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Backgrounds: The purpose of this review is to create awareness among educational policymakers that 
poor global ranking of our higher education institutions necessitates an in-depth search for the possible 
constraints that hinder their academic progress. The author focused on certain inhibitors formulated in 
a questionnaire, format to be filled by participants.
Methods: The author in this review highlighted the possible inhibitors to the academic process and 
potential amendments; a brief one-page questionnaire has been distributed to attendees asking them 
to fill it on-site. 
Results: 100.0% of the participants need to improve physical and financial resources and 72.5% have to 
develop their human resources. 62.9% need to recover the setting of their educational standards. 62.7% 
agree about the need to eradicate favoritism from their educational level 60.8% have to develop their 
citations per published paper. 52.9% have to improve the ratio of full-time faculty/ number of student 
enrolled 51.0% suffers from inequalities in access to higher education. 49.0% agree about the need to 
improve their attitude towards internationalization. 37.25% need to reform clear policy and guidelines 
for their faculty and are not satisfied with the non-alignment between information, technology, and 
higher education institutions. 
Conclusions: Research analysis and objective judgment of the outcome were hereby presented. The 
governmental and institutional decision-makers will be informed about the possible inhibitors of our 
academic progress as perceived by educational experts and how could we all participate in minimizing 
their consequences.
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Introduction
 Attempts to introduce educational changes into our curricula, year after year, resulted in a 
minimal effect that kept our institutions behind the international standards. A brief review of the 2018-
2019 global ranking of our universities, as compared to international universities, revealed a decline 
rather than progress which may be due to certain inhibitors or constraints.
 Good standing higher educational institutions, worldwide, are reconsidering their educational 
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strategic planning to achieve equity and fairness among students and marginalized regions (Reif, 2008: 
Safina, 2015) and developing new policies and guidelines for faculty appointment, promotion and tenure. 
(B u c h a n a n, 2 0 0 9 :  Moher et al. 2018)
 Despite the sharp increase in the number of private institutions in the region and Lebanon 
in particular, the question to be raised is whether the decision-makers in these institutions have 
assured the availability of adequate human and physical resources before authorizations; in addition, 
have they realized that the fulfillment of the institution educational mission depends on the quality 
and commitment of their faculty? The following review of the Arabic Universities status on the ranking 
scale urges us to assess the possible inhibitors to progress in order to inform decision-makers and 
administrators to the actual educational standards of our institutions.
 According to the US News & World Report/ Education- Global University Ranking 2019, the 
Arab Universities ranked poorly in a similar manner to 2018 with a total of 30/1250 (table1). Four 
Saudi Universities maintained their top rankings, the majority of the Arab Universities were Egyptian 
(11/30); another six universities from the Arabian Gulf, in addition to the other four Saudi, were ranked 
reasonably. Only 5 universities ranked above 500, while 25 were below 500. Total per country (Egypt- 11; 
Saudi Arabia- 4; Tunis- 4; Qatar- 2; Morocco- 2; UAE- 2; Jordan- 2; while Lebanon, Oman, Kuwait each 
1) = 30.

The US News & World Report/ Education- Global University Ranking 2019Table 1 

Another analysis conducted by QS (Quacquarelli Symonds) on World Top 1000 University Rankings 2019. 
Among the top 1000 Universities, only one Arabic University ranked above 200 (189), eleven schools 
ranked between 200 and 500, and the majority (25 out of 37) ranked below 500 as shown in the table. This 
poor ranking together with other similar global ranking urged us to search for possible inhibitors to the 
progress of our academic institutions. 
 The Times Higher Education World University Rankings 2019 included more than 1250 
universities. They used 13 carefully calibrated performance indicators to provide the most comprehensive 
and balanced comparisons, trusted by academics, university leaders and governments. The Arab region 
universities ranked poorly this year; although some newcomer universities were represented. Among 
the 50 universities represented, the majority came from Egypt 19 universities, followed by Saudi Arabia 
6 (2 were on the top), Algeria 6, United Arab Emirates 4, Morocco 4, Jordan 3, Tunis 3, Lebanon 2, Qatar 
1, Iraq 1, and Oman 1. As for Lebanon, two universities ranked 6 (AUB) and 15 (LAU) both are supported 
by the U.S.A. government.
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QS (Quacquarelli Symonds) World Top 1000 University Rankings 2019Table 2 
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World University Rankings 2019 the Times Higher EducationTable 3 

A modified version of the comparison between 2018 and 2019 US News & World Ranking top 30 Arab 
Region Universities out of the top 1250 global universities (Table 4). Low performance of the majority of 
Arab universities is still prevailing and decision-makers must be aware of the conflict between intended 
educational objectives and the existing curricula in terms of proper utilization of human and financial 
resources.

US NEWS & World Report/ Ranking/ World’s top 1250 UniversitiesTable 4 
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Aim of the Study
 The purpose of this review is to create awareness among educational policymakers that poor 
global ranking of our higher education institutions necessitates an in-depth search for the possible 
constraints that hinder their academic progress. The author focused on certain inhibitors formulated 
in a questionnaire, format to be filled by participants. They will be kindly asked to rate their institutions 
according to their perception relevant to the fairness and equity in faculty recruitment, promotion, and 
tenure.
Methods
 The author in this review highlighted the possible inhibitors to the academic process and 
potential amendments, a brief one-page questionnaire has been distributed to attendees asking them 
to fill it on-site, table 5.
Possible inhibitors to be discussed: 
Nepotism (Favoritism) – Faculty recruitment, promotion, and tenure-transparency Vs. opacity. 
Lack of human, physical, and financial resources. 
Lack of clear Faculty development scheme, quality & commitment.

Filled questionnaire by participants.Table 5 

Statistical analyses
 Descriptive statistics were used to describe the response of participants to each of the ten 
items related to inhibitors. Subjects are asked if they strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree or strongly 
disagree with the possible inhibitors of Academic progress in their institutions. The responses were 
described using frequency and percentage. Responses are thereafter scored on a scale ranging from 1 
(for strongly agree) to 5 (for strongly disagree). The summary scores range from 12 to 60 with a higher 
score indicating disagreement concerning the possible inhibitors.
 For each item, the rate 1 and 2 were categorized as agreeing the need to reform the educational 
system, rate 3 was categorized as No opinion and rate 4 and 5 were categorized as satisfied with the 
educational system.

Results
 51 participants recruited from 7 local institutions faculty and one international faculty 
responded to the questionnaire. The number of years of experience varies between 5 and 25 years. The 
frequency and percentage of their responses are described in the following table # 6. 
 For each item, the rate 1 and 2 were categorized as agreeing the need to reform the educational 
system, rate 3 was categorized as no opinion and rate 4 and 5 were categorized as satisfied with the 
educational system. Percentage of participants that agree to new reform concerning each item of the 
questionnaire or are satisfied with their educational system is illustrated in the following table. Our 
findings revealed that: 
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100.0% of the participants need to improve physical and financial resources and 72.5% have to develop 
their human resources. 62.9% need to recover the setting of their educational standards.
62.7% agree about the need to eradicate favoritism from their educational level 60.8% have to develop 
their citations per published paper.
52.9% have to improve the ratio of full-time faculty/ number of student enrolled 51.0% suffers from 
inequalities in access to higher education.
49.0% agree about the need to improve their attitude towards internationalization.
37.25% need to reform clear policy and guidelines for their faculty and are not satisfied with the non-
alignment between information, technology, and higher education institutions.

Responses of participants to each item.Table 6 

Percentage of participants that agree to new reform or satisfied with their educational 
system

Table 7 

Percentage of participants that agree to new reform or satisfied with their educational systemFigure-1
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 The mean total inhibitors score in the overall sample was relatively low 25.33± 8.751 (with 
a range that varies between 13 and 40). The box plot was used to display the distribution of the total 
inhibitors score in the overall sample based on the minimum and maximum value, first quartile, median 
and third quartile. 50.0% of the sample presented a total score of 25 and less, 25% presented a total 
score of 21, and 75% presented a score of 34 and less.

Boxplot: Distribution of total score in the overall sampleFigure-2

Conclusions and Educational Implications
 Research analysis and objective judgment of the outcome were hereby presented. The 
governmental and institutional decision-makers will be informed about the possible inhibitors of our 
academic progress as perceived by educational experts and how could we all participate in minimizing 
their consequences. It is worth reflecting on and merits to be studied in more depth, especially if one 
considers ranking to be an essential part of our institutions’ mission and symbol of quality.
 The major limitation of this study is the few numbers of participants. The author, therefore, 
suggests further studies with a larger sample size to add to the objectivity and meaningfulness of our 
educational system development.
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