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The Role of Women in the Municipalities of Jenin District in Decision-
Making Between Obstacles and Ways of Reinforcing.
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Supervisor : Prof. Tareq Al-Haj.

Abstract:

This study aimed to identify the role of woman who is a member in the municipalities of
the province of Jenin in the decision-making from the perspective of the members of the
municipal councils in those municipalities. It also aimed to determine the degree of
difference in their opinions according to the difference of each of the following variable:
age, gender, marital status, qualification, and job title of the municipality member. To
achieve the objectives of this study, the researcher has used the descriptive analytical
methodology, and she relied on a questionnaire as her study tool; she has designed a
questionnaire to collect data related to this study.

To assure the veracity of the questionnaire, the researcher has presented it to a panel of
experts in this field. In its final form, the questionnaire consisted of (38) paragraphs, and it
enjoyed a high degree of sincerity, as the stability of tool resolution has been ascertained
via the coefficient of internal consistency (Cronbach’s Alpha), where the study tool
enjoyed a high degree of stability worth (0.90). After that the questionnaire was distributed
to the entire members of the study population , which consisted of all members of the
elected municipal councils in the municipalities of Jenin , totaling (161) , and the number
of questionnaires which were returned to the researcher were (141) questionnaires,
representing (75.8 %) of the full members of the study population .

After the questionnaires have been collected, the researcher has written down the
responses of the individuals surveyed and has entered them into the computer. The data of
the questionnaire has been processed by using the software program (SPSS), where the
(average balance) of each paragraph of the questionnaire has been calculated separately,
also the (frequencies and percentages) have been calculated in order to answer the
questions of the study. Furthermore the following tests were conducted: (T Test) for the
independent samples, (ANOVA Test), and (Scheffe Test) for multiple comparisons.

This study has concluded that: the degree of the role of a woman who is a member of
the municipalities in the decision-making is high, where the percentage of the responses of
the respondents in this area was (71%). Also, the study has shown that the total score of the
factors that enhance the role of a woman, a member of the decision-making, is high, where
the percentage of responses of respondents in this area was (76.6 %), while the total score
of the obstacles that restrict the role of a woman in decision-making is medium, where the
percentage of responses of the respondents in this area was (68.8 %). This study has also
shown that there are differences at the level of statistical significance (o = 0.05) between
the responses of the respondents attributed to age, while there was no statistical differences
at the level of statistical significance (o = 0.05) between the responses of the respondents
attributed to the variables: age, gender, marital status, qualification, and job title for a
member of the municipal council.



The study has had a number of recommendations, most notably: the need to train women
members of the municipal councils on scientific methodology in the process of decision-
making and problem-solving, and the need to increase the participation of women
members in the municipal councils in the preparation of plans, and the development of
future scenarios for municipal councils where there are those women members. The study
has also recommended the need to find consensus among the members of municipal
councils, to hold meetings of municipal councils in times compatible with the ability of
women members to attend these sessions , so they would be able to fulfill their role and
participate fully in the procedure of approving decisions issued by the municipal councils.
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