All of the directors of the centers reported that they
recruited trainers and lecturers from among the university teaching staff.

B-3.Building Facilities and Equipment:

Most of the centers use the universities' facilities of buildings and equipment. However, the
universities of Jordan and Yarmouk University seem to have better facilities than the others. For
example, the center at the University of Jordan has two lecture halls and three computer labs.
Yarmouk University center has one lecture hall and three computer labs, Four other centers have one
lecture hall each, and two centers, Al-Balga and Al-Hussein, use the university facilities. Table (7)
demonstrates the equipment available at each of the eight centers.

_14-
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Table 7: Equipment Available at the Centers

University Number of Number of Total
computers other equipment®

The University of Jordan. 37 22 59
The Yarmouk University 42 32 74
Mu'tah University 5 6 11
Jordan University of Science and Tech. 6 - 6
The Hashemite University 6 6 12
Al al-Bayt University 2 5 7
Al-Balqga' Applied University 2 4 6
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 2 7 9

*Other equipment includes: printers, scanners, projectors, optical reader, photocopier, and other.

B-4.Accomplishments Related to F aculty Development:

Table (8) summarizes the numbers of activities and numbers of participants in these activities.

Table 8: Number of Activities and Numbers of Participants in Each of the Eight Centers

University Number of activities Number of participants
The University of Jordan. 3 132 + number of planned activitics
The Yarmouk University 97 1430
Mu'tah University 10 724
Jordan University of Science and Technology 5 132
The Hashemite University 4 142
Al al-Bayt University 11 168
Al-Balga' Applied University 7 611
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 9 236
Total 146 3443

Here it could be noticed that the center at Yarmouk University was leading in number of
activities (97) and number of participants (1430). The main areas of training at Yarmouk center were
related to instructional strategies and methods of teaching, assessment of student learning, research
methods, and computer utilization . The center at Mu'tah University held a substantial number of
activities - compared to other centers — in which a good number of faculty members participated. The
emphasis in these activities was mainly on the utilization of the computer in teaching and on English
language skills. The accomplishments at the other centers are rather modest. It is worth nothing that
the main activities at the Jordan University center were related to the medical field. This center
started in 1983 basically concerned with development of faculty members in the medical field.
Though its missions and objectives have been changed lately so as to include all academic fields, it
is still influenced by its early tradition, by having the director from among the staff of the faculty of
medicine, and by giving special emphasis to medical activities.

Student evaluation of faculty members was a responsibility mandated to all centers. Evidently, the
centers are very much occupied with this activity. The figures in Table (9) represent the numbers of
faculty members evaluated by each center in a number of semesters,

=15 -
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Table 9: Numbers of faculty members evaluated
In a number of semesters

University Total No No. of Academic
Evaluated semesters years
The University of Jordan. 4004 4 2003-2006
The Yarmouk University 112 4 2005-2006
Mu'tah University 1296 3 2004-2006
Jordan University of Science and Technology 1436 3 2004-2006
The Hashemite University 1197 4 2004-2005
Al al-Bayt University 441 2 2003-2005
Al-Balga' Applied University 3842 4 2005-2006
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 488 4 2004-2006

B-5.Areas of Activities Accomplished:

The areas of activities, as reported by the directors of the centers, are shown in Table (10)
Table 10: Areas of Activities Accomplished since
The establishment of the center
Area of Activity No. of centers concerned
Classroom instruction
Methods of teaching
Curricula. Program Development & design
Designing course outline
Instructional media
Evaluation Student learning
Evaluation Of teaching
Research quality of education
Research allocating resources
Research policies of higher education

LIV E N e | Ko RV, o Y R V4] fo)) =)

As we can see from the figures in table (10) , attention is primarily given to classroom instruction,
methods of teaching, and instructional media, and evaluation. Little attention is given to quality
research and educational policies.

B-6.Expressed Needs:

Almost all the directors of the centers expressed the need for extending building facilities, and the
need for appointing technicians in such fields as: data entry and computer programming. The need
for more funds was expressed by six center directors. The others who do not explicitly ask for more
funds imply that within the chances of availability of resources financial support becomes more
likely. Table (11) presents the types of needs expressed by the center directors.

- 16 -
Evaluation of the FDCs AAU/ACSC



Table 11 : Types of Needs Expressed by the Center Directors

To expand
Building
Facilities

To expand
funding

To
Appoint, provide
technical persons

To organize

To provide
logistic
support

All Centers

1

The University of Jordan.

The Yarmouk University

Mu'tah University

Jordan University of
Science and Technology

AN

The Hashemite University

NN TN NN e

Al al-Bayt University

Al-Balqa' Applied
University

AR R VRN ANANANE

<

Al-Hussein Bin Talal
University

ANERNINE

Those who did not express the need to organize or to
are already met. Actually a number of directors,

organizational plans.

B-7. Difficulties and Obstacles:

Five of the centers' directors' referred to specific difficulties i.e.
director not on full time basis, the faculty members not very responsi
activities and the allotted funds not sufficient to cover planned activiti
mentioned by four of the center’s directors, were related to: scarcity o

planning and organizing sp

ecialized activities;

in the centers to follow up logistic requirements.

B- 8.Future plans:

Future plans for which im

plementation means are expected to be av

center directors are related to the arcas shown in Table (12) shows:

get logistic support imply that such needs
when interviewed, presented deliberate

; the appointment of the

e to participate in the center's,
es. Other difficulties,

f technical expertise needed for
and the unavailability of sufficient technical personnel

ailable, as endorsed by

Table 12: Areas of Future Plans as Endorsed By Center Directors

Expand More Develop More | Expand Set
Area building | equipment | activities& | funds | cadre organizing
facilities programs framework
No. of centers
Endorsing Plans > ) 7 6 > 4

Almost all centers have some sort of future pl
general, future plans cover new building facilities,
development of activities and training programs,

The centers' plans

are not concerned with
lecturing in the centers organized programs. Thes
staff and given the assignments demanded by an

Although in most of the centers
[rameworks, a number of directors feel these regul
better planning and efficiency. It is worth noting t

centers with electronic and computerized learning.

Evaluation of the FDCs
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anning concerning most proposed areas . In

provision of equipment (especially computers),
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and improving funding.
appointing specialists or experts for training or
¢ are usually recruited from among the teaching
activity or training program.
recognized regulations and organizational
ations should be refined and expanded to allow for
hat some of the directors referred to involving the
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C- Analysis of Responses of University Academic Administrators:

Academic administrators consisted of vice — presidents, deans, deputy deans, and department
chairmen. Members of the center’s councils are included in the sample selected for the study. The
number of questionnaires retrieved from this sample was 211. Their distribution among the eight
universities was as Table (13) shows:

Table 13: The number of questionnaires retrieved from the eight universities

University Frequency of Means

The University of Jordan. 15
The Yarmouk University 31
Mu'tah University 30
Jordan University of Science and Technology. 35
The Hashemite University 20
Al al-Bayt University 11
Al-Balga' Applied University 46
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 23

Total 211

C-1. Communication with FDCs:

The means through which academic administrators communicated with the centers differed
substantially. Table (14) and Fig. (1) show the different ways of communication occurred and the
frequency of occurrence for each. Most of the administrators knew about the centers when notified of
an activity. Those consulted about an activity constituted (44%) of the respondents; while (55%)
received memos or bulletins; (39%) participated in planning activities, and only 22% participated as
trainers.

Among universities, the administrators at Al al-Bayt, Al-Balqa, Yarmouk and Al-Hussein were

the most that had communication with the centers in all five areas specified in the questionnaire.

Table 14: Frequency of Means of Communication With
the Centers at Each University

Code of Mean 1 2 3 4 5
Notified of an| Consulted about |Received Circulars, Partucnpzllte n Partl(?lpate qu
L S ) Planning Trainer or
Activity Activities Bulleting s
Activities Lecturer
Total 151 94 117 82 46
% 71% 44% 55% 39% 22%
The University of Jordan. 53% 33% 40% 53% 20%
The Yarmouk University 84% 61% 90% 42% 19%
Mu’tah University 43% 27% 30% 13% 10%
Jordan University of Science 63% 40% 499 20% 8%
and Tech.
The Hashemite University 60% 35% 70% 15% 15%
Al al-Bayt University 91% 46% 46% 54% 36%
Al-Balga' Applied University 91% 48% 54% 59% 39%
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 78% 52% 44% 61% 15%
- 18 -
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Code of Mean*

* Numbers Identify Means of Communication as defined in table 14

Fig.1: Relative Frequency of Means of Communication

C-2. Knowledge of Activities Undertaken at the Centers:

The question whether or not the
viable to the centers effective functio
where knowledge was available about

Table 15: Relative Frequency of sites where knowledge

of activities was available

administrators know about what is going on in the centers is
ning. Table (15) and Fig.(2)show relative frequency of site
activities of the centers.

The administrators Another facult The center
faculty aculty building

Total 122 82 91

% 58% 39% 43%
The University of Jordan. 53% 13% 47%
The Yarmouk University 84% 23% 74%
Mur’tah University 40% 30% 27%
Jordan University of Science and Tech. 48% 20% 31%
The Hashemite University 55% 25% 25%
Al al-Bayt University 91% 54% 54%
Al-Balqa' Applied University 87% 72% 56%
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 39% 56% 22%
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Frequency 80
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Administrator Another The center
Faculty Faculty Building

The Sites

Fig.2: Relative Frequency of Sites in the Total Sample

According to received responses by administrators, they were best informed about activities
carried out in the center in their own faculties, (58%). But a substantial percentage knew a bout the
activities in other faculties (39%) or in the center building (43%).

Among universities, administrators at Al al-Bayt and Al-Balqa were acquainted most with the

on - going activities in all sites.

C-3. Knowledge of Administrators of the Nature of Activities Carried out by the
Centers

The previous question did not specify the kind of activity the administrators know about. As
administrators in most cases work as deans or department chairmen, they would be expected to know
about the kind of program or activity their staffs are involved in via arrangements with the FDC.

The administrators are expected to know that evaluation of faculty by students is delegated to
the centers. This concern got the highest frequency (73%) as shown in table (12). Other types of
activities, as can be noticed in the table, got rather moderate frequencies. Perhaps, most ol the
administrators expect "instructional strategies and methods of teaching to be the major concern of the
centers' activities".

Table (16) and Fig.(3) show a relative frequency of (63%) in the whole sample and about

(80%) in four universities centers.

-20 -
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Table 16: Knowledge of Nature of Activities

Knowledge of Nature of Activities *

3 4

5

6

7 8 9

* Numbers Identify Knowledge of Activities' Nature as defined in table 16
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Fig.3: Knowledge of Nature of Activities
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Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Evaluation " .
Kn'\c‘)m;ledgefof Instructional Of gemggn o Computer ES‘fdet'.“ guathtyl Research | Muiti Media | Instructional
b ure 0 Strategies Student RRIEIE Skills LEITEULIY Pl Skills Technology | Consultation
Activities L &.Courses Of Faculty | Development
earning
Number 133 113 68 94 154 101 66 54 10
Total
% 63% 53% 32% 44% 73% 48% 31% 26% 5%
e 80% 53% 73% a7% | 87% 47% 33% 13% 7%
Ef”r\r,';‘r’;fy 81% 77% 52% 84% 90% 58% 42% 42% 3%
ey 33% 27% 13% 60% 63% 13% 13% 33% 3%
University o ° ° o g ° : e °
Jordan
gg;;’ﬁfg‘;n"df 63% 46% 17% 1% 60% 26% 34% 1% =
Technology
Sﬁﬁg‘;gﬁ';e 50% 55% 15% 25% 95% 60% 30% 35% 10%
GL?J;:X; 82% 73% 36% 91% 91% 18% 73% 36% -
Al-Balga'
Applied 78% 56% 46% 24% 63% 85% 24% 39% 9%
University
Al-Hussein Bin
Talal University 39% 52% 13% 56% 74% 44% 30% 22% 4%
160"
140 ¥ | o
1204"
100 47| -
Frequency 80 |
60"
4047
201
0 pel

AAU/ACSC




C- 4. Assessing the Contribution of FDCs to Professional Development of Faculty
Members

The way in which the centers contribute to the development of faculty members must be
related to the domains of activity in which each member participated. Perhaps the administrators are
not qualified to answer such a question but indirectly, through probable concern on their part to
follow up any advancement in the faculty. The figures in Table (17) reflect a rather low concern of
administrators, but still substantial to warrant the realization of FDCs, contribution to the professional
development of faculty members.

The figures in Table (17) and Fig.(4) indicate that the contribution was best in the areas of
computer technology, instructional strategies, and student evaluation of faculty. The contribution was
least demonstrated in the areas of research and data analysis skills and community service. The same
trend can be observed as we trace relative frequencies of administrators at every university.

Table 17: Domains of Activity that Contributed to Faculty Development

Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
. Utilizing . Feed Back From
Teaching Cvalualing ] Research S
Domains of Activity Methods & Sl Student Studgnt 5 Data Comnmn}f:dtlng Other
Strate Technology Learni Evaluation of &Analysis Service
rategy in Teaching arning Faculty naly
Numbers 87 97 44 97 53 46 7
Total
% 41% 46% 21% 46% 25% 22% 19%
University of Jordan 27% 33% 13% 53% 7% 20%
Yarmouk University 64% 71% 29% 61% 55% 26% %
Mu'tah University 17% 52% 10% 23% 23% 10% 9]
i n 5 T &
Jordan Universily of Science 46% 26% 23% 31% 1% 3% Z
and Technology O
Hashemite University 9% 39% 13% 48% 22% 7% 2
- - Z
Al al-Bayt University 36% 73% 9% 46% 27% 27% 4
B ] ; Z
GL Rzlrc;iatyApphed 59% 41% 30% 50% 4% 44%
‘Sl;ilj:::i‘t’;“ Bin Talal 9% 39% 13% 48% 2% 17% 44%
1001~
90 /
80" |
o=
|
Frequency 50 « |
a0 |°
|
20 "/ y
1047
0-
Domains of Activities”

s Numbers Identify Domains of Activity that Contributed to Faculty Development as defined in table
Fig.4: Domains of Activity Contributing to Faculty Development
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C-5. Assessing Difficulties that Hinder Effective Functioning of FDCs:

The administrators expressed their views
effective functioning of the centers. The rel
of difficulties are presented in T
activities, and lack of information
sources of difficulty by (64%
(e.g. the deans and department chairmen) was endorsed
Balga, and Al-Husse

) of the administrators. L

assessing the difficulties that stand in the way of
ative frequencies of administrators endorsing each source
able (18). Poor responsiveness to participation in the centers'
about the professional needs of faculty members were advocated as
ack of coordination with responsible persons
by (55%) of the administrators. At Al al-Bayt,
in Universities, where building and equipment facilities were |
FDCs, rated this lack rather substantially (54% and 48%), comp
other specified obstacles mentioned in T

acking at their
ared to other universities .Yet the
able(118) and Fig (5) were rated substantially as sources of

difficulties.
Table 18: Assessing Difficulties that Hinder Efficient Functioning of the Centers
g g
Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Directors Paor response Lactic of lack of Lack of I an:(cﬁl'c Lack of
Difficulfies t"m.(;:a to coordination . "lc (~0.| Shortage information f[:')w“lg room Other
Hieulties i rw;;".mg participalion with ecm.l?" of lunds on faculty i mut !e facilities & et
Rl LU in activities administrators expCrtise needs Ny equipment
putentialities
o Numbers 36 136 117 68 85 135 94 68 0
ola
% 17% 64% 55% 37% 40% 64% 44% 32% 0
University of Jordan 27% 47% 53% 13% 27% 53% 53% 13%
Yarmouk University 13% 84% 39% 19% 26% 64% 55% 23%
Mu'tah University 13% 50% 50% 20% 37% 53% 30% 20% -
Jordan University of <ZC
Science and 9% 51% 49% 29% 34% 69% 37% 23% S
Technology =
Hashemite o 0 - ) : 0 0 : %
University 20% 80% 70% 35% 44% 34% 52% 44% =
R 5]
G;l]?vle?;g 18% 64% 54% 54% 54% 73% 36% 54% Z.
I'd
- ] H O
G:]i%;‘:_giaty‘t\pp“ed 17% 67% 67% 48% 61% 83% 44% 48% Z
S G 30% 69% 70% 35% 44% 34% 52% 44%
Talal University
140 ¢
120-
100
80
Frequency
60
40
20
O "
Code of Difficulties 3

% Numbers Identify Sources of Difficulty as defined in table 18
Fig (5) Assessment of Difficulties that Hinder Effective Functioning of FDCs
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C- 6. Proposed Future Plans to Improve Efficiency of FDCs

The administrators, by virtue of the status each assumes, as dean, department chairperson or
member of the FDC Council, must have been exposed to the interactions of the centers. So they must
have formed some sort of assessment of the needs of the centers for which they can propose
appropriate future plans. Table (19) and Fig (6) present proposed provisions for future planning that
would set optimum condition for improving efficiency of the Centers. The proposed provisions in
Table (19) that were endorsed by rather high proportions of administrators include:

» Identification of professional needs of the faculty.

= Coordination with administrators (deans and department chairmen).

* Planning activities that meet faculty needs

» Provision of an incentive system that rewards participation.

» Setting of short-term and long-term plans through consultations and coordination with the
center council, personnel, faculty deans and department chairmen.

» Provide the centers with qualified expertise in technical areas.

The other provisions were not as attractive but still were endorsed by substantial proportions. It
is worth noting that the propositions of having the president or the dean enforce participation of
faculty members in the centers' activities was only moderately endorsed.

Table 19: Proposed provisions for future planning

Code 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Surve Plan Us Provide Short
P d ¥ Coordination President Deans Activities © Funds For Term and Provide Full Time
ropose of ; Incentives e ) ;
N Facult With Enforce Enforce 1o Meet R ding Building and Long Technical | Appointment
Provisions I\zllcudy Administrator Pauticipation | Paticipation Faculty P ft\.w}l 'll.]b Equipment Term Cadre of Director
eeds Needs articipation Projects Planning
Numbers 171 182 113 83 158 143 110 130 140 97
£
% 81% 86% 53% 39% 74% 68% 52% 61% 66% 46%
Eﬁﬁ\“‘vm"y of 80% 93% 73% 53% 67% 73% 47% 67% 67% 53%
The Yarmouk N o o 00 o o ) N ow 48%
University 87% 84% 52% 39% 24% 68% 39% 48% 39% (]
Mu'tah University 73% 70% 40% 30% 23% 53% 47% 53% 57% 40%
Jordan University of
Science and 77% 86% 37% 17% 23% 60% 49% 63% 57% 31%
Technology.
E'l‘ﬁvﬂ';fi'l‘ye"“‘e 75% 85% 45% 30% 75% 70% 50% 60% 75% 40%
Al al-Bayt University 82% V1% 64% 46% 73% 64% 64% 73% 91% 54%
G:;gi‘r‘s‘ﬂy’\pp“ed 91% 98% 76% 67% 83% 83% 72% 76% 85% 59%
Gl 4% 83% 44% 26% 4% 65% 44% 52% 74% 44%
-24 -
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Frequency 1g

8
6
4
2
0

1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10

Code of Proposed Provisions

* Numbers Identify Proposed Provisions as defined in table 19
Fig.6: Proposed Provisions for Future Planning

D- Analysis of Responses of Faculty Members:

As mentioned earlier. the third questionnaire was addressed to faculty members at the eight
Universities. The purpose of the questionnaire was to get the responses of the faculty members to the
questions raised on page (10-11) of this report .The number from each university who responded to
the questionnaire is presented in Table (2).The total number was 642.

D-1.Sources of Information about FDCs Available To Faculty Members:

The first question addressed to faculty members was about how they got to know about FDC.
Table (20) and Fig.(7) show sources of information available to them and the percentage of
respondents to each source at each of the eight universities.

The table shows that most of faculty members (56%) knew about FDCs through being
evatuated by their students; since this activity was organized at all universities by the centers.
Considering other sources, the next highest percentage (40%) was by those who were called upon to
participate in the centers' activities. Other sources had rather low rates of responding, between (6-
29%).

At the university level, and excluding the student’s evaluation channel, it is noticed that
Yarmouk University had the highest percentage of responses to all sources of information. Al-al-Bayt
University comes next, while each of Al-Hashemite and Jordan University has the lowest rates of
access to information among faculty members.

-25.-
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Table 20: Sources of information about FDCs

Code of Source K

* Numbers Identify Sources of information as defined in table 20

Fig.7 Sources of information about FDCs

D-2.Rates of Participation in FDCs Activities:

Table (21) and Fig.(8) show training areas of activities carried out by the centers, and the rates
of participation in each of these activities and at each university. The table shows rather low rates of
participation in most of the activities. The highest rate was in teaching methods, which was
evidenced in the total sample and in most of the individual university samples. The lowest rates were
in activities related to research skills, data analysis, and software and information technology skills.

Considering rates of participation at the individual university level, it was found that the
highest rates in the different areas of activity were at Yarmouk and Al-Hashemite universities.

Evaluation of the FDCs
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Code of Source 1 2 3 4 5 6
Source of information about FDCs Informative Call to Memos bulletin| e-messages | Via Students | Other
Bulletin participation | Instructions evaluation of
faculty
Total Numbers 123 257 187 72 359 0
Yo 19% 40% 29% 11% 56% 0
University of Jordan. 14% 36% 21% 11% 71%
Yarmouk University 31% 78% 60% 49% 20%
[Mu'tah University 13% 46% 37% 14% 56%
grordan University of Science and 2004 14% B 1% 37% 0
echnology
Hashemite University 8% 21% 22% 3% 72%
Al |-Bayt University 19% 58% 52% 10% 68%
Al-Balqa' Applied University 19% 34% 13% 5% 65% 0
Al-Hussein Bin Talal University 31% 46% 46% 12% 49% 0
400
350
300
250
Total & % 200 m';% .
150
100 | 2L
50




Table 21: Rates of faculty Participation in FDC Activities

Code of Rate ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1o 11
] A . . Evaluation ntiari .
Rates of faculty Teaching | Curriculum | Course |Instructional | Evaluation Test of Research Statistical [Soft Ware| Information
Pacticipation methods [ Development | Design | Technology [of Learning| construction instruction skills analysis Skills [ Technology
Numbers 244 89 101 103 127 141 130 62 45 73 81
Total
Y% 38% 14% 16% 16% 20% 22% 20% 10% % 11% 13%
U"J'I’)‘;(rﬁl‘l‘]y o 25% 7% 14% 40% 18% 18% 4% 4% — — 4%
Il 41% 20% 39% 41% 22% 41% 26% 12% 24% 47% 2%
University
Mu'tah University 17% 5% 13% 14% 8% 6% 8% 4% 12% 21% 26%
Jordan University
of Science and 39% 12% 6% 6% 17% 18% 32% 3% 3% 3% 4%
Technology
el 49% 5% 17% 2% 24% 12% 20% 4% 4% 4% 14%
niversity
Al I-Bayt 0 P o, o, 0,
i 32% 10% 3% 26% 36% 74% 29% 13% 13% 39% 13%
Universily
Al-Balqa’ Applied | 17% 16% % 18% 26% 12% 2% % % 5%
Universily
Al-Hussein Bin Talal | 340, 16% 20% 18% 20% 26% 30% 21% — 3% 18%
niversity
250
200
150 20%
Frequency
100
10%
50
6
0 r

7 8
Code of Rate of Faculty Participation

* Numbers Identify Areas of Activity as defined in table 21
Fig. 8: Rates of Faculty Participation in FDCs' Activities
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D- 3.The Outcomes of Participation in FDCs Activities:

The answer to the question: "to what extent did faculty members benefit from participation in
the centers' activities?" is illustrated by table (22) and Fig.(9). A rating of "High" or "Medium" was
considered to imply a positive impact of the participation. The table shows a range of (26%-49%) for
this level of rating. This is a rather modest rating, which can be explained on the fact that
participation was distributed among different types of activities. The figures in the table indicate that
faculty members - who actually participated in the center's activities - have benefited from their
participation in the areas specified in the table, especially those areas related "to instruction and
evaluation of student learning. They benefited less in the areas of research methodology and data
analysis. The evident reason for this is that very few activities were conducted in such areas.

Table 22: The Outcomes of Participation in FDCs Activities

Code of Outcome 1 2 3 4 5 6
The Outcomes of Improve lmpro.v‘etl T Dev[elop _ Devlclop N aceqtuirc .
o Outeomes of || o [P L P R
crionance students Technology skills students
% for Total orlBh | gon | a3% | 0% | 2% | 26% | 36%
Universities | Low 8% 9% 11% 18% 16% 12%
o High | 500 | 309 | 21% | 18% | 11% | 21%
University of Jordan &Medium
Low 7% 4% 1% 7% 11% 7%
o High 59% 53% 53% 45% 35% 47%
Yarmouk University &Medium
Low 2% 4% 2% 6% 6% 4%
L tigh 46% 38% | 45w | 40% | 24% | 26%
Mu'tah University &Medium
Low 5% 7% 7% 14% 11% 7%
Jordan University of | High | ghor | 5400 | 45% | 30% | 35% | S53%
Science and &Medium
Technology Low 4% 3% 6% 15% 10% 6%
DR Eligh 52% a6% | 46% | 26% 9% | 35%
Hashemite University &Medium
Low 15% 19% 19% 31% 34% 22%
o High 63% s2% | 46% | 42% | 36% | 61%
Al I-Bayt University &Medium
Low 6% 3% - 13% 10% 10%
ALBalg Applied  |ganin | a7 | 4sw | 35w | 5% | 3% | 32%
o Low 9% 0% | 2% | 1% | 15% | 17%
Al-Hussein Bin Talal &hl/i[é%li]um 21% 20% 12% 10% 16% 15%
Universi
iversity Low 10% 0% | 15% | 16% | 10% 8%

-8 -
Evaluation of the FDCs AAU/ACSC



60% .
50% 1 |
Level of the 40% + |
cresmans %
Low 20% - I‘" High &Medium
10% |
0% 4

Code of Activity *

* Numbers Identify Level of the Outcome as defined in table 22
Fig. 9: The Outcomes of Participation in FDCs

D-4.Student Evaluation of Faculty Members:

The figures in table (23) and Fig.(10) reflect serious dissatisfaction with the results of student
evaluation of faculty members. Items 4, 5, 7, 9 and 10 express negative attitudes toward this activity,
The response rates to items favoring student evaluation or expressing its merits as it is being carried
out are exemplified in the response rates to items 2 and 6, which are substantially much lower than
those showing unfavorable attitudes toward students' evaluation of faculty members. Large
proportions (60%) of faculty members agree that every instructor should be acquainted with student
ratings of his performance. About the same proportion indicates that the way this activity is done
should be reconsidered. About the same response rates recur in each individual university sample to
each of the items.

It should be pointed out that student evaluation of faculty members is an activity that is not
organized within the framework of faculty development scheme. It is a rather centralized activity, at
the university level, generally utilized for accountability of faculty members. Moreover, the
assessment form used does not include items that are specifically related to the outcomes expected
out of participation in FDCs activities. Therefore, the results of student evaluation of faculty

members would not give valid indices of the effectiveness of faculty development programs.

-29.
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Table 23: Assessment of outcomes of student Evaluation of faculty

gfti;:]fe : o . 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
Rellects ]
0 merils & . Sl_uden‘t R Administrative | Student ratings ApplOnC.h to EVﬂh.muo Lack of | Instructors Thele. S‘hm'ld be
ulcomes of S| Reasonably | Involves |Reflects|gelting high| students " o, evaluation | nofthe - N laculty
hort . e : decisions should|can be objective| . * Alternatives| should be o
Student Comi Accurate | substantial [students| marks rate slve i facully needs fcourse nol P evaluation by
Evaluation OMINES | ohjective etror Biases | instructors | objective hotibe bnseld onff not k}\O\vn S to be the fofdecisicy lnfgnnefl ol studenls but in a
of : student ratings | administration . . makers  [their ratings| .
Teaching highly 1atings reconsidered |instiuctor different way
Num. | 232 249 210 370 321 123 379 272 379 373 222 388 274
<
&
% 36% 39% 33% 58% 50% 19% 59% 42% 59% 58% 35% 60% 43%
Univesityof | 5105 | 30% | 39% | d6% | S54% | 4% 68% 20% 5% | 64% | 32% | 57% 46%
Jumow | 35w | 33% | 33% | 63% | 43% 16% 61% 57% 4% | 49% | 41% | T1% 35%
gt 1 a3 | 4s% | 26% | 54% | 48% (4% 51% 16% 4% | se% | 2% | 52% 45%
Jordan
Umiversity o | 3500 | 330 | 28% | S4% | 49% 16% 48% 36% 5% | 0% | 2% | 6% 45%
Technology
Hashemite | 300, | 3506 | 39% | 65% | 55% 169 9 99 5 9 Y 64% i
University b () () () () (] 7% 49% 2% 67% 46% 4% S5i%
kb ggy | osaw | 23% | ss% | 4s% | 23% 45% 39% s2% | s2% | 29% | 7% 26%
Al-Balgy'
UAF\!"I::": 39% 40% 35% 57% 48% 34% 59% 43% 61% 64% 34% 62% 44%
niverdity
Al-Hussein Bin
U Tnlﬂl'l 41% 41% 30% 56% 52% 15% 61% 42% 56% S1% 38% 318% 25%
niversily
e 0 BOIL SR04 —60%
4007 i ;‘-‘n i /n AL ) '
350 o i
300 42 %0
. 3
Frequen 2507§ | e =
cquenc | | i
ueney 200 | 378 37 ;
150 8 |
100 1
50 _ | ! E
0 ol Bl Bl Bowl Bl Buel ol Bl Moed Susl Besl Bpel B
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Code of Qutcome*

% Numbers Identify Type of Assessment Outcomes as defined in Table (23)
Fig. 10: Assessment of outcomes of student Evaluation of faculty
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D- 5.Reasons for Not Participating In FDCs Activities:

Table (24) and Fig.(11) show recurrence of reasons or excuse for not participating in FDCs
activities, The most prominent excuses proclaimed was "not being asked to participate (31%)". The
second most recurrent excuse were "there was no incentive to participation” (20%). Other excuses
with rather very low occurrence: “activity does not meet my needs”, “trainers are not competent

enough”, and “the quality of the program is not expected to improve my performance”.

Among the teaching staff at the eight universities, the greatest numbers who said they were not
asked to participate were at Al-Hashemite, Al-Balqa, and Al-Hussein universities. The other excuses

were claimed by remarkably small number of individuals.

Table 24: Excuses for not participating in the activities of FDCs

Code of Excuse 1 2 3 4 5
ol Quality of
Tl Was not asked to Act1v1.ty d‘oes n_?t : program not Trainers not ) .
he Excuse e meet 1nstructor's . No incentive
participate d expected to qualified enough
-~ improve perform
Numbers 199 89 58 61 130
Total
- % 31% 14% 9% 10% 20%
University of Jordan. 39% 18% [1% 11% 14%
Yarmouk University 6% 24% 6% 6% 10%
Mu'tah Universit 19% 17% 7% 10% 13%
i
Jor.dan University of 21% 1% 8% 79 17%
| Science and Technology
Hashemite University 46% 6% 9% 10% 28%
Al I-Bayt University 13% 16% 3% 3% 26%
Al-Balqa' Applied 38% 15% 12% 1% 20%
University
AI-.Hu?s'em Bin Talal 39% 21% 2% 16% 259,
University

31

20

0

15

0

Frequency 10
0

194,

O O ur

Code of Excuse *

* Numbers Identify Kind of Excuse as defined in Table @)
Fig. 11: Excuses For Not Participating in the Activitics of FDCs
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D-6.Suggested Ways to Attract More Participation of Teaching Staff in FDCs Activities

Table (25) and Fig.(12) summarize responses of faculty members in the study sample to the
question of how to attract more participation in the centers' activities. A high percentage of (77%)
and achieving higher percentage in some of the individual university samples, emphasize that
activities proposed in the centers should take into consideration the professional needs of faculty
members. Also a relatively high percentage (56%) was for providing a system of incentives
rewarding participation, and cutting reward from those who abstain when called to participate.

Yet there was a substantial, though rather low, percentage of those who favored imposing
formal control - to enforce participation either by the president or the dean.

Table 25: Suggested ways to attract participation in FDC Activities

Code of the Suggested Way 1 2 3 4
oectad Wave The President Enforce The Dean Enforce Formal Regard Needs of Faculty In e
Suggested Ways Formal Participation Participation Selecting an Activity firoposcllncentiveL ysicnt
158 95 493 357
Total Numbers
% 25% 15% 77% 56%
University of Jordan, 4% 4% 89% 43%
Yarmouk University 28% 26% 78% 59%
Mu'tah University 25% 10% 79% 60%
Jordan University of . R o 0
Science and Technology . e i i
Hashemite University 11% 13% 76% 56%
Al |-Bayt University 36% 26% 74% 61%
Al-Balqa’ Applicd 30% 26% 80% 66%
University
Al-Hussein Bin Talal 3 . o B
University 34% 8% 77% 56%
500
400
300
Frequancy
200
100
0 k=
Code of Suggested Ways*
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* Numbers identify ways as defined in table 25
Fig.12: Suggested Ways to Attract Participation in FDCs’ Activities
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D-7.Surveying Professional Needs of Faculty Members:

Faculty members in the study sample were asked to each state his special personal professional
needs for which he would participate in activities organized by the center toward meeting these
needs. Table (26) and FIG.(13-a)and Fig.(13-b) summarize the responses of (475) subjects selected
from the main sample of (624). The table shows frequencies and relative frequencies (as percentages)
for each proposed area of training in the total sample (of 475) and for each of the eight universities.
Though the figures in the table speak for themselves, it is worth noting the areas with the highest
frequencies so they would constitute prospective foci of training in future planning of FDCs
activities. Those highest frequency areas are:

e University teaching: methods and strategies.
* Basic skills : using the computer.

* Modern multi-media technology of education.

Second in importance, come the following areas:
e Improving foreign language competence, in English and other foreign languages.
e Research skills and the utilization of scientific information web — ¢ - sites.
e Special skills in using special software: e.g. SPSS, SAS.
e Statistical procedures of data analysis and the utilization of computerized software in data analysis.

* How to maintain good relations with students, colleagues, and administrative staff.

Other areas of activity are proposed but the demand frequency is rather low. This suggests that
if the center suggests certain activity from amongst those less popular, the people at the center should
make sure that they have the proper customers. The better approach is to first identify a persisting

need and then tailor the activity that suits the need.

et
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Table 26: Professional Needs Proposed by Faculty Members

Code of the Universily 1 2 3 4 5 6 7/ 8
.
" Q 0,
_ 3 %
- Jordan Yarmouk | Mu'tah SecEEIE Hashemite Ut Al Balga | Al Hussein| g ’
GEDEETimIEat Universi University |Universi fiEciitivey Universi Bayt University | Universi
y y &y University IS University I I b
Methods & strategies of
I University Teaching g ! 4 10 = g 8 1 Lo Ly
, Desnlgn & Development of 2 | I 2 | 1 I 3 12 25
curricula and courses
Modern multi-media
3 Technology of education : ! . 3 F . 12 13 33 S
4 Evall.!atlon of student 1 | 2 ) g 1 | 2 18 38
learning
Test construction & analysis
5 of test results 1 ! 2 2 8 1 | 2 18 3.8
Evaluation of Instruction at
6 the University level . l = 2 £ : L 2 . i
Research methods & skills &
i scientific inf. Websites : 2 i i J 2 12 b N 72
Statistical methods of data
8 analysis, and computerized 1 2 5 | 3 1 12 6 31 6.5
applications
Special skills in using special
J software: SPSS, SAS 3 3 ! ! 1 3 & 2 30 e
10 Basis skills in using the 1 | 14 0 5 3 25 7 65 13.7
computer
0" E:Ieammg & g-(cachmg, & | 1 | | 4 4 1 4 17 36
distant education
12 Improving foreign language 7 1 15 | 6 1 | 2 44 93
competence
Maintaining good relation
13 with students, colleagues and 3 4 | | 8 | 10 4 32 6.7
supervisors -
14 Methods 9f(ci\c|]lllg children 1 1 4 | 3 1 5 2 18 13
with special needs
Getting acquainted with
15 internal rules and regulations | 2 2 2 4 2 2 2 17 3.6
of the university
TOTAL 35 23 69 42 99 35 98 74 475 100
, - 34 -
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Frequency 40-
B
30+ %
2000k 25
10
0 ol Dol Bl Dol o ' g ].1' ol |1 8 i LIS S ) P
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Code of Professional Need*
*Number identify type of need as defined in table 26
Fig 13 a: Professional Needs Proposed by Faculty Members
120 R
100 15.6

80
Frequency 60
40
20
ol

Code of Universities*

*Number identify type of need as defined in table 26
Fig 13 b: Universities Professional Needs by Faculty Members
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7-Conclusions:

- The sample made available to this study was a little better than one fourth of the targeted
sample. This could form a delimitation of the findings. However, the sources of information
could be considered of sufficient range to warrant reliability of the findings.

- The information obtained through the questionnaires and the interviews with the directors
tells us that each center has its own unique circumstances which define its potentialities,
including physical facilities (buildings and equipment), the visions and plans characterizing
center directors and councils, and whatever cooperation and coordination are achieved with
other bodies at the universities.

- Every center has a council formed of a number of administrators in the upper stratum of the
authority hierarchy. The tasks and responsibilities of the councils "seem" to be well defined
and concerned with the vital issues in the functioning of the centers.

- Most of the center directors expressed the need for qualified personnel to do technical tasks
and follow up of the centers' activities.

- Though university facilities are made available to the centers' activities, the future plans of
most centers aim at expanding buildings and equipment. One or two of the centers mention
conservative estimates delimited by the unavailability of funds.

- All centers had in the past two or three years conducted a number of activities related to the
training and development of faculty members. However, the number of activities and
participants vary widely from one center to another. Some of the university centers have
accomplished a good number of activities attended by relatively large numbers of
participants. Examples are Yarmouk and Mu'tah University. Other centers are doing much
planning, when they need to transform some of the planning into practical activity.

. Student evaluation of faculty members is a responsibility mandated to all centers. At one
point in time, some centers confine their functioning to this activity. There seems to be some
justification to having these centers main concern to be staff development and not staff
evaluation. Moreover, this activity has developed into a stereotype that makes it deviat from
its intended functions. The analysis of faculty members' responses has shown evident negative
attitudes towards this activity and that the way it is organized and implemented should be
reconsidered.

- The main difficulties encountered by the centers, as spelled out by the directors, are related to
their appointment as directors being on a part time basis, faculty members not very responsive
to participation in the centers' activities and the insufficiency of funds. Though some centers
do not have their own building and equipment facilities, the university facilities are always
made available to them.

- The responses of the administrators in all the eight universities indicate good awareness on
their part of the activities conducted by the centers and of their role in such activities. Their
awareness extends to knowledge of the nature of program or training performed by the centers
and the extent to which participation of faculty members in the centers' activities contributed
to their professional development.
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- Analysis of the responses of faculty members shows that they are inadequately informed
about the centers and their activities, except through the centers' organizing student evaluation
of their teaching performance. This seemed to have formed negative attitudes towards the
process of student evaluation, and limited their awareness of the center to this activity.

- The rates of participation of faculty members can be described as modest and not very
encouraging. Several reasons may explain these rates . The main reason is the no responsive
attitude of the majority of faculty members. Another reason is that the planning of activities is
not based on knowledge of faculty members' needs. The rather law rates of participation are
further associated with rather low ratings of satisfaction with the outcomes of the activities,

- The data on professional needs of faculty members could be considered a preliminary survey
of their needs which may be utilized by FDCs. However, a more extensive study of needs by
each center at each university is a prerequisite to planning activities in these centers.

8 - Recommendations

The focus of concern in deriving some recommendations from the findings of this study is to
promote the effectiveness of FDCs functioning. The main issues around which recommendations are
made are the following:

A. Qualifications Of The FDC Director :

It is recommended that the FDC director has good knowledge of the professional needs of
faculty members, experience in planning and management of projects and activities, an awareness of
recent trends in areas like: information technology, e-learning, research methodology, data analysis,
software used in data analysis and other instructional activities, and quality control and quality
assurance as applied in the educational enterprise. It is expected that a successful director has vision
and flexibility in exploring practical and feasible alternatives.

It is perhaps preferable that the director comes from among the teaching staff, and while he is
appointed as director on a part-time basis, he maintains his intimate relationship with teaching, and
works for its development through the centers' activities.

B. The Personnel of FDCs:

It is recommended that the personnel of an FDC consists of the following:

1. Director assistant, preferably having full-time appointment at the center, with a minimum
degree of MA, and with qualifications and experiences compatible to some extent with those
of the director.

2. Technical personnel having special skills in programming, data entry and data analysis,

software manipulation and the utilization of equipment like PowerPoint, scanners, projectors,

etc.

Administrative personnel including secretaries, and office personnel dealing with

management and follow up requirements.

(8]

3k :
Note: Trainers, lectures, or experts, are not to be appointed at the center. They are recruited from among
the university faculty members for specific assignments related to a specifically scheduled activity.
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C. Building and Equipment Facilities

It is recommended that building facilities be provided for at least one computer laboratory and a
lecture — seminar hall, well equipped with facilities like PowerPoint, projectors, any other
technological media.

Concerning equipment, sufficient number of computers for computer labs, with other equipment
facilities would be necessary..

D. The Scope of Work At FDC

The scope of work at an FDC covers basically activities that contribute to the professional
development of faculty members.
The areas emphasized in the responses of the samples in this study were the following:

e Instructional methods and strategies

¢ Instructional design and course planning

e Evaluation of student learning, including test construction skills and the utilization of new
trends like: portfolio assessment, authentic assessment dynamic assessment , etc .

e New trends in instructional strategies including instructional technology, e-learning,
knowledge economy, distant education etc.

e Research Skills and data analysis skills.

e Quality control and quality assurance as applied to university education

It is to be noted here that student evaluation of faculty members — as part of accountability
imposed by the university administrators should not be part of the responsibility of the center.
The people at the center may be asked for advice or consultation on how to design assessment of
instruction as a comprehensive process, or how to do course evaluation.

But it is not the center's responsibility to do accountability requirements, or to provide data for
accountability.

E. Planning Of Activities
It is recommended that planning of activities at FDC be done according to the following steps:

5.1 Survey professional needs of faculty members in each faculty or department.

5.2 Propose areas of training related to the identified needs.

53  Consult with deans or department chairmen that have potential candidates to participate in
the proposed activities.

54 Locate potential trainers, lecturers, or specialists after consulting with the relevant deans
and department chairmen.

5.5 Make sure that scheduling and timing of activities provide optimum opportunities for
participation.

F. To Secure Participation Of Faculty Members In FDCs Activities

In addition to planning activities according to identified needs, participation can be encouraged
further by establishing a system of incentives that rewards participation. This can be done in the
form of credit points allotted to participation and to be considered for promotion or other
rewarding outcomes.
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9-Model Building for FDC Planning:

One of the main issues that present itself in this study is how to plan activities that meet
professional needs of faculty members and, at the same time, conform to proposed criteria of
efficiency. This does not undermine the importance of other needs related to provision of building,
equipment, and funding facilities. However, such a provision becomes more likely to get the support
of decision makers once they are convinced of the productive and efficient functioning of the center.

The planning of activities in the faculty development centers must take into consideration the
findings in this study, especially, those related to recognized difficulties, such as the following:
¢ lack of information about the professional needs of the faculty members at the
eight universities
e lack of coordination between the centers and administrators, especially those
at the faculties and departments,
e inefficient planning of activities and workshops,
* low rates of participation in the centers' activities among faculty members,
¢ lack of an incentive system that would encourage participation in the centers' activities,

Calling for an incentive system that would be linked with participation was endorsed by most of
the respondents to the questionnaires of the study. The planning of activities must, therefore, have an
incentive system constitute one of its basic components.

There was an attempt, in this study, to identify professional needs as visualized by faculty
members. A wide variation can be observed in the proposed needs (refer to Table 22), with no clear
frame of reference to encompass the training content.

When we search in the literature of "faculty development programs", we find many instances
where a frame of reference, or a focus, was encompassing the components of the program. This can
be illustrated by citing some examples:

At Michigan State University, "The Faculty and Organizational Development program" focuses
on "excellence in teaching, research and leadership". At the Houghton Mifflin College, the faculty
development program offers a "suite of technology products” within the concept of "teach with
technology".

At the University of Oklahoma, the Instructional Development Program related faculty
development to accreditation, emphasizing "standards for accreditation”". For example, Standard 10
states "an accredited institution is characterized by faculty who demonstrate professional growth". At
the University of Washington, the university offers a university-wide orientation program for new
faculty to improve their teaching skills, and prepare their teaching portfolios. The faculty
development program at the University of Texas is part of an organized research program providing
semester leaves for tenured persons, and summer leaves for tenure track assistant professors.

The points of emphasis identified in the literature, and the findings revealed in this study should
provide reasonable grounds for model building underlying FDC planning of activities and programs.
The components of such a model are proposed in Figure 14. Here, an FDC can start with
components presented in the figure to tailor a program for "newly appointed faculty members", or
another for those working toward tenure and promotion, or another for those who are looking for
administrative positions by taking components related to "leadership and society-based development"
in Figure 14,

0
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The figure does not include all the elements of a plan or program. It only proposes areas of
concern and samples of means and media. Although a preliminary draft of a proposed program can
be prepared, some exploration has to precede final endorsement of the program. Visits of FDC
directors to faculties and departments must be scheduled, and meetings held to discuss all technical
and logistic issues. Specialized persons and experts in the areas of training should also be consulted.
This phase of programming should take all it needs of careful planning, exploration, consultation,
and, perhaps, researching.

As to the question of providing an incentive system in a program, it can be inferred that in the
proposed areas of concern (in Figure 14), the system of incentives is to some extent implicit in the
proposed areas. Yet, some programs can be designed to be credit programs, that is, the participant is
granted credit points for attending the program. Arrangements are, then, to be made with the
university administration to reckon these points for the purposes of tenure and promotion.

Area of concern Focus Samples of means media
Faculty development Focus on the individual - Innovative approaches to teaching
faculty member - Teaching with technology

- Assessment and evaluation skills
- Research and data analysis skills

Instructional development & | Focus on student learning | - Student learning & curriculum development
course design & course management - Course design & management

- Classroom response system

- electronic books, online tutoring

Organizational development | Focus on the structure of | - Teaching efficiency as a prerequisite for accreditation.

& accreditation the institution & its sub - | - Programs stated in terms of learning outcomes
components - Developing & achieving standards of accreditation.
Upgrading proficiency of Focus on achieving - Basic teaching skills & teaching portfolios
newly appointed faculty optimum learning - Orientation toward research & community service competencies
metmbers efficiency - Assessment & evaluation skills

- Course management & design
- Introducing innovative approaches & technologies

Achieving tenure & Focus on means to fulfill | - University research policies & recourses
requirements promotion requirements of - The legal & regulatory background
pedagogy, research & - Organized research projects
community service - Specialized programs in the field of specialization of groups of
faculty members
Leadership & society — Focus on social, - Organizational management skills & competencies
based developments leadership, & executive - Financial management competencies
competencies - Strategy formulation & planning skills

- Leadership: Approaches & qualifications
- Quality management in higher education

Figure 14: Components for Model Building of FDC plans
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11- Annexes:
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Annex (1)

Questionnaire addressed the directors of the FDCs
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Annex (2)

Questlonnalre addressed the Academic Administrative Staff of
Eight Public Universities.
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Annex (3)
Questionnaire addressed the Instructors of Faculties
at the Eight Public Universities.
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