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Abstract 

  
The relationship between management practices, faculty self-efficacy, and institutional performance is a critical area of study in higher 
education research. Effective management practices provide strategic leadership, governance, and resource allocation that influence 
faculty experiences and institutional efficiency. Faculty self-efficacy, defined as educators’ belief in their ability to teach, conduct research, 
and engage in institutional activities, serves as a mediating factor that determines how well management strategies translate into 
academic success. Institutional performance, measured through indicators such as effectiveness, efficiency, equity, transparency, 
accountability, and sustainability, reflects the overall success of an institution in fulfilling its mission and adapting to evolving educational 
landscapes. These three constructs interact in a dynamic and reciprocal manner, where management practices shape faculty confidence, 
faculty engagement drives institutional outcomes, and institutional performance influences future management strategies and faculty 
experiences. This literature review explores the interrelationship among these constructs, drawing from empirical studies and theoretical 
frameworks to analyze how leadership approaches, faculty development programs, and governance structures affect faculty self-efficacy 
and institutional success. The findings suggest that institutions with strong management practices and high faculty self-efficacy tend to 
perform better in student learning outcomes, research productivity, and stakeholder satisfaction. However, research gaps remain in 
understanding the long-term impact of faculty self-efficacy on institutional performance, cross-cultural variations in management 
strategies, and the role of digital transformation in shaping these relationships. Addressing these gaps will provide valuable insights for 
higher education leaders seeking to enhance institutional effectiveness through evidence-based policies and faculty support initiatives. 
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Introduction 
    

Higher education institutions (HEIs) serve as key drivers of 
knowledge creation, innovation, and societal progress. Their 
ability to fulfill this role is shaped by various factors, among 
which management practices, faculty self-efficacy, and 
institutional performance stand as fundamental pillars. 
Management practices provide the strategic direction, leadership, 
and operational support necessary for institutional growth, while 
faculty self-efficacy influences teaching effectiveness, research 
productivity, and overall faculty engagement. Institutional 
performance, encompassing dimensions such as effectiveness, 
efficiency, equity, transparency, accountability, and sustainability, 
serves as a measure of an institution’s ability to achieve its 
mission and adapt to evolving educational landscapes. These three 
constructs do not operate in isolation; rather, they interact in 
complex and reciprocal ways, shaping the overall success of HEIs. 

Understanding the interrelationship between these constructs 
is essential for optimizing higher education governance and 
improving institutional effectiveness. Management practices 
directly influence faculty self-efficacy by creating supportive 
environments, professional development opportunities, and clear 
academic policies that enhance faculty confidence in their 
teaching and research roles. In turn, faculty self-efficacy mediates 

the relationship between management practices and institutional 
performance, as confident faculty members are more likely to 
engage in innovative teaching, contribute to research excellence, 
and support institutional development. Furthermore, institutional 
performance feeds back into management strategies and faculty 
experiences, reinforcing effective leadership approaches and 
faculty motivation when positive or highlighting areas for 
improvement when challenges arise. Recognizing these dynamic 
interactions provides valuable insights for higher education 
leaders aiming to cultivate an environment of continuous 
improvement and academic excellence. 

Despite the importance of these interconnections, existing 
research often examines management practices, faculty self-
efficacy, and institutional performance in isolation rather than as 
an interdependent system. There remains a need for a 
comprehensive examination of how these factors collectively 
shape the success of HEIs, particularly in light of global shifts in 
education, such as digital transformation, increasing 
accountability measures, and the need for sustainable 
institutional models. This literature review aims to explore the 
intricate relationships between management practices, faculty 
self-efficacy, and institutional performance, highlighting their 
interconnected nature and identifying gaps in the current body of 
knowledge that warrant further investigation. 
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 Management Practices 
 

In the literature, management practices in higher education 
institutions (HEIs) encompass three critical dimensions—
instructional leadership, strategic leadership, and organizational 
management.  
 
Instructional Leadership 
 

Instructional leadership in higher education institutions (HEIs) 
refers to the active involvement of school heads, department 
chairs, deans, and academic administrators in enhancing teaching 
and learning processes. Effective instructional leadership is 
characterized by the ability to support faculty members, provide 
opportunities for professional development, ensure curriculum 
alignment, and create a student-centered learning environment 
(Brown, 2016; Gonzales, 2024). Unlike traditional leadership 
approaches, instructional leadership focuses on improving 
teaching practices and student achievement rather than 
administrative tasks alone. 

One of the primary functions of instructional leadership is 
fostering a culture of continuous learning and professional 
growth among faculty members. Studies indicate that faculty 
members who perceive their administrators as instructional 
leaders report higher levels of motivation, job satisfaction, and 
engagement in their teaching roles (Lazcano et al., 2022). Leaders 
who prioritize faculty development encourage instructors to 
adopt innovative teaching methodologies, integrate active learning 
strategies, and utilize evidence-based instructional practices that 
improve student learning outcomes (Macaluso et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, instructional leaders play a crucial role in 
fostering collaboration among faculty members. When school 
heads actively involve instructors in discussions about learning 
objectives, assessment strategies, and instructional 
improvements, faculty members feel more empowered and 
engaged in their teaching responsibilities (Ghamrawi et al., 
2024; Szeto & Cheng, 2017). Collaborative decision-making not 
only enhances faculty self-efficacy but also leads to improved 
institutional performance through shared accountability and 
goal alignment. 

Another key aspect of instructional leadership is the provision 
of relevant and up-to-date learning resources. Effective 
instructional leaders ensure that faculty members have access to 
modern teaching tools, digital resources, and curriculum 
enhancement programs that support effective instruction (Frazier 
& Hearrington, 2024). Institutions with strong instructional 
leadership tend to report higher student satisfaction rates, 
increased retention, and improved academic outcomes. 
Instructional leaders also encourage the use of student data and 
learning analytics to refine teaching strategies and address student 
learning needs proactively (Brown et al., 2020; Rahimi & Oh, 2024). 

Despite its importance, instructional leadership in HEIs often 
faces challenges, including resistance to change, faculty workload 
concerns, and administrative constraints. Research suggests that 
leadership training programs tailored for academic 
administrators can enhance their ability to function as effective 
instructional leaders (Bertrand, 2018; Vaisben, 2018). Providing 
ongoing leadership development opportunities can equip school 
heads with the necessary skills to support faculty effectively, 
fostering an institutional culture that prioritizes teaching 
excellence and student success. 
 
Strategic Leadership 
 

Strategic leadership in HEIs involves the formulation and 
execution of long-term institutional plans, policies, and objectives 
that align with the organization’s mission, vision, and values. 
Unlike operational leadership, which focuses on daily 
administrative tasks, strategic leadership is concerned with 
shaping the institution’s future by ensuring its adaptability to 
external changes, technological advancements, and evolving 
societal demands (Bass & Riggio, 2006; Doyle & Brady, 2018). 

A key component of strategic leadership is the ability to 
develop and articulate a compelling institutional vision. Leaders 

who effectively communicate a shared vision inspire faculty, 
students, and other stakeholders to work collectively toward 
achieving institutional goals (Bush, 2018; Ganon-Shilon, 2020; 
Owusu-Agyeman, 2019). A well-defined strategic vision fosters a 
sense of purpose and direction within an institution, leading to 
enhanced organizational coherence and performance (Boyett, 
1996; Gede, 2025). 

Research has shown that institutions with strong strategic 
leadership exhibit greater resilience in the face of challenges such 
as declining student enrollment, funding constraints, and changes 
in educational policies (Britton et al., 2023; Eddy & VanDerLinden, 
2006; Hearn & Burns, 2021). Strategic leaders anticipate potential 
obstacles and proactively implement strategies to mitigate risks, 
ensuring institutional sustainability and continuous improvement 
(Bolman & Deal, 2017; Kebede et al., 2024). 

One of the primary responsibilities of strategic leaders in HEIs 
is the efficient allocation of resources to support institutional 
growth. Effective resource management involves securing 
external funding, optimizing budget allocations, and investing in 
faculty development, research initiatives, and student support 
services (Kezar & Holcombe, 2017; Yadav et al., 2025). 
Institutions that prioritize strategic resource planning are better 
positioned to enhance faculty productivity, improve student 
learning experiences, and strengthen their reputation in the 
academic community. 

Moreover, strategic leadership involves fostering partnerships 
with external stakeholders, including government agencies, 
industry leaders, alumni, and local communities. These 
partnerships enhance institutional visibility, increase funding 
opportunities, and provide students and faculty with access to 
research collaborations, internships, and industry-aligned 
learning experiences (Bryson, 2018; El Hajal & Losekoot, 2024). 
Strategic leaders also play a crucial role in driving innovation 
within HEIs by supporting research, adopting emerging educational 
technologies, and encouraging interdisciplinary collaboration 
among faculty members (Kayyali, 2024c; Leal Filho et al., 2023). 

Despite its benefits, strategic leadership is often challenged by 
bureaucratic constraints, resistance to change, and misalignment 
between institutional objectives and stakeholder expectations. 
Research suggests that institutions that implement leadership 
development programs tailored to strategic planning and change 
management are more likely to achieve long-term success (Fullan, 
2011; Holzer et al., 2019; Rawson & Davis, 2023;). Building a 
leadership pipeline within HEIs ensures a sustainable approach to 
strategic decision-making and institutional growth. 
 
Organizational Management 
 

Organizational management in HEIs encompasses the effective 
coordination of administrative functions such as budgeting, 
scheduling, policy implementation, human resource management, 
and institutional governance. Organizational efficiency plays a 
crucial role in ensuring that faculty members, students, and 
stakeholders operate within a well-structured and supportive 
environment that facilitates academic success (Kaplan & Norton, 
1996; Le et al., 2023). 

Budgeting and financial planning are critical components of 
organizational management. Institutions that effectively manage 
their financial resources are able to invest in faculty development, 
infrastructure enhancements, and student support programs that 
contribute to institutional performance (Koomson, 2024; Leal 
Filho et al., 2018; Mgaiwa, 2020). Leaders responsible for 
financial planning must balance resource allocation between 
academic programs, research initiatives, and operational 
expenses to maintain institutional sustainability (Lower & 
Czekanski, 2019; Ruben et al., 2023). Institutions with 
transparent financial policies and accountable decision-making 
structures are more likely to gain stakeholder trust and secure 
external funding (Král & Cuskelly, 2017; Mason, 2019). 

Another crucial aspect of organizational management is faculty 
workload distribution and scheduling. Efficient workload 
management ensures that faculty members can balance their 
teaching, research, and service responsibilities without 
experiencing burnout (García-Ramírez & Bijelić, 2024; Griffith & 
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Altinay, 2020). Institutions that provide workload flexibility, 
research sabbaticals, and professional development support 
create a more positive work environment for faculty members, 
leading to higher job satisfaction and retention (Baker et al., 2023; 
Gorard et al., 2024). 

Policy implementation and institutional governance also fall 
under the purview of organizational management. Effective 
policies related to tenure, promotion, faculty evaluations, and 
academic integrity are essential for maintaining institutional 
credibility and fostering a culture of excellence (Bryson, 2018; 
Yadav et al., 2025). Institutions that engage faculty members in 
the policy development process and encourage shared governance 
report higher levels of faculty satisfaction and institutional 
performance (Curnalia & Mermer, 2018; Liu & Watson, 2020). 

In addition, institutional leaders must prioritize student 
support services, including counseling, career guidance, and 
academic advising. Research indicates that institutions that invest 
in student well-being and support systems experience higher 
retention and graduation rates (Harrison et al., 2018). 
Organizational efficiency in delivering student services enhances 
the overall institutional climate, ensuring that students receive 
the necessary resources to succeed academically and 
professionally (Dominguez-Whitehead, 2018; Ruben et al., 2023). 

Technology integration in administrative processes is another 
key trend in modern organizational management. The use of 
digital platforms for student enrollment, faculty evaluations, and 
learning management systems (LMS) has streamlined 
institutional operations and improved efficiency (AL-Nuaimi et 
al., 2022; Christensen et al., 2008; Woodman et al., 2023). 
Institutions that leverage data analytics and automation in 
administrative decision-making are better equipped to adapt to 
changing educational trends and enhance institutional 
performance (Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2014; Rožman et al., 2023). 

However, organizational management in HEIs often faces 
challenges such as bureaucratic inefficiencies, resistance to policy 
changes, and financial constraints. Institutions that adopt 
adaptive leadership models and data-driven decision-making 
frameworks are more likely to navigate these challenges 
successfully (Elugbaju et al., 2024; Yadav et al., 2025). The 
integration of evidence-based management practices ensures that 
institutional operations remain effective, transparent, and aligned 
with educational best practices. 
 
Faculty Self-Efficacy 
 

Faculty self-efficacy is a complex construct encompassing 
content knowledge, pedagogical skills, classroom management, 
technology integration, and student engagement.  
 
Content Knowledge 
 

Faculty self-efficacy is a critical factor that influences teaching 
effectiveness and student learning outcomes. Content knowledge, 
which refers to an educator’s mastery of subject matter, plays a 
fundamental role in shaping self-efficacy. Educators who have a 
deep understanding of their subject matter feel more confident in 
delivering lectures, answering student queries, and designing 
instructional activities that enhance learning (Roussinos & 
Jimoyiannis, 2019). Research indicates that teachers with high 
content knowledge are more likely to integrate complex concepts 
into their teaching, making them more effective in facilitating 
student comprehension (McCarthy & McNamara, 2021). 

Furthermore, content knowledge influences how educators 
adapt to curriculum changes and incorporate interdisciplinary 
perspectives into their teaching (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Timm 
& Barth, 2020). Teachers with strong content knowledge are also 
better equipped to develop assessment tools that accurately 
measure student understanding, reinforcing their instructional 
effectiveness (Grossman, 1990; Kang et al., 2018). In contrast, 
faculty members with lower content knowledge may struggle 
with self-efficacy, leading to anxiety and reduced effectiveness in 
the classroom (Bandura, 1997; Schwartz et al., 2019). 

Empirical studies suggest that professional development 
programs that focus on content enhancement can significantly 

improve faculty self-efficacy (Li et al., 2019; Ravandpour, 2019). 
Faculty members who engage in subject-specific training, 
research collaborations, and knowledge-sharing communities are 
more likely to develop higher confidence in their expertise (Chen 
et al., 2021; Garet et al., 2001). Additionally, mentoring programs 
and peer observation practices have been found to reinforce 
content knowledge and bolster faculty confidence in their ability 
to teach effectively (Chea, 2024; Cutucache et al., 2017). 
 
Pedagogical Skills 

 
Pedagogical skills refer to an educator’s ability to plan, 

implement, and assess instructional strategies that cater to 
diverse learning needs. Faculty self-efficacy is closely linked to an 
instructor’s pedagogical competence, as those who employ 
effective teaching methods feel more confident in their ability to 
engage students and facilitate learning (Hatlevik, 2016). High 
levels of pedagogical self-efficacy lead to greater willingness 
among faculty to experiment with innovative teaching methods 
and adapt to changing educational contexts (Wason, 2023). 

Studies suggest that pedagogical training enhances self-efficacy 
by providing educators with a repertoire of instructional techniques 
that can be tailored to different learning styles (Fabriz et al., 2021; 
Hoy & Spero, 2005; Kuyini et al., 2021). Teachers who feel confident 
in their pedagogical skills are more likely to incorporate active 
learning strategies, such as collaborative learning, problem-based 
learning, and formative assessments, into their teaching practices 
(Okolie et al., 2021). These methods have been shown to improve 
student engagement and academic performance, further reinforcing 
faculty self-efficacy (Guskey, 1988). 

Moreover, research highlights that pedagogical self-efficacy can 
be strengthened through continuous professional development 
(CPD) and mentorship programs (Avalos, 2010). Faculty members 
who receive feedback from colleagues, engage in peer discussions 
and participate in instructional workshops report higher levels of 
confidence in their teaching abilities (Flodén, 2016). Additionally, 
institutions that support faculty in curriculum design, assessment 
development, and classroom innovation contribute to higher self-
efficacy among educators (Li et al., 2019). 

 
Classroom Management 

 
Effective classroom management is another crucial aspect of 

faculty self-efficacy, as it directly affects an instructor’s ability to 
create a conducive learning environment. Faculty members who 
feel confident in managing their classrooms tend to establish 
clear behavioral expectations, minimize disruptions, and maintain 
student engagement (Patall et al., 2023). Classroom management 
self-efficacy is particularly important in higher education, where 
diverse student populations require adaptable and inclusive 
teaching approaches (Emmers et al., 2019). 

Research shows that faculty who experience difficulties in 
classroom management often struggle with student behavior, 
engagement, and instructional pacing (Gunersel et al., 2023). 
However, educators with strong self-efficacy in this area are more 
likely to implement proactive strategies such as structured lesson 
planning, student-centered instruction, and clear communication 
of classroom rules (Ciampa & Reisboard, 2024). 

Furthermore, classroom management self-efficacy can be 
enhanced through training in conflict resolution, student 
motivation techniques, and culturally responsive teaching 
practices (Pevec-Zimmer et al., 2024). Faculty members who 
undergo professional development in these areas report increased 
confidence in handling classroom challenges and maintaining a 
positive learning environment (Hitch et al., 2017). Additionally, 
mentorship programs that pair new faculty with experienced 
educators have been found to improve classroom management self-
efficacy (Burger, 2023; Preechawong et al., 2021). 
 
Technology Integration 

 
The rapid advancement of educational technology has 

necessitated the integration of digital tools into teaching and 
learning processes. Faculty self-efficacy in technology 
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integration refers to an educator’s confidence in using digital 
platforms, multimedia resources, and learning management 
systems (LMS) to enhance instruction (Sharma & Saini, 2022). 
Studies suggest that technology integration self-efficacy is a 
strong predictor of an educator’s willingness to adopt new 
technological innovations in the classroom (Ertmer & 
Ottenbreit-Leftwich, 2010; Su & Chen, 2024). 

Educators with high technology self-efficacy are more likely to 
incorporate interactive elements such as online quizzes, virtual 
simulations, and collaborative learning platforms into their 
teaching (Beck & Warren, 2019). These tools have been shown to 
improve student engagement, increase accessibility, and facilitate 
personalized learning experiences (Alam & Mohanty, 2023). 
Conversely, faculty members who lack confidence in using 
technology may be hesitant to adopt digital resources, leading to a 
more traditional, lecture-based approach that may not fully 
engage modern learners (Sullivan et al., 2024). 

Professional development in educational technology 
significantly enhances self-efficacy by providing faculty with 
hands-on training and exposure to digital teaching tools (Martin 
et al., 2020; Wong et al., 2022;). Institutions that offer 
workshops, instructional design support, and peer collaboration 
opportunities foster greater confidence among faculty in using 
technology effectively (Saroyan & Amundsen, 2023). 
Additionally, faculty who receive ongoing support and access to 
technological resources report higher levels of self-efficacy and 
are more likely to experiment with innovative teaching 
strategies (Zheng et al., 2018). 

 
Student Engagement 

 
Faculty self-efficacy is also closely tied to student engagement, 

which refers to an educator’s ability to capture students’ interest, 
encourage active participation, and create a dynamic learning 
environment (Nizzolino & Canals, 2024). Research suggests that 
faculty members who feel confident in engaging students employ 
a variety of instructional techniques, such as interactive 
discussions, group activities, and problem-solving exercises, to 
enhance learning experiences (Fredricks et al., 2004). 

Student engagement self-efficacy is particularly important in 
higher education, where students’ intrinsic motivation and sense of 
belonging play a critical role in academic success (Adi Badiozaman 
et al., 2019; Gutiérrez & Tomás, 2019). Faculty members with high 
self-efficacy in student engagement are more likely to build 
meaningful relationships with students, provide constructive 
feedback, and create inclusive classroom environments that 
support diverse learning needs (Wilson et al., 2018). 

Studies indicate that institutions that prioritize faculty 
development in student engagement techniques see improved 
learning outcomes and retention rates (Roberts, 2018). Faculty 
members who participate in workshops on active learning, 
inclusive teaching, and motivational strategies report higher 
confidence in their ability to engage students effectively (Barkley, 
2010; Moriña, 2020). Additionally, research suggests that faculty 
who implement student-centered approaches, such as flipped 
classrooms and project-based learning, develop higher self-
efficacy and foster greater student involvement (Sun et al., 2023). 
 
Institutional Performance 
 

Institutional performance in higher education institutions 
(HEIs) is a multidimensional concept that encompasses various 
factors contributing to the overall effectiveness, efficiency, equity, 
transparency, accountability, and sustainability of an institution. 
The ability of an institution to meet its strategic goals, efficiently 
allocate resources, uphold ethical standards, and operate 
sustainably is crucial for its long-term success.  
 
Effectiveness 
 

Effectiveness refers to the degree to which an institution 
achieves its objectives and meets the expectations of its 
stakeholders, including students, faculty, staff, policymakers, and 
the broader community. Institutions that demonstrate 

effectiveness successfully accomplish their mission, fulfill 
academic goals, and continuously improve performance 
indicators (Varouchas et al., 2018). The effectiveness of an 
institution is often measured by its ability to meet predefined 
goals, such as student retention rates, graduation rates, 
employment outcomes, and research productivity. Institutions 
with strong leadership and strategic planning mechanisms tend to 
perform better in achieving their goals (Doyle & Brady, 2018). A 
study by Kayyali (2025) emphasized that institutions that set 
clear performance metrics and continuously assess progress are 
more likely to sustain long-term success. Higher education 
institutions serve multiple stakeholders, including students, 
employers, policymakers, and society at large. Institutions that 
prioritize student support services, career counseling, and alumni 
engagement tend to exhibit higher stakeholder satisfaction 
(Pedro & Andraz, 2019). Furthermore, institutions that align their 
academic programs with labor market demands enhance their 
effectiveness by ensuring graduates are employable and well-
prepared for the workforce (Brennan & Teichler, 2008). Effective 
institutions engage in ongoing assessment and adaptation to 
respond to evolving educational landscapes. Regular program 
reviews, faculty evaluations, and student feedback mechanisms 
contribute to institutional agility and resilience (Yadav et al., 
2025). Institutions that actively collect and analyze data to inform 
decision-making demonstrate a stronger capacity to adapt to 
changing conditions, such as technological advancements and 
policy reforms (Barlette & Baillette, 2020). 
 
Efficiency 
 

Efficiency in higher education refers to how well an institution 
utilizes its resources—financial, human, and infrastructural—to 
achieve its objectives with minimal waste. Efficiency is a key 
determinant of institutional sustainability and competitiveness in 
the global academic landscape (Popowska, 2024). Institutions 
that efficiently allocate their resources tend to operate with 
higher levels of financial sustainability. Budgeting strategies, cost 
management initiatives, and performance-based funding models 
contribute to institutional efficiency (Madsen, 2024). Studies 
indicate that institutions that reduce operational waste without 
compromising academic quality demonstrate higher levels of 
productivity and competitiveness (Jongbloed, 2004). Efficiency is 
also reflected in faculty workload management, administrative 
procedures, and the utilization of digital tools to streamline 
operations (Christensen et al., 2008). Institutions that invest in 
automation and digitalization tend to enhance administrative 
efficiency while allowing faculty members to focus more on 
research and teaching rather than bureaucratic tasks 
(Brynjolfsson & McAfee, 2014). Comparative assessments 
between institutions help identify best practices in resource 
management and operational efficiency. Higher education 
institutions that benchmark their performance against national 
and international standards can improve efficiency by adopting 
innovative models of academic governance and financial 
sustainability (Hazelkorn, 2018). 
 
Equity 
 

Equity in higher education refers to an institution’s 
commitment to providing fair and impartial opportunities to all 
stakeholders, regardless of their background, socio-economic 
status, or demographic characteristics. An equitable institution 
ensures that all individuals have access to quality education, 
resources, and support systems (Alam & Mohanty, 2023). 
Institutions that uphold equity principles ensure that their 
policies and decision-making processes are free from 
discrimination and bias (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1990). Higher 
education institutions that promote fairness in admissions, hiring, 
and resource allocation tend to have higher levels of institutional 
trust and credibility (Boliver & Powell, 2022). Equity-focused 
institutions actively support marginalized communities by 
offering financial aid, mentorship programs, and targeted 
academic support services (Gale & Parker, 2012). Research has 
shown that universities that prioritize inclusivity and diversity 
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policies experience increased student engagement and social 
cohesion (Scott, 2020). An equitable institution ensures that all 
students and faculty have equal access to learning materials, 
research funding, and institutional services. Digital inclusivity, 
accessibility policies, and need-based scholarship programs 
contribute to equitable institutional performance (Kayyali, 2024b). 
 
Transparency 
 

Transparency refers to the openness of an institution in 
providing accurate, timely, and accessible information to 
stakeholders. Transparency fosters trust, accountability, and 
informed decision-making within higher education institutions 
(Deem et al., 2007). Institutions that openly communicate their 
mission, goals, and performance indicators establish stronger 
relationships with stakeholders. Regular publication of 
institutional reports, rankings, and quality assessments enhances 
institutional credibility (Hazelkorn, 2015). Transparent 
institutions involve students, faculty, and external stakeholders in 
governance structures and policy-making (Altbach, 2011). 
Research indicates that participatory governance models improve 
institutional effectiveness and promote shared responsibility 
(Burgos & Mertens, 2017). Institutions that adhere to national 
and international higher education regulations demonstrate 
higher transparency levels. Compliance with accreditation 
standards, ethical research practices, and financial accountability 
regulations ensures institutional integrity and public trust 
(Kayyali, 2024a). 
 
Accountability 
 

Accountability in higher education is the responsibility of 
institutions to uphold ethical, academic, and operational 
standards while addressing the concerns of stakeholders (Franco 
D’Souza et al., 2024). Accountability ensures that institutions take 
ownership of their decisions and actions, especially regarding 
policy implementation and performance outcomes. Institutions 
with strong accountability frameworks demonstrate higher levels 
of institutional reliability and effectiveness (Khan et al., 2021). 
Higher education institutions that establish clear grievance 
redress mechanisms and actively respond to stakeholder 
concerns enhance institutional accountability (Burke, 2005). 
Institutions that integrate student and faculty feedback into 
decision-making processes improve overall academic satisfaction 
and engagement (Miller, 2018). Ethical governance ensures that 
academic integrity, financial transparency, and student rights are 
upheld. Institutions that prioritize ethical responsibility in 
leadership and decision-making build stronger reputations and 
long-term institutional success (Ginsberg, 2011). 
 
Sustainability 
 

Sustainability refers to an institution’s ability to plan for the 
long term, minimize environmental impact, and ensure the 
responsible use of resources while meeting present and future 
educational demands (Balan, 2024; Sharma, 2017). Institutions 
that develop strategic long-term plans aligned with sustainability 
goals experience stable growth and innovation. Future-oriented 
planning enhances institutional resilience and adaptability 
(Taylor et al., 2020). Sustainability involves integrating green 
practices, reducing carbon footprints, and adopting energy-
efficient policies in campus management (Anser et al., 2023). 
Institutions that implement sustainability initiatives gain 
recognition and support from policymakers and the community. 
Universities that actively involve students and faculty in 
sustainability programs create a culture of environmental 
consciousness and social responsibility (Alkaher & Avissar, 2017). 
 
Link Between Management Practices, Faculty Self-Efficacy, 
and Institutional Performance  
 

The interrelationship between management practices, faculty 
self-efficacy, and institutional performance is a dynamic and 
reciprocal process that influences the overall effectiveness of 

higher education institutions (HEIs). Management practices serve 
as the foundation for institutional operations, shaping faculty 
experiences and engagement, which in turn influence institutional 
performance. Faculty self-efficacy acts as both a mediating and 
moderating variable, determining the extent to which 
management practices translate into institutional success. At the 
same time, institutional performance can reinforce or weaken 
management strategies and faculty confidence, creating a 
continuous feedback loop that shapes the long-term sustainability 
of an institution. 

Management practices in HEIs encompass leadership 
approaches, governance structures, faculty development 
initiatives, and resource allocation strategies. Institutions that 
adopt participatory management styles, transparent governance, 
and well-structured faculty support systems tend to foster a 
positive academic environment. Effective leadership, particularly 
transformational and instructional leadership, has been found to 
enhance faculty engagement, motivation, and self-efficacy 
(Cansoy et al., 2020; Li et al., 2019). When institutional leaders 
create a culture of collaboration, provide regular feedback, and 
offer opportunities for professional growth, faculty members feel 
more confident in their teaching and research abilities (Hoy & 
Spero, 2005). Conversely, rigid, bureaucratic management 
structures that fail to address faculty concerns can lead to low 
self-efficacy, disengagement, and diminished institutional 
productivity (Garofalo & Graziano, 2023). 

Faculty self-efficacy, defined as an educator’s confidence in 
their ability to teach, conduct research, and contribute to 
institutional goals, mediates the relationship between 
management practices and institutional performance. Faculty 
members with high self-efficacy are more likely to adopt 
innovative teaching strategies, engage in interdisciplinary 
research, and contribute to institutional governance (Bandura, 
1997). Institutions that provide faculty with strong mentorship 
programs, research funding, and pedagogical training see greater 
faculty commitment and performance, which in turn enhances 
institutional effectiveness (Scutelnicu Todoran, 2023). 
Furthermore, faculty members with high self-efficacy 
demonstrate resilience in the face of challenges, adapting to new 
educational technologies, assessment methodologies, and shifting 
institutional priorities (Guskey, 1988). When faculty confidence is 
high, student engagement and academic outcomes improve, 
which ultimately strengthens institutional rankings, research 
output, and global reputation (Hazelkorn, 2018). 

Institutional performance is influenced not only by 
management strategies and faculty self-efficacy but also serves as 
a feedback mechanism that shapes future management decisions 
and faculty experiences. Institutions that achieve high levels of 
effectiveness, efficiency, equity, transparency, accountability, and 
sustainability tend to reinforce positive management practices 
and faculty morale. When HEIs perform well in national and 
international rankings, they attract better funding, recruit high-
quality faculty, and enhance their research capabilities, creating a 
cycle of sustained growth and improvement (Hong, 2018). High-
performing institutions are more likely to implement data-driven 
governance, faculty support initiatives, and adaptive leadership 
strategies, further strengthening faculty self-efficacy and 
institutional outcomes (Bryson, 2018). On the other hand, 
institutions that struggle with low student retention, weak 
research impact, and financial instability often experience a 
decline in faculty morale and engagement. Poor institutional 
performance can lead to reactive, short-term management 
decisions that undermine faculty autonomy and innovation, 
further exacerbating institutional decline (Burke, 2005). 

The interplay among these three constructs creates a 
complex yet interdependent system that determines the long-
term success of HEIs. Strong management practices foster 
faculty self-efficacy, which enhances institutional performance. 
In turn, institutional performance influences the refinement of 
management strategies and faculty confidence, reinforcing or 
disrupting institutional stability. For instance, institutions that 
experience growth and positive academic recognition often 
expand their faculty development programs, increase research 
funding, and improve governance structures, leading to greater 
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faculty engagement and continued success (Nasser, 2017). 
Conversely, institutions facing financial constraints or declining 
student enrollment may impose restrictive policies, reduce 
faculty development investments, and implement cost-cutting 
measures that lower faculty self-efficacy and further diminish 
institutional performance (Jongbloed, 2004). 
 

Conclusion 
  

Despite the critical nature of this interrelationship, several 
research gaps remain. There is limited longitudinal research on 
how faculty self-efficacy evolves in response to changing 
management practices and institutional performance. Most 
studies focus on short-term faculty perceptions, leaving a gap in 
understanding the long-term impact of institutional policies on 
faculty engagement and effectiveness. Additionally, cross-cultural 
studies are needed to compare how different higher education 
systems manage faculty development and institutional 
governance, as contextual differences may shape the strength and 
direction of these relationships. Furthermore, with the increasing 
role of digital transformation in HEIs, more research is needed to 
examine how artificial intelligence, online learning platforms, and 
data-driven decision-making influence faculty self-efficacy and 
institutional outcomes. Future research should also explore the 
impact of leadership adaptability in times of crisis, such as during 
economic downturns or global disruptions like the COVID-19 
pandemic, on faculty morale and institutional performance. 

To ensure sustainable growth, HEIs must adopt an integrated 
approach that aligns management practices with faculty 
development strategies and institutional performance metrics. 
Institutions that actively monitor faculty self-efficacy, invest in 
leadership training, and implement evidence-based management 
reforms are better positioned to enhance academic quality and 
institutional reputation. Additionally, fostering an institutional 
culture that values innovation, inclusivity, and continuous 
improvement will strengthen the interrelationship between 
management effectiveness, faculty confidence, and institutional 
success. As the higher education landscape continues to evolve, 
understanding and optimizing these interconnections will be 
critical for shaping resilient and high-performing academic 
institutions. 
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