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(Abstract A

This article explores the integration of Education 5.0 on the academic staff job matrix,
performance and promotion criteria at higher education institutions in Zimbabwe. The
study, which employed a qualitative phenomenological case study design with open-ended
questionnaires and semi-structured interviews, found that tangible value-adding projects
Volume 5, Issue 2, December 2025 have the potential to significantly boost morale, and consequently, academic staff
performance. This study also reveals the need for a more accessible performance
measurement tool for promotion. The study identified significant challenges faced by most
university academic staff, including low understanding levels of Education 5.0 and its
Published : 25 December 2025 components. Difficulty in fulfilling the array of Education 5.0 components, due to lack of
doi: 10.51483/IJEDT.5.2.2025.41-50 | resources, skills and a supportive environment to promote innovation and industrialisation
was also noted. The study recommends the creation of a supportive environment through
dedicated funding and the consideration of academic staff perspectives and input in
implementing Education 5.0 pillars as their promotion framework.

Article Info

Received : 05 July 2025
Accepted : 19 November 2025

Keywords: Education 5.0, Higher and tertiary education institutions, Mission, Performance,
Promotion

© 2025 Gladman Jekese et al. This is an open access article under the

CC BY license (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use,

distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original

author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.

1. Introduction

In2019, Zimbabwean tertiary institutions adopted Education 5.0, a system encompassing five pillars: teaching, research,
community service, innovation and industrialisation. This shift was aimed at transforming universities’ traditional
missions and aligning them with Zimbabwe’s goal of becoming an upper-middle-income economy by 2030. Education 5.0
has brought significant changes to curriculum design, research quality, university rankings, performance evaluation and
promotion criteria (Chibuwe and Muromo, 2023; Chimbunde and Jakachira, 2024; Muchabaiwa and Chauraya, 2022;
Munikwa and Mapara, 2022). However, the transition revealed several challenges, particularly in academic staff promotion
and research funding, necessitating further improvements to realise its full potential.

The previous framework, Education 3.0, focused on three main objectives: teaching, research and university service.
Teaching aimed to develop human capital by equipping graduates with the knowledge and skills necessary for participation
in increasingly digitalised, innovative economies (Gacel-Avila and Marmolejo, 2016; Jonyo ef al., 2018). Research
contributed to sustainable growth through innovation and the dissemination of new technologies, while university
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service involved engagement with communities to address social, cultural and environmental needs (Muzira and Bondai,
2020). These pillars operated symbiotically, contributing to productivity and sustainable development.

Education 5.0 expanded these roles by adding innovation and industrialisation to the mission of Higher and Tertiary
Education Institutions (HTEIs). The system aims to address talent transfer, boost the production of goods and services
and enhance quality of life through education (Muzira and Muzira, 2020). Universities are now expected to foster a job-
creator mindset, collaborating with local communities to uncover economic opportunities and reshape curricula to meet
societal needs. This approach also involves creating university-linked start-ups and corporations to generate economic
value and contribute to national growth (Alharbi, 2023; Togo and Gandidzanwa, 2021; Viriri ef al., 2024). Another critical
aspect of Education 5.0 is its focus on universities acting as industry solutions providers. This requires institutions to
engage with local industries to identify and address their challenges through research and innovation (Alharbi, 2023).
Benefits from these collaborations include mentorship opportunities, industrial exposure for students, enhanced research
and teaching outputs for academic staff.

Despite its promising vision, the implementation of Education 5.0 has faced hurdles, particularly due to the absence
ofarobust transition framework. Key infrastructure such as program support, promotion criteria, physical resources and
financial backing was insufficiently developed during the shift from Education 3.0 (Muzira and Muzira, 2020). This lack
of preparation has hindered universities from fully achieving the goals of Education 5.0. For instance, discrepancies in
academic staff promotion criteria and grade-based remuneration have created competency gaps among faculty members.
Research programs, a cornerstone of Education 5.0, have also been affected due to inadequate funding. Research
output, measured by productivity and impact factors, is essential for fostering a research innovation ecosystem and
driving economic growth (Adam ez al, 2016; Ivey et al., 2014). However, without a strong financial framework, universities
face challenges in maintaining the quality and quantity of research (Vurayai, 2024).

While Education 5.0 has introduced transformative changes, its success depends on addressing these challenges.
A comprehensive transition plan involving harmonised promotion criteria, enhanced funding mechanisms and
infrastructural support is essential for realising the full potential of this innovative educational framework. With proper
adjustments, Education 5.0 could significantly improve academic performance, research quality and the socio-economic
impact of Zimbabwe’s universities.

2. Literature Review

The literature on the performance and promotion of academic staff in higher and tertiary education institutions (HTEIs)
highlights several interconnected factors and challenges. Continuous academic training programs have emerged as
vital for improving teaching and learning, with systematic evaluations recommended to assess their impact (Bingwa and
Ngibe, 2021). Job demands and resources, crucial to academic staff development, require targeted interventions to
enhance job resources and alleviate pressures (Naidoo-Chetty and du Plessis, 202 1). Institutional strategies and personal
attributes such as self-efficacy and student-staff interactions, play significant roles in fostering academic integration
(Abdul-Rahaman et al., 2022).

Global socio-economic dynamics have reshaped education, prompting governments to adapt policies and institutions
to evolve in response to new demands (Guo ez al., 2019). Academic staff are pivotal to innovation, industrialisation and
research, which are central to HTEIs’ missions (Allui and Sahni, 2016). Effective retention strategies, clear expectations
and recognition are crucial to maintaining staff motivation and productivity (Adam ez a/., 2016). However, the promotion
process in HTEIs is often perceived as lengthy and discouraging, further complicating staff retention and career
progression.

Research has become a dominant factor in academic promotion, overshadowing the importance of teaching and
broader institutional missions (Schimanski and Alperin, 2018). This imbalance may compromise the quality of education,
as universities prioritise research outputs to improve rankings and public assessments (Martinez, 2024). Scholars argue
for a more holistic evaluation of academic contributions, integrating high quality teaching and institutional service
alongside research excellence (Bharuthram, 2024; Fung, 2017).

According to Karp and Fletcher (2014), change is generally feared by individuals in any organisation. The advent of
Education 5.0 has introduced additional responsibilities for academic staff, particularly in aligning with innovation and
industrialisation goals (Graham, 2016). This shift has implications for workload, promotion criteria and academic
productivity. Staff are now required to balance teaching, research and service, often under financial constraints and with
limited publishing resources (Saaludin ez a/., 2016; Sadiq ef al., 2019). In Zimbabwe, promotion criteria heavily depend
on higher qualifications and alignment with HTEIs’ missions, further intensifying the challenges faced by academic staff
(Sulkowski et al., 2020).
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Despite its potential, the adoption of Education 5.0 remains underexplored in its direct impact on academic staft’s
performance and promotion (Muchabaiwa and Chauraya, 2022; Muzira and Muzira, 2020). Existing literature primarily
examines its alignment with the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) rather than its implications for
HTEIs’ operational dynamics (Togo and Gandidzanwa, 2021). Researchers emphasise the need for government guidance
to reconcile these new demands with practical support for academic staff, including adequate funding and streamlined
promotion procedures (Viriri et al., 2024).

While the literature underscores the critical role of academic staff in HTEIs, significant challenges persist in balancing
teaching, research and institutional expectations. The rise of Education 5.0 and associated changes necessitate
comprehensive strategies to address workload pressures, improve resource allocation and ensure equitable promotion
processes. Such efforts are essential for enhancing academic productivity and fulfilling HTEIs” missions within an
increasingly competitive and dynamic educational landscape.

3. Theoretical Framework

This study employed Kurt Lewin’s three-step change theory: unfreezing, changing and refreezing, to examine the
transition from Education 3.0 to Education 5.0 in HTEIs and its implications for academic staff performance and promotion
(Cummings et al., 2016). Lewin’s theory posits that behaviour is shaped by driving forces that facilitate change and
restraining forces that hinder it (Hussain ez al., 2018). The unfreezing phase involves breaking down the status quo to
overcome resistance (Cummings ez al., 2016). Education 5.0 was introduced to address the limitations of Education 3.0,
particularly its inability to foster innovation and industrialisation (Papadimitriou, 2020). Under the older model, promotion
criteria focused on teaching, research and service, but unfreezing these outdated practices was necessary to shift
towards the objectives of Education 5.0, reducing resistance to change and fostering acceptance (Muzira and Muzira,
2020).

The changing phase requires stakeholders to adopt a new perspective and embrace the shift, while the refreezing
phase focuses on stabilising the new system through formal and informal mechanisms (Cummings et al., 2016).
Policymakers were expected to highlight Education 3.0’s limitations, promote the adoption of Education 5.0 and establish
policies to institutionalise these changes (Armstrong and Armstrong, 2021). However, this study argues that the change
process was not implemented systematically, leading to anxiety and apprehension among academic staff, particularly
concerning promotion procedures. The absence of a structured approach to unfreezing, transitioning and refreezing has
left staff uncertain about their roles and performance criteria under the new model, potentially undermining the objectives
of Education 5.0.

4. Methods

The study adopted a qualitative research approach framed within an interpretive paradigm to explore the impact of
Education 5.0 on academic staff performance and promotion in HTEIs in Zimbabwe. A case study research design using
a university institution in Masvingo Province was employed to gain a clearer picture of the phenomenon studied. Data
was collected using open-ended questionnaires and semi-structured interviews to gain insight into the academic staff’s
understanding of Education 5.0 and its impact on their performance and promotion (Belotto, 2018). The study used
open-ended questionnaires and unstructured interviews to collect data from participants drawn from 5 faculties, with 4
participants selected from each academic level. A purposive sampling technique was used to select 20 participants
comprising full professors, associate professors, senior lecturers, lecturers and assistant lecturers (teaching assistants)
from the participating University’s five (5) schools. Of the 20 participants, 8 were females, 40% of the total, and 12 were
males, constituting 60%. This ratio reflects where the participating universities had more male academic staff than their
female counterparts (van den Besselaar and Sandstrom, 2016). Among the participants, 40% were PhD holders, while
60% were Master’s degree holders (Etikan, 2016). All 20 participants had research experience, but 35% had no administrative

experience.

Thematic procedures were used to analyse the study data. Data were coded and categorised to create order from the
participants’ convergent and divergent views, which helped unfold the underlying issues regarding the studied
phenomenon. The codes used were as follows: AL - Assistant Lecturer, LC - Lecturer, SL - Senior Lecturer, AP -
Associate Professor, PS - Professor.
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5. Results

Several important themes related to the integration of Education 5.0 at the universities in Zimbabwe’s Masvingo Province
emerged from the study data analysis. Nevertheless, three major themes revolved around the implementation aspect of
this new system. The three themes are summarised as follows: academic staff’s perceptions of Education 5.0, challenges
associated with the implementation of Education 5.0 and the impact of Education 5.0 on academic staff performance and
promotions. These themes are illustrated in Table 1 below.

Table 1: Analytical Strategy — Research Themes, Categories and Subcategories

THEME 1
Academic staffs’ understanding of Education 5.0
Category 1 Academic staff with knowledge
Category 2 Academic staff without knowledge
THEME 2

Academic staffs’ challenges with regards to performance and promotion

Category 1 Performance challenges 1.1 Funding and Resources

1.2 Innovation absorption by industries and universities

Category 2 Promotion requirements 2.1 Academic staff with knowledge

2.2 Academic staff without knowledge

THEME 3

Academic staffs’ reaction to implementation of Education 5.0 with regards to performance and promotion

Category 1 Staft responded positively 1.1 Promotes collaboration and thinking outside the box

1.2 Staff embraced and accepted the new mission

Category 2 Staft responded negatively 2.1 Too many requirements and workload

2.2 Staff lacked motivation and not yet sure

5.1. Academic Staff’s Perceptions of Education 5.0

In exploring academic staff’s perceptions of Education 5.0 and its impact on staff performance and promotions, it was
evident that there was varied levels of understanding among participants. Some academic staff demonstrated an
understanding of Education 5.0’s principles and their relevance to performance and promotion, while others lacked
critical knowledge or were unaware of the system’s implications. The participants were categorised into two groups:
those with elementary knowledge and those lacking essential awareness of Education 5.0’s mission.

Participants with a clear understanding acknowledged Education 5.0°s transformative objectives, as echoed in the
verbatim quotes from 3 participants:

Participant 1: “Education 5.0 moves us from conventional outputs in teaching to producing self-sufficient graduates
with innovative skills essential for industrialising Zimbabwe (LC).”

Participant 10 added that: “Beyond teaching, research, and community engagement, Education 5.0 incorporates
innovation and industrialisation, adding value to students, universities and academic staff. Performance and
promotions hinge on tangible outputs in these areas (AP).”

Also, Participant 14 elaborated as follows: “Universities have become creative hubs of scientific advances and
innovation, contributing to industrialisation as producers rather than consumers of knowledge (PS).”

These participants generally viewed Education 5.0 positively, appreciating its integration of technology, focus on
innovation and interdisciplinary collaboration. They believed it positively influenced teaching methods, research outputs
and student engagement. However, some participants expressed skepticism regarding the implementation of Education
5.0, particularly its use in performance appraisals and promotions. They argued that aspects like innovation and
industrialisation fell outside their professional specialisations and, therefore, should not influence promotion criteria.
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Their skepticism stemmed from challenges in transitioning from Education 3.0 to Education 5.0. The change process was
marred by insufficient communication, lack of staff induction and inadequate dissemination of policy-related information,
particularly regarding promotion criteria. These issues generated mistrust and resistance.

From a change management perspective, unfreezing old promotion criteria is essential to address resistance and
drive engagement with Education 5.0 (Muzira and Muzira, 2020). Robbins et al. (2013) explain that resistance to change
inhibits the development of skills necessary for implementing innovation effectively. Looking at these dynamics, it can
be inferred that some academic staff’s low perception of Education 5.0 was because their input was not sorted when the
system was introduced, hence the scepticism. Furthermore, they were not appropriately inducted, and the lack of
information dissemination from the policy implementers, especially that which affected their promotion prospects, was
viewed with suspicion. Thus, the perception gap among university academic staff members highlights the need for
comprehensive communication, professional development initiatives and support systems to ensure they are involved
in decisions that affect them. They are well-informed and equipped to navigate the changing educational landscape, as
championed by Education 5.0.

5.2. Challenges Associated with the Implementation of Education 5.0

The study identified several challenges undermining the implementation of Education 5.0 in Zimbabwean universities.
These included limited technological infrastructure, a digital divide, inadequate faculty training, financial constraints,
resistance to change and the need for supportive policies. These obstacles were highlighted as significantly hindering
the adoption of this transformative educational paradigm.

Limited technological infrastructure emerged as a major challenge. Participants noted the scarcity of personal devices
like laptops and tablets, compounded by their high costs relative to low academic staff remuneration. Shared desktop
computers in universities were insufficient, restricting access to online resources and impeding research and educational
activities outside university premises. Participant 8 highlighted this by stating that,

“Academic staff struggle to afford personal laptops due to high costs compared to low salaries. Personal devices are
essential for research and fulfilling the goals of Education 5.0(PS).”

Similarly, another participant expressed frustration over limited access to essential devices, which restricted engagement
with Education 5.0. Furthermore, unreliable internet connectivity disrupted online learning, collaboration and research,
limiting the potential for innovation and industrialisation envisioned under Education 5.0.

Another issue was the lack of technical support. Participants pointed out the inadequacy of IT staff to resolve
technical issues promptly. Delays in addressing these issues disrupted teaching, research and innovation activities.
Participant 20 remarked that,

“The lack of technical support is a significant challenge. Dedicated support is crucial for using technology
effectively in pursuit of Education 5.0 (SL).”

Despite efforts to increase information technology personnel, universities lacked sufficient specialists to meet
academic staff needs, further hindering effective use of technology and innovative tools.

Faculty training and capacity building were also identified as critical gaps. Participants reported insufficient training
opportunities to integrate technology into teaching, research and community service. For example, Participant 15 noted
that,

“Most universities in Zimbabwe are not providing adequate training for faculty to incorporate technology into
their work practices (AP).”

This lack of professional development impeded the ability of academic staff to fully embrace Education 5.0’s goals.
Financial constraints were another recurring theme noted in the study. Participants highlighted inadequate funding for
essential resources like technology infrastructure, software licenses and other educational tools. While the government
announced the transition to Education 5.0, no specific budget was allocated to support its implementation. Participants
stressed the importance of financial support from government, international organisations and other stakeholders to
overcome these challenges and ensure its sustainable implementation.

Resistance to change further complicated the adoption of Education 5.0. Participants expressed concerns about
increased workloads without corresponding remuneration. The rebranding of degree programmes, introduction of new
modules and modularization added to the teaching burden, leaving less time for research. Participant 17 remarked that,

“Education 5.0 brought additional workload without matching remuneration, demanding more from us without
adequate compensation.”
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Additionally, some academic staff experienced anxiety about shifting from traditional methods to technology-driven
approaches, as noted by Participant 19:

>

“The adoption of Education 5.0 created anxiety among staff. It requires a mindset shift from all stakeholders.’

This resistance was partly attributed to the traditional teaching culture, which was less aligned with the demands of
Education 5.0. Participants emphasized the need for convincing evidence, continuous support and a shift in mindset to
address these misgivings. The study also highlighted the need for supportive policies and regulatory frameworks.
Participants observed that the absence of clear guidelines and frameworks hindered the smooth transition from Education
3.0 to Education 5.0. They emphasized that addressing these policy gaps is essential for creating an enabling environment
that fosters innovation and industrialisation.

5.3. Impact of Education 5.0 on Academic Staff Performance and Promotions

The third theme explored the impact of Education 5.0 on academic staff performance and promotions. Prior to its
implementation in 2018, universities operated under Education 3.0, which focused on teaching, research and community
service. Education 5.0 expanded this model by adding two pillars: innovation and industrialization. This shift, emphasizing
technology integration and entrepreneurial approaches, significantly altered the roles and responsibilities of academic
staff in higher education institutions.

Findings revealed that Education 5.0 had multifaceted effects on academic staff performance and career advancements.
By prioritizing innovation and industrialization, the system enabled partnerships with external actors, reducing reliance
on government funding and fostering self-reliance. Participant 12 noted that,

“Education 5.0 promotes self-reliance by generating additional income (PS).”

Initiatives like innovation hubs and industrial parks have facilitated collaborations between academia and industry,
resulting in high-quality research and tangible products, as demonstrated by projects such as the bio diesel project,
livestock feed and artificial insemination at Chinhoyi University of Technology, Future Grains for Africa at the
University of Zimbabwe and research into indigenous trees and herbs, pathology and diagnostic center at Midlands
State University.

Despite these benefits, some academic staff raised concerns about challenges posed by Education 5.0. Heavy
teaching loads and insufficient institutional support often hindered faculty from prioritizing research. Furthermore,
some participants felt that the new mission did not align with their fields, particularly in the arts and service sectors. For
instance, Participant 13 remarked,

“It is not easy to industrialize in the arts field, but our published papers add to the body of knowledge. They
constitute innovative work and have protected rights like patents (SL).”

Another participant 5 explained,

“Patents are more applicable in sciences and engineering. For the service sector, the goal is improving the quality
of services rather than creating novel inventions (SL).”

Across all participants, it was evident that Education 5.0 expanded the scope of academic responsibilities beyond
traditional teaching and research. Faculty members are now expected to incorporate technology, foster innovation and
contribute to industrialization. Participant 2 stated,

“Education 5.0 has expanded our responsibilities. These new expectations have influenced our performance,
limiting career advancements and promotions (AL).”

While these changes created opportunities for professional growth, they also imposed new challenges, such as
increased workloads and resource constraints, which affected promotion prospects. Participant 1 noted,

“We are tasked with going beyond traditional teaching and research to come up with tangible goods. This has
empowered us but also restricted promotion opportunities due to high expectations (SL).”

The shift to Education 5.0 required academic staff to acquire new skills and adopt innovative pedagogical approaches.
Those who embraced these changes demonstrated enhanced performance, engaged students more effectively and
fostered entrepreneurial mindsets among learners. This adaptation also benefited broader societal and economic
development. Notable examples include patents for the Artificial Insemination Program and the Tap Card system at
Chinhoyi University and Harare Institute of Technology respectively. One participant 3 observed,

“Chinhoyi University and Harare Institute of Technology patented their work on the Artificial Insemination
Programme, BUS tracking system and Tap Card system (PS).”
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However, the implementation of Education 5.0 brought several drawbacks. Many participants highlighted how the
additional pillars increased workloads, reducing the time available for teaching and student engagement. Participant 7
expressed that,

“There are too many publications, which reduces the time available to attend to students and promotion (LC).”
Participant 6 added,

“It increases our workload and negatively affects research and publication. The vast teaching load also reduces
promotion chances (AL).”

Academic staff often focused heavily on research and publications to meet promotion criteria, sometimes at the
expense of their teaching responsibilities. This finding aligns with Cadez et al. (2017), who noted that overloading
academic staff can stifle creativity and innovation in teaching.

A lack of a clear framework for promotions under Education 5.0 further compounded these challenges. Some participants
struggled to understand how the new components were weighted in performance evaluations, making it difficult to meet
promotion requirements. Participant 9 elaborated as follows,

“It does not explain the weighting of the new components, making it difficult to achieve (SL).”
These issues underscore the need for institutional support and recognition of academic staff efforts.

Participants emphasized the importance of creating a supportive environment to enable effective implementation of
Education 5.0. They stressed the importance of recognizing faculty efforts, encouraging experimentation and innovation,
providing adequate funding for professional development and access to modern technologies. Participant 11 summarised
the broader implications:

“Education 5.0 triggers critical thinking for survival in a hostile environment. Its impacts are positive for society, the
economy, and the nation (PS).”

Leadership plays a crucial role in fostering a culture of innovation and providing clear pathways for career advancement.
By addressing these concerns, institutions can better align with the goals of Education 5.0 and support their academic
staff in achieving professional growth while contributing to societal and economic development. Balancing these
objectives with the core mission of education remains a key challenge for academic staff and institutions alike.

6. Discussion of Findings

Three major themes emerged from the data collected from 20 participants drawn from different levels of university
academic staff. Using a Zimbabwean perspective, the data were analysed to provide insights into the impact of Education
5.0 on university academic staff performance and promotion. The first key finding relates to the academic staff’s
perceptions of Education 5.0. The finding reveals a mix of positive and negative perspectives. While some academic
staff embraced the new education paradigm and recognised its potential for enhancing their performance and presenting
opportunities for promotions, others expressed concerns about increased workload and the need for adequate
compensation (Muzira and Bondai, 2020). These diverse perceptions highlight the importance of creating a supportive
environment that addresses the concerns of academic staff in order to foster a positive mindset towards Education 5.0
within the academic body at all universities.

The second key finding sheds light on several critical aspects related to implementing Education 5.0 in Zimbabwe’s
universities since its inception in 2018. The study found that there were various challenges associated with the
implementation of Education 5.0. These challenges include but are not limited to limited access to technological
infrastructure, skill gap, resistance to change, insufficient training opportunities and unaffordable technological resources
such as computers, laptops and tablets due to the academic staff’s eroded low incomes (Shakemore et al., 2023; Vurayai,
2024; Zishiri et al., 2024). These challenges highlight the need for comprehensive support mechanisms to address the
barriers hindering the effective adoption of Education 5.0.

The third and last key finding relates to the impact of Education 5.0 on academic staff performance and promotions.
The study found the positive and negative impacts of Education 5.0 on academic staff performance and promotions. On
the positive side, academic staff who actively embraced technology integration and innovative approaches demonstrated
enhanced performance and engagement with students and contributed to the innovation and industrialisation goals of
Education 5.0. Their efforts were being recognised and rewarded, leading to personal fulfilment and enhanced prospects
of promotions. However, the negative impacts included challenges faced by academic staff in adapting to the changing
educational landscape brought about by adopting Education 5.0. The negative impacts mainly emanate from inadequate
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technological infrastructure and resources and insufficient training opportunities for academic staff across most
universities in Zimbabwe.

Based on the three key findings, this study argues that government should allocate a dedicated budget to institutions
while providing continuous and comprehensive support mechanisms, including adequate resources, training programs
and a supportive culture of innovation. These measures can help mitigate the challenges associated with implementing
Education 5.0 while fostering a positive environment for academic staff to thrive regarding their performance and
promotion aspirations. On the other hand, universities should invest in improving the technological infrastructure in all
their campuses, including reliable internet connectivity and access to up-to-date software and hardware, and provide
funding for academic staff to acquire laptops and tablets and well-equipped computer labs. This will provide academic
staff with the tools to effectively integrate technology into all the pillars of Education 5.0, ultimately enhancing their
performance and promotion opportunities. The study further advocates for ongoing dialogue and collaboration between
academic staff, administrators and policymakers to address academic staff concerns and improve perceptions of Education
5.0. The collective outcome of these efforts will ensure that Education 5.0 maximises its potential benefits for academic
staff performance and promotions in Zimbabwean universities and beyond.

7. Conclusion

This research revealed a low understanding of Education 5.0 and its components in universities by academic staff due
to ignorance and a lack of relevant information and policy documents. More importantly, the main objectives of Education
5.0 will not be realized unless measures are put in place to equip universities and academic staff with the necessary
resources, skills and a favorable environment that promotes innovation and industrialization. Although universities are
encouraged to fulfil their mission, when it comes to promotion, innovation and industrialization are important, however,
research excellence appears to be the favored criteria. Due to this criterion, academics tend to neglect the scholarship of
teaching and community service while concentrating too heavily on research. This promotion criterion is now discouraging
academics from applying for promotions. Many academics believe that the profession has a heavy workload, making it
difficult to meet promotion requirements, poor mentoring and capacity development. A guiding framework for promotion
under Education 5.0 must be crafted to increase the performance and promotion of academic staff. The guiding framework
needs to be sensitive to people’s differing circumstances, professional and cultural backgrounds, and strategies for
improving performance and promotion, and must accommodate this diversity. University policymakers need to listen to
the views of their staff at different levels. By providing a forum in which staff can present their views on policy matters,
this could impact staff performance and promotion.
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