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Abstract: The basic aim of the study was to review the
literature related to the employee performance at job in
the context of Saudi University leaders. For this purpose,
background of the In the context of higher education
industry of Saudi Arabia, the research revealed that there
is a little empirical research work has been conducted to
study the relationships between these three determinant
factors and the job performance of leaders. Moreover,
most of the work has been far from empirical-based
research. Therefore, by studying this relationship in the
context of one of the developing countries like Saudi
Arabia, this study would add to the scarce empirical
research stream. It is the first attempt to identify the
mediation effect in the integration of three determinant
factors and the university leader’s job performance and
the said relationship of the three determinant factors
managerial competency, self-efficacy, learning orientation
and the university leader’s job performance with the
mediation effect of entrepreneurial leadership and in the
moderation influence of dynamic environment in the
higher learning institutions in Saudi Arabia.

INTRODUCTION

The growing demands for tertiary education liability
according to Nayyar and Mahmood[1] is the result of
expectancy of superior job performance and efficiency.
Both at departmental and institutional levels as stated by
Bolton leader performance in universities has become the
main issue.

As a result of internationalization, globalization and
liberalization of universities there are new challenges in
the sector. Various requirements, approaches and
dimensions to the university leaders have been brought by
these challenges as suggested by Akhtar and Kalsoom[2].
A positive relationship between leader’s self-efficacy and
job performance has been revealed by many studies. For
understanding their behaviour and motivation leader’s

self-efficacy looks to be a promising construct. In the
education sector however, it has been comparatively
studied, especially[3] suggested  that leader’s self-efficacy
research is still very much in its early years.

The current higher learning system of Saudi Arabia
was not geared towards market principles and
requirements and could be explained as ‘non-market
framed. In order to move ahead in the international
competitive venture, universities are required to become
customer oriented, adopt the marketplace and work as a
full business environment. It would not be wrong to state
in the context of the transformations that have happened
in higher education that today’s higher education
institutions need learning orientation. According to
Calantone, etc., learning orientation is the degree to which
an organization gets and shares information about market
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changes, customer requirements and competitor actions as
well as advancements in new technologies to produce new
services or products that are better to those of
competitors.

Laverie et al.[4] and Long[5] found that research
scholars still believe that the area of learning orientation
with respect to job performance has been less studied.
Darmanto et al.[6] suggested that learning orientation still
needs more research due to the very small number of
studies. Several studies[7] suggested that careful
examination related to learning is sparse, particularly in
the perspective of performance effects. Jantunen et al.[8]

found that even though the importance of learning in the
area of global business has been extensively accepted,
researches concerning learning orientation across borders
and  in  the  framework  of  the  exporting  realm  are
limited.

It can be concurred from the above discussion that by
focusing on their self-efficacy to make them confident in
their abilities to take timely and productive actions,
managerial competencies are very important. To make the
university leaders managerially strong in addition to their
scholastic capabilities and learning orientation to
understand and cadre the prevailing needs of markets,
clients and other stakeholders make a suitable mix of
variables to increases their job performance.

Literature
Managerial competency and job performance of
university leaders: There are behavioural variables that
predict job performance successfully and he named these
variables ‘competencies’ as mentioned by McClelland[8].
A major module in the study of competencies is exploring
the life-long characteristics of individuals which result in
performance or success in a work was found by
Mitchelmore and Rowley[9]. Mohd-Shamsudin and
Chuttipattana[10] found that many researchers appear to
have the same opinion that if managers have a specific set
of competencies, then they will be victorious in improving
firm performance. For successful managerial
performance, important basic managerial competency
models cited in the literature include leadership skills
such as intra-personal skills; business skills and
interpersonal skills according to Asumeng[11] which are
important.

Gilmore described that the term ‘managerial
competencies’ is often used by successful managers and
they are identified to have competence in their pertinent
working field, decisions and mainly in relation to
improving and developing their performance task.
Managerial competencies as found by Bucur[12] are being
used as performance predictors as well as measures for
performance and are significant mostly for the viewpoint

of enhancing performance and also for predicting
performance. Intervention and prediction for enhancing
managerial performance can gain an immense advantage
from managerial competencies[12]. There are some
managerial competencies that are causally connected to
superior and/or effective performance in a job. Some
studies, Spreitzer et al.[13], Goldstein et al.[14] and
Russell[15] found that still there is a lack of empirical
support that competencies are positively linked to
individual performance.

To attain the strategic goals of the firm managerial
competencies have been recognized as significant tools of
human resource management. Various aspects of
behaviour constitute managerial competencies which are
essential to accomplish the necessary level of
performance, in line with the efficient firm management.
For becoming an important factor of achievement and also
for a competitive advantage managerial competencies are
crucial.

Martinette and Leeson[16] suggested that knowledge,
activities, attitudes or skills and also individual
characteristics essential to develop management
performance constitute managerial competencies. A
management competency framework for the development
and coaching of university leaders was developed by
Visser[17]. A wide literature review carried out in the
South African tertiary education setting provides the
ground for this management competency framework. The
competencies are necessary for excellent or effective
performance  at  work  is  shown  by  this  framework.
Aziz et al.[18], however, suggested that formal coaching of
university leaders is still necessary for the understanding
of competencies required by them to maximise both
personal and organizational performance. Lado et al.[19]

also noted that the capitalisation of personal competencies
and human resources have been shown to a competitive
advantage of institutions that can improve performance.
A positive connection between managerial competencies
and performance has been confirmed by an increasing
body of literature[9, 20]. The first hypothesis formulated on
the base of this argument.

SELF-EFFICACY AND JOB PERFORMANCE OF
UNIVERSITY LEADERS

Almost two thousand published researches
investigating the function of self-efficacy in an array of
performance areas were reviewed by Bandura[21, 21].
Thoughts about individual abilities for example were
found to influence academic success, decision making,
voter participation and organizational functioning,
entrepreneurship, career choice, teaching performance,
athletic performance, stress tolerance, drug and alcohol
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abstinence. Performance self-efficacy has generally been
linked to each other. In an area of entrepreneurship, a
positive link between performance and a general measure
of self-efficacy has been found by numerous empirical
researches.

According to Eden[23] a method through which
managers elevated their performance expectancy and
increased self-efficacy which in turn, enhanced
performance has been described as “Leadership”. Gist and
Mitchell[24] stated that numerous researches have
confirmed the significance of self-efficacy for enhancing
performance in the organizational framework. Also
concluded by Bandura and Locke concluded that
self-efficacy is a dominant predictor of job performance.
McCormick, etc., found that a general argument in the
literature on self-efficacy and leadership validated that
leader’s higher self-efficacy beliefs play a role towards
leadership performance. As compared to the lower belief,
a given job is certainly performed better by the persons
with higher levels of self-efficacy.

Versland[25] found that those individuals who are
deficient in self-efficacy about particular tasks often do
not even try those tasks. Research has constantly revealed
that even though there is a positive relationship between
self-efficacy and performance achievement[26, 27] found
that self-efficacy is a better determinant than past
experience/performance for future performance.

Findings of the studies, Wood and Bandura[28], 
Bandura and Schunk[29] and Bandura[21, 26, 27] on  the 
effects  of  self-efficacy  revealed  that self-efficacy is the
most effective determinant of performance. In the face of
setbacks and hurdles, individuals with higher self-efficacy
have a more built-in interest in the jobs, more eager to use
their effort and demonstrate more determination and
consequently, their performance is more effective.
Javanmard et al.[30] revealed that greater levels of
self-efficacy leads to improved performance in some
educational assignments. In many researches the positive
association between performance and self-efficacy has
also been backed. Stajkovic and Luthans[31] and Judge and 
Bono[32]  conducted  two  meta-analyses  on  the
association between self-efficacy and work performance
revealed corrected correlations of 0.38 and 0.23,
respectively between job performance and self-efficacy as
Tims et al.[33] found.  Another  meta-analysis  was  carried 
out by Cherian and Jacob[34] which examined the
individual research outcomes related to the connection
between employee motivation, self-efficacy and
job-related performance of the personnel and it was
noticed that self-efficacy theory can be implemented to
job-related performance from the outcomes of the
research.

Various efficacy constructs have been investigated
extensively by organizational scholars such as means
efficacy[35], general efficacy[36], forms of team or

collective efficacy[37, 38] and self-efficacy[31, 39, 40]. How
each of these forms of efficacy is associated with desired
performance effects have evidently been shown by this
body  of  research.  Valiante  and  Morris[41]  and
Holzberger et al.[42] stated that the magnitude of
self-efficacy individuals perceived linked positively with
their prior performances and compels them to show the
confidence that persuades the making of another excellent
performance two things have been highlightedbfrom the
investigation’s outcomes Olusola[43]. Firstly, job
satisfaction, intrinsic motivation and self-efficacy predict
the work performance of industrial employees and the
idea that each of these constructs predicts the work
performance of employees is the second one.

Yeo and Neal[44] and Bandura[21] revealed that
self-efficacy affects both the actions that individuals seek
and how much effort they assign to those actions and it is
always associated with performance. By affecting the
objectives people set for themselves, self-efficacy can
influence performance. Higher performance objectives are
set by persons with higher self-efficacy set and then
develop and more competently perform effective job
strategies as found by Bandura[27] than those persons low
in self-efficacy. Above discussion provides the base to
formulate the second hypothesis derivation as follows:

LEARNING ORIENTATION AND JOB
PERFORMANCE OF UNIVERSITY LEADERS

Sadler-Smith et al.[45] claimed the higher-order and
active learning are always recognised as a leading higher
performance. Klimecki and Lassleben[46] found that it is
this learning that permits organizations to respond to
transformation and act effectively in a complex and
turbulent business environment.

Previous researches, Pramono et al.[47] revealed that
learning orientation indirectly affects both gains through
innovation and firm performance. Slater and Narver[48]

found that organization which has the capability to learn
rapidly than their competitors will be on high performing
and sustain in the market. Learning orientation
demonstrated an important positive affiliation with
financial performance for the small and medium
enterprises and found that it was also positively and
considerably associated with non-financial performance,
many studied revealed[49-57] that small and medium
enterprises with increased levels of learning orientation 
are linked with better innovation and usually outperform 
their competitors with greater performance.

Watkins and Marsick[58, 59], however, found that
significant works in the field of learning orientation have
so far been descriptive and concentrated mainly on the
theoretical implications. Many empirical researches have
begun to review the learning orientation’s affiliation to
different measures of performance and these researches
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have validated some positive relations between learning
orientation  and  performance.  Lee  and  Tsai[60]  and
Hughes et al.[61] showed that empirical results also
confirmed that learning orientation has a considerable
positive  effect  on  extensive  innovation  and
performance.

Findings of some studies show[62-65] that relating
learning orientation to performance usually shows that
firms with higher levels of learning orientation
demonstrate  higher  performance  than  firms  having
lower  level  of  learning  orientation.  Mavondo  et  al.[66],
Liu et al.[67] and Limpibunterng and Johri[68] proved that
this is especially true mainly in strong and unstable
competitive environments. Some past studies[66, 69-72] also
revealed that learning orientation is linked with as well as
enhances the innovation and performance of the
organization. Third hypothesis is proposed from the
above-discussed literature.

CONCLUSION

World Bank[73] reported that, higher education is
experiencing unmatched challenges as the 21st-century
starts, occurring from the convergent influences of
globalization, growing significance of knowledge as the
main driver of development and the communication and
information revolution. Public and private universities
itself and commissions are developing policies to respond
to growing requirements for tertiary education that direct
and govern higher education in diverse parts of the world.
Cardno[74] stated that as liability stakes continue to be
raised in tertiary education, it builds stresses on leadership
which is more and more observed as a factor that affects
educational conditions and consequently the quality of
student education and Saudi Arabia is no exception to this
trend. In Saudi Arabia the numbers of private and public
sector universities were 69 and 89, respectively in July
2014 but these numbers has risen to 73 and 100,
respectively as per the data updated on October, 2015.
The need of a distinct and an inclusive leadership system
to run universities that are growing at a fast pace has been
aroused by this growth.

An examination of how those institutions can get
better efficiency is of greater interest not only for
policymakers but also for tertiary education managers as
higher education institutions are multi-product
organizations. Effective leadership is one of the normally
accepted tasks of changing higher learning institutes
towards higher performance as leaders are in the seats of
power and they persuade and administer human, financial
and other resources, according to Gappa et al.[75], Bento[76]

Yukl[77] in addition, to providing essential aid towards
superior success and achievement. Al-Shuaiby[78] found
that there is very sparse literature in recognizing certain
variables that could be related to leadership efficacy of

university leaders. Therefore, improvement of university
leadership based on issues and problems related to it
addresses the variables that help university leader’s to
improve their job performance is the main focus of study.
The performance of leader actually leads the performance
of whole organization towards success. To study the
mediating effect of entrepreneurial leadership and
moderating impact of dynamic environment on the
relationships between managerial competency,
self-efficacy, learning orientation and the job performance
of public sector university leaders of Punjab, Saudi Arabia
is the focusing point of this study. The beneficiaries of
this investigation would be researchers, scholars,
practitioners and organization’s leaders and managers.

The results of the extensive research work that has
been carried out in the entrepreneurial and leadership
literature in the light of the contingency theory and
organizational change call for further research to resolve
this inconsistency. This study would be an attempt to fill
this theoretical gap in the existing literature in the view of
lacking empirical studies investigating the university
leader’s job performance and implications of the
interaction between three determinants managerial
competency, self-efficacy and learning orientation in the
presence of entrepreneurial leadership and dynamic
environment in the higher education institutions of Saudi
Arabia. Generally, the research has contributions to the
boundary of knowledge and many added values.

In the context of higher education industry of Saudi
Arabia, the research revealed that there is a little empirical
research work has been conducted to study the
relationships between these three determinant factors and
the job performance of leaders. Moreover most of the
work has been far from empirical-based research.
Therefore, by studying this relationship in the context of
one of the developing countries like Saudi Arabia, this
study would add to the scarce empirical research stream.
Secondly, it is the first attempt to identify the mediation
effect in the integration of three determinant factors and
the university leader’s job performance and the said
relationship of the three determinant factors managerial
competency, self-efficacy, learning orientation and the
university leader’s job performance with the mediation
effect of entrepreneurial leadership and in the moderation
influence of dynamic environment in the higher learning
institutions in Saudi Arabia.

For practitioners the managerial significance of this
study is of a great value for having many implications
described in the following passage: Firstly, these three
determinants (managerial competencies, self-efficacy and
learning orientation) have a significant role, for the
effective and efficient performance of university leaders
which ultimately impact their organizational performance.
Within their faculties, the quality management practices
is established by the leaders.
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It is implied that because of their leaders all, the
highly performance-oriented activities conducted by the
employees. Secondly, the leaders of schools/faculties in
the higher education institutions of Saudi Arabia should
establish and develop an entrepreneurial cultural that
encourage pro-active behavior, innovation and risk
tolerance as learning opportunities and growth drivers is
revealed from the results of the study regarding the
significant impact of entrepreneurial leadership on the
university leader’s job performance. Some insights into
how the integration of entrepreneurialism in their
leadership behavior could help in building the competitive
advantage to increase the overall performance can be
obtained by focusing on the study of the effect of
mediation of entrepreneurial leadership on the relationship
between three determinant factors and the leader’s job
performance of the higher education institutions in Saudi
Arabia.

Therefore, policy makers, this study could be very
informative and of a significant value to for many
reasons. Firstly, the importance of quality initiatives
towards the university leader’s performance which has the
influence on the overall organizational performance of
higher education institutions in Saudi Arabia in particular
and thus to the overall economy in general would be
revealed by it. The policymakers can help university
leaders to achieve a high level of products and services
quality and offer them the required training and
consultation. Secondly, the significance of
entrepreneurialism to the organizational performance
would be shown by this study.

Therefore, organizations can be facilitated to be
entrepreneurial/more entrepreneurial by providing many
incentives and opportunities and by encouraging the
training  and  consultation  by  the  policy  makers.
Russell and Russell[79] stated that all the organizational
members should be engaged and involved in knowledge
activities to enhance entrepreneurialism. In addition to
this as how to use entrepreneurial leadership to create and
enhance the competitive advantage of an organization
there must be a guide for policymakers. Therefore, the
policymakers should give more attention to the higher
education institutions when they plan for the long-term
development process as the higher education sector is the
heart of economy for countries and one of the effective
drivers of the economic prosperity.
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