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The Degree to which Jordanian Teachers are Ready to Cope with Future Challenges Entailed
by the Use of Information and Communication Technology in the Educational Field

Narjes Hamdi and Khalil Al-Balawi *

ABSTRACT

This study aimed at identifying the degree of readiness of Jordanian teachers to cope up with future

challenges resulting from the use of information and communication technology in the educational field.

The sample consisted of (360) male and female teachers teaching in the public schools. To achieve the

objectives of this study, a special measurement for the future challenges resulting from the application of

information technology in teaching was construded. Furthermore, another scale was used to identify the

nature of teachers' attitudes towards various roles concerning the use of information and communication

technology in teaching. Based upon data analysis, the following results were obtained:

- Teachers showed a high degree of readiness that enables them to cope up with the future challenges
resulting from the use of information and communication technology in the educational field.

- Teachers of various academic levels are highly ready to accept their future roles as presented by
information and communication technology. Nonetheless, there are differences in the degree of
readiness found in two variables; gender and experience, in favor of the males and short experienced

teachers, respectively.
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