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ABSTRACT

Aim. The aim of this research is to identify student perceptions of the current organ-
izational culture type in four flagship Turkish public universities. Its further goal after
this diagnosis was to help the researchers and policy makers to deeply understand the
actual situations and make recommendations for organizational culture change and
educational innovations. Methods. We applied a mixed-method approach to collect
data. The quantitative method consisted of 964 applications of the instrument of OCAI
to bachelor students. The qualitative method included 19 semi-structured interviews to
follow up and verify the results from the survey to have a deeper insight into Turkish
HEIs.

Results. The variety of findings through survey and interviews revealed and vali-
dated that the dominant culture type of Turkish universities regarding students is hier-
archy followed by market culture. It is probable that the national cultural structure of
the Turkish society is a result of this finding. It appears that Turkey has a hierarchical
workplace attributing control, order, authority, and smooth functioning.

Conclusions. Based on student perceptions, this study can provide policy makers,
academic leaders, academic staff and employees in administrative units with a broader
knowledge of the current organizational culture type in universities in Turkey, and
identify the strengths and weaknesses of organizational culture in universities and to
improve the quality through making innovations.

Key words: organizational culture type, Turkish universities, OCAI, students” per-
ceptions, mixed method, hierarchy culture
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INTRODUCTION

Understanding organizational culture is of fundamental importance in
examining what goes on in organizations, how to run them and how
to improve them (Schein, 2010). There have been many definitions provided
for organizational culture. Organizational culture can be defined as getting
things done (Deal & Kennedy, 1982), symbols, values, procedures, ceremonies,
approaches characterising an organization (Cameron & Quinn, 2011) and the
glue that brings people together within an organization (Beyer & Nino, 2001).
Edgar Schein (2010), one of the most exceptional theorists of organizational cul-
ture, defines it as the complex pattern in which the members create, find and
figure out concrete ways to cope with problems. Hence, these issues should be
instructed to new members for better understanding of the new environment.
In this manner, culture is passed on to the new eras of gathering individuals by
means of the socialisation procedure through members’ jargon such as stories,
myths, rituals, norms, habits, nonverbal signs and symbols (Leland, 2002).

Researchers across different disciplines have recognised the critical role
played by organizational culture and connected it to the effectiveness and
central processes of the organization, especially in the last decades of the 20th
century (Kezar & Eckel, 2002). Some studies have associated “strength” and
“congruence” with the organization’s effectiveness (Ostroff, Kinicki, Tamkins,
2003; Wilderom, Glunk & Maslowski, 2000) while others indicate “the type of
organizational culture” as a key element (Cameron & Freeman, 1991; Denison
& Mishra, 1995; Kotter & Heskett, 1992; Ostroff et al., 2003; Wilkins & Ouchi,
1983). Kim Cameron and Robert Quinn (2011) the most outstanding scholars
in this field, believe that organizational culture type reveals the success of the
organization through the organization’s compatibility with the environment
and long-term goals, style and inclinations. Against this background, one can
argue that there is a causal relationship between the culture type of organization
and the level of performance and effectiveness (Cameron & Freeman, 1991).

Several models have been developed to describe various indicators of the
culture in assessing the organizational culture and effectiveness. Charles Handy
(1993), who created a four-type culture model based on organizational struc-
ture, argued that each culture type is congruent with different environment and
personality, in other words, what works well in one organization may not work
in another or an employee who is successful in one organization may not do
well in another. Furthermore, as Fons Trompenaars (1993), Terrence Deal and
Allan Kennedy (1982), K. Cameron and R. Quinn (2011) have claimed that a
combination of culture types may be present in organizations. Karen Cacciat-
tolo (2014) has argued that in real-life organizations, more than one culture type
may exist, and sub-cultures may overlap or conflict with each other.

In a university, all stakeholders including trustees, administrators, faculty
members, campus community members, students, and society should come
together to shape the effectiveness of the university (Gayle, Tewaire & White,
2003). In terms of students, Frances M. Hill (1995) supports that students are
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the direct recipients of the service provided at universities and the key indi-
cators of institutional effectiveness is student academic development (Dill,
2014) and organizational culture (Deem, DeLotell & Kelly, 2015; Ramachan-
dran, Chong & Ismail, 2011; Smart, Kuh & Tierney, 1997). As a response to the
attention given to the students in literature and to fill the gap regarding the
perceptions of students on organizational culture type in Turkish universities,
the present study aims to provide a detailed analysis of the student percep-
tions of organizational culture type in Turkish universities. The design of the
study allows for commentary on the advantage of both quantitative and quali-
tative methods. For the quantitative phase, the Cameron and Quinn model has
been chosen and the instrument OCAI (Organizational Culture Assessment
Instrument) has been used as a survey tool because it is the most used, actual
and useful framework with its central database in defining organizational cul-
ture types. It is validated in a lot of research both in Turkey (Agikgoz, 2006;
Beytekin, Yal¢inkaya, Dogan & Karakog, 2010; Erdem, 2007; Erdem et al., 2010;
Kurgun & Bagiran, 2013) and in the world (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Deni-
son, 1990; Deshpande & Farley, 2004; Howard, 1998; Linnenluecke & Griffiths,
2010; Ralston, Tong, Terpstra, Wang & Egri, 2006). For the qualitative phase,
a semi-structured interview was conducted to penetrate deeply into the per-
ceptions and opinions of the students and go beyond what can be uncovered
through questionnaires. The importance and originality of this study derive
from two primary reasons.

1. To undertake a combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches

using OCAL
2. To ascertain the perceptions of Turkish university students.

ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AT UNIVERSITY LEVEL

Over the past two decades, universities have been under pressure to adapt to
political, cultural, technological and social changes. One reason for this relent-
less and cumulative pressure is the unprecedented growth and technological
forces accompanying the global economy, complexity and socio-political com-
petitiveness of the changing environment (Cohen, 2001). Another reason is rap-
idly increasing globalisation and international competition. The establishment
of common markets and the mobility of students and academic staff can result
in academic reform (Sporn, 1999). The key reason what Aleksander Kobylarek
(2017) constitutes is the technocratic order. He briefly explains the idea that the
traditional way of universities is replaced by the economic demands ceasing
the university to be a place just for the elites.

Scholars have focused on the university culture to be able to create effective,
productive and innovative organizations in this competitive world. A. Koby-
larek (2017) investigated that the successful university culture should regard
the changing world of science, culture and communication technologies that
surrounds it. In addition, as a living organism, it is important that the universi-
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ties must evolve to create unique chemistry to hold the stakeholders together
(Simplicio, 2012). Besides, university culture is used as a descriptive tool to link
the improvement and success (Beytekin et al., 2010). At the university level,
William Tierney (1988) claimed that organizational culture in universities
leads to understanding the interconnected web between different actors and
the structure, rules and regulations.

The culture, at the university level, tended to use to refer to the values,
attitudes, and beliefs shared by the university stakeholders (i.e., managers,
faculty, students, board members and support staff) at a certain time and place
which naturalised their behaviour. People are guided by the values, beliefs
and assumptions. It is an intellectual device which comes about through sto-
ries, corporate language and norms (Cameron & Freeman, 1991; Kezar & Eckel,
2002; Kose, 2017; Lamond, 2003; Sporn, 1999).

Universities are people-oriented organizations in which the internal
(academic staff, students) and external (local community, pollical activists,
quality assurance agencies, press) stakeholders are involved. It becomes
obligatory to create different services and standards for each task. In addi-
tion, the academic and administrative staff have different interests. Thus, it
gets complicated to establish coordination for governing and managing the
university. due to the involvement and different interests of academic and
administrative staff. universities are exposed to their environment. Moreo-
ver, changes in external conditions (political, economic, social, technological)
influence the situation of universities which oblige them to a strategic activity
planning (Bartell, 2003).

Unlike most professional organizations, universities are complex organi-
zations with certain dominant features that respond to different impera-
tives in the environment (Deal & Kennedy, 1982). University culture can be
assessed in many ways. For example, Tony Becher (1989) studied academic
tribes and cultures and developed a theoretical framework for four differ-
ent natures of knowledge (cumulative, holistic, purposive, functioning).
To him, globalization affected the universities. Nancy Fjortoft and John C.
Smart (1994) differentiate organizational culture in terms of dynamism and
externalism, meaning that universities prefer dynamic or stable culture and
external or internal orientation. William Ouchi (1980) advocated a threefold
typology of organizational culture type - clans, bureaucracies, markets. These
culture types served as an alternative “governance modes”. They represent
different and exclusive mechanisms by which individual behavior can be
controlled or influenced.

Sporn (1999) studied organizational culture in terms of two aspects - strong
and weak. While strong university culture refers to shared values and strong
norms, weak university culture is characterized by disagreement about the
main values and absence of norms. According to E. Schein (2010), the strength
of culture is determined by the length of the group’s shared experience and
homogeneity of group members. Cameron and Quinn (2011) investigated the
underlying cultural dynamics that exist in organizations. They notified that
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the type of organizational culture (clan, adhocracy, market. hierarchy) is more
important for the organizational effectiveness rather than organizational con-
gruence and strength.

So, the most reasonable action to be taken for shaping the complex culture
of universities is to understand that it has a holistic entity with its internal and
external stakeholders (Vasyakin, Ivleva, Pozharskaya & Shcherbakova, 2016).

CAMERON AND QUINN’S MODEL
OF ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE

The organizational culture serves as a guide to adapt to environmental and
internal circumstances, helps to solve problems, and even as a tool to improve
management, enhance the functioning and develop strategies (Lacatus, 2013),
so many scholars (Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Handy, 1993; Hofstede, 2001; Schein,
2010) have proposed some survey models to analyse and measure it. Among
these, Cameron and Quinn’s “Competing Values Framework” model (CVF)isa
formidable and valid one to explain the organizational culture. CVF is a matrix
of four competing values that are in accordance with four types of organiza-
tional culture. In their pioneering book of Diagnosing and Changing Organiza-
tional Culture, K. Cameron and R. Quinn (2011), specify that CVF is effective in
determining the major approaches to organizational design, stages of life cycle
development, organizational quality, theories of effectiveness, leadership roles
and roles of human resource managers, and management skills. CVF has two
major dimensions and four
main clusters (see Figure 1). Flexibility and discretion
These dimensions form four +
quadrants, each representing Clan
a culture type - clan, adhoc-
racy, market, and hierarchy.

While the horizontal
dimension refers to cultures
with an internal focus, inte-
gration, short term orienta-
tion and smoothing activities
on the left and to cultures
with an emphasis on external
positioning, long-term orien-
tation, and achievement-ori- Hierarchy
ented activities on the right, v
the vertical dimension moves Stability and control
from the cultures character-
ized by flexibility, discretion, Figure 1.

individuality, and spontane- The Competing Values Framework
ity at the top and cultures Source: K. Cameron and R. Quinn, 2011
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characterized by stability, control, and predictability at the bottom. The models
seem to cover four different scopes; however, they can be tightly intercon-
nected. The four culture types in the framework define the hidden values of
people, assumptions, orientations, programs, and policies of an organization
(Beytekin et al., 2010).

Hierarchy Culture can be simply identified through structured space. In a
formalised place, there are fixed rules and policies for holding people together.
Market culture can be characterised by a result-oriented place. It focuses on the
competitiveness both between the organization and its market competitors and
between the employees. The organization is united by achievement and win-
ning. Clan Culture is directly opposite the set of values in hierarchy and market
culture types. It is a family-like culture which emphasises collaboration. The
clan culture stands for a friend-like environment. It stresses collaboration and
communication. The organization is rooted in commitment to family values.
Adhocracy culture develops a set of assumptions that differ from those of the
other three culture types. It is assumed that it is more dynamic and innovative
which gives rise to success and new resources. So, particular emphasis is put
on vision, imagination, and creativity. It also allows individual participation
and flexibility to accomplish tasks. This contrasts with hierarchy culture which
relies on a set of defined rules and stability (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). They
also developed Organizational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) based
on the CVF framework.

TURKISH HIGHER EDUCATION CONTEXT

In Turkey, there are 183 universities, consisting of 116 public universi-
ties and 67 non-profit foundation universities. Turkish higher education has
a highly centralised governance structure that has been led by the Council
of Higher Education (COHE) since 1981. COHE is responsible for planning,
coordinating and making policies for higher education. Universities have
autonomy under the umbrella of COHE, which means university leaders set
the objectives, the missions and visions in line with national higher education
policy (YOK, 2017).

Like all the universities in the world, Turkish universities serve a plat-
form for internal relations between administrative staff, academic staff,
students, employees, and external relations with government, alumni, par-
ents, social organizations, and also other universities. This diversity of the
relations urges researchers to study the university’s organizational culture.
So, numerous researches on Turkish university culture have been natu-
rally warranted regarding academic staff members or managers (Beytekin
et al., 2010; Erdem, 2007; Iplik(_;i & Topsakal, 2014; Ira, 2011; Kose, 2017;
Kurt, 2015; Murat & Acikgoz, 2007; Ozcan, Karatas, Caglar & Polat, 2014;
Ozdevecioglu & Akin, 2013; Oztiirk, Saklak & Yilmazer, 2010; Yaman &
Ruglar, 2014).
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However, only a limited number of studies have been identified in orga-
nizational culture regarding students in Turkey. For example, Ferda Erdem
and Janset O. Isbas1 (2001) conducted an empirical study on the students of
Akdeniz University regarding the importance of organizational culture. They
found out that organizational structure and educational processes should be
improved.

In accordance with that study, Kiirsat Yilmaz and Ebru Oguz (2005) investi-
gated the perceptions of students of Ankara University Faculty of Educational
Sciences regarding organizational culture. The students expressed that there
were some problems in the faculty physical structure, communication, and
management.

In addition, Kemal Koksal (2007) determined the perceptions of students
in Balikesir University about their faculty culture. The results show that the
students have positive perceptions of power distance and communication
between peers while they have negative perceptions of physical structure,
teacher’s attitude and belonging.

In a subsequent study investigating the perceptions of students about fac-
ulty culture and the quality of university life, Tiirkan Argon and Meryem
Kosterelioglu (2009) reached the conclusion that the students’ perception about
faculty culture is positive.

In another study, Fatih Bektas (2010) examined the effects of organiza-
tional image on culture of the organization according to perceptions of pre-
service teachers in Atatiirk University. The results demonstrated that the fac-
tors of organizational image predicted 57% of the culture of organization as
positive.

More specifically, Mustafa Kesen and Biilent Akytiz (2015) measured the
relationship between perceived stress levels of university students and univer-
sity organizational culture perceptions in Bayburt University. They concluded
that perceived stress level and university organizational culture are affected by
different demographic variables.

Together, these studies indicate the importance of organizational cul-
ture, the problems in organizational culture, the quality of university cul-
ture and the image of universities just in one university. However, such
studies remain narrow in focusing on the entire organization as the unit of
analysis, different sub-unit cultures or the dominant types of the entire or
sub-unit cultures.

In this research study, we are interested primarily in identifying the overall
and the sub-dimensional organizational culture profile such as the manage-
ment style, strategic emphasis, cultural strength, leadership, success criteria
and basic values of the Turkish universities using OCAI. The target level of
cultural analysis is the students because they are the direct recipients of the
performance and activities. So, their perceptions provide a deeper understand-
ing of the key points that need to be changed.
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RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

This study aimed at identifying student perceptions of current organizatio-
nal culture type in four flagship Turkish public universities. The following are
the research questions:

* RQI: How do students of teacher training programs perceive current
organizational profile at public universities in Turkey using OCAI?

* RQ2: How do students of teacher training programs perceive current
organizational profile per dimension at public universities in Turkey
using OCAI?

METHODOLOGY

To gain a greater insight into the perceptions of students towards the
organizational culture type in their universities, we applied a mixed-method
approach, which employs two layers of methods to collect data. In this
study, the quantitative method consisted of the application of a survey of the
questionnaire to the bachelor students to identify the organizational culture
type. The qualitative method included semi-structured interviews to follow up
and verify the results from the survey not to create a new data set. This study
aimed to verify and increase the credibility and validity of the data by combi-
ning elements from a survey questionnaire and a semi-structured interview.
As Jill Collis and Roger Hussey (2009) argue that triangulation methodology
provides the researchers with a broad and approving consideration of the rese-
arch problem. Alan Bryman (2016) implies that it uses two or more research
methods to cross check the results to counterbalance the weaknesses of each
finding.

QUANTITATIVE METHOD

Instrument

In our quantitative study, we used Organizational Culture Assessment
Instrument (OCAI) developed by Quinn and Cameron based on the compe-
ting values framework to identify the demographic details, investigate the per-
ceptions of students in Turkish universities and determine the organizational
culture type in Turkish universities in a limited time with a low cost. There
are 24 items in the scale consisting of six key dimensions to rate the type of
organization. These six dimensions are: dominant characteristics, organizatio-
nal leadership, and management of employees, organizational glue, strategic
emphases, and criteria for success. In each dimension, there are four alterna-
tives (A, B, C, D) referring to clan, adhocracy, market and hierarchy culture
types respectively. Respondents are expected to divide 100 points among these
four alternatives of each cultural dimension regarding their current or prefer-
red organizational culture type.
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There are two versions of the instrument, Likert scales, and ipsative scales.
Both versions are compatible with the Organizational Culture Assessment
Instrument (Quinn & Spreitzer, 1991). In the Likert version, participants are
allowed to score all elements equally, whereas in the ipsative, they are forced
to contrast the elements.

Ipsative measurement

In the present study, we have consciously selected the ipsative alternative
which allows participants to allocate 100 points among four items of each cul-
tural dimension for the current cultural type of their universities.

Ipsative data scales let the participants rank a set of values or prefer one
value rather than another in a forced way (Meglino & Ravlin, 1998). Thus,
respondents must compare the elements by giving a fixed number instead of
choosing the most desired option as in the normative scores such as Likert
scales (Eijnatten et al., 2015). Each quadrant (clan, adhocracy, market, hierar-
chy) in OCALI is interdependent (Quinn & Spreitzer, 1991) due to the holistic
view of the organizational culture (Lamond, 2003). These quadrants exist toge-
ther in organizations in a balance with some values more dominant than the
others. So, they are interdependent (Quinn & Spreitzer, 1991).

In ipsative measurement, correlating cases and Q factor analysis are possi-
ble to determine the profile types and receive relevant results (Johnson et al,
1988). However, as Quinn and Spreitzer (1991) stated, correlations, factor ana-
lysis and regression are not appropriate in ipsative scales.

Sample

The target population consisted of undergraduate teacher training pro-
gram students in 4 public universities in Turkey. We aimed to include four
public universities which are in the ranking list of the Entrepreneurial and
Innovative University Index 2015 prepared by TUBITAK (Scientific and Tech-
nological Research Council of Turkey). Out of 50 universities, the universities
were selected because each was on the different percentile on the list and got
different points. To ensure anonymity, we coded universities as: University
1, University 2, University 3, University 4 and we calculated the percentile
of the universities and wrote an approximate percentile. Universities’ per-
centiles are as follows: University 1: between 50-70%. University 2: between
30-50%, University 3: between 10-30%, University 4: first 10%. Hence, it can
be assured that the OC types of these four universities represent the general
academic culture in Turkey. A total of 1038 undergraduate students from
second-year student to final-year student participated in the survey and the
valid questionnaires were 964. Table 1 depicts the distribution of students by
independent variables.
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Table 1. Distribution of students by independent variables.

Variables N (Participants) % (Percentage)

University
Ul 243 25
U2 253 26
U3 237 25
U4 231 24
Gender
Female 741 77
Male 223 23
Age
19 207 21
20 287 30
21 217 23
22 and more 253 26
Year
Second 300 31
Third 357 37
Fourth 307 32
Discipline
Soft Science 508 53
Hard Science 298 31
Foreign Language 158 16
Total 964 100

Data Collection

Prior to data collection, we obtained the data collection ethical approval
from METU Ethics Committee. Once permission was granted, students were
given the opportunity to participate in the research according to participants’
availability.

This part of data was collected through a self-administered paper-and-pen-
cil survey that took approximately 25-30 minutes to complete. The survey was
administered by teachers (who agreed to support this research) and the resear-
cher during their course sessions or group activities.

Data analysis

In our study, we used the alternative analysis method provided by Frans
M. van Eijnatten, Andries van der Ark and Sjena Holloway (2015) through
the R-software package and SPSS version 25.0. According to them, in ipsative
data, basic statistical analyses cause two main biased problems. The first one is
that the values of covariances and correlations cannot be used to determine the
inner structure of the data. The second is that normative measurement cannot
be used to compare between organizations or participants. So, they suggested
alternative parametric statistical methods to analyse the ipsative measures of
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OCAL the closed geometric mean, the non-parametric bootstrap test. These

methods are described as follows respectively:

1. Geometric mean: It is regarded as the natural center of ipsative data (Aitch-
ison, 1986) which can reduce the effect of very high and low values. It is
generally used for comparing different items and reaching a single figure
for multiple items which might divert the mean if the arithmetic mean was
calculated (Amintoosi & Kanhere, 2013).

2. Nonparametric bootstrap test: This test has demonstrated how to construct
95 % confidence intervals as the following: (i) exclude nonparametric data,
(ii) calculate the collective dimensional profile (CDP) for each bootstrap
with the closed geometric means (iii) calculate the Aitchison Distance for
each bootstrap, (iv) delete the CDP profiles regarding the 5% largest Aitch-
ison Distance (v) determine the lowest and highest values for each compo-
nent of the remaining 95% of the bootstrap mean (Eijnattan et al., 2015).

These alternative approaches for intra-individual analysis and ipsative
data analysis fulfill the main statistical requirements which are scale invari-
ance, permutation invariance, sub-compositional coherence. This approach is
especially needed since the instrument OCAl is very common in organizations.

In this study, it has computed actual organizational culture profiles in the uni-

versities (Eijnattan et al., 2015). However, it is argued that ipsative scales only

measure relative rather than absolute values which compare intra-organiza-

tions not inter organizations (Cattell, 1944; Eijnattan et al., 2015; Hicks, 1970).

Eijnatten et al. (2015) argue that the most featured statistical approaches cannot

be clear in this limitation. They also add that in case of OCAI, ratios between

the different culture types can be interpreted significantly. Thereby, we can
discuss our results to compare relative values in universities. We could not
make factor analysis and normative analysis because ipsative data is robust.
Before starting to analyse, missing values and values without a sum of 100
points were identified and 74 (%7) cases were excluded from the analysis. The
closed part-wise geometric mean and 95% confidence intervals (CIs) of the indi-
vidual dimensions by universities were calculated (see Table 3 and Table 4).

Qualitative method

Although there are some limitations in ipsative scales, we believe that we
have reduced bias relatively by conducting interviews which gave us the chance
to gather complex and broader data and go beyond what can be uncovered thro-
ugh questionnaires. It also enabled us to enquire deeply into the perceptions and
opinions of the students about organizational culture in Turkish universities. In
the same wayj, it provided insights if the dimensions of the questionnaire in the
survey method were clear and understandable for the students.

The culture type is confirmed by asking the participants to describe the
dimensions which represent their university. The questions in the interview are
essentially the same or very similar to those in the OCAIL We triangulate this
data to add the validity and clarity of OCAI survey findings and explore if the
dimensions of the instrument were clear for the students, not to add a new data
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set. The interviews revealed that students were not aware of the third dimension-
-Management of employees. Due to its being from an employee’s point of view
and its irrelevance, this dimension was removed from the original six-dimensio-
nal questionnaire to prevent random or biased answers. Therefore, the modified
OCALI questionnaire contained 5 dimensions and 4 statements, totalling 20 items.

Sample

In this study, the maximum variation sampling type is chosen from purpo-
seful sampling methods. This type provides greater insights by looking from all
angles to maximize -not generalize- the diversity relevant to the research questions
(Yildirim & Simsek, 2013). So, a total of 19 students from the second year to final
year- participated in the interviews from the same universities mentioned above.
Table 2 illustrates the demographic characteristics of the participants.

Table 2.
Distribution of students by independent variables

Variables N(Participants) % (Percentage)
University
University 1 5 26
University 2 4 21
University 3 6 32
University 4 4 21
Gender
Female 11 53
Male 8 42
Year
Second 3 17
Third 9 47
Fourth 7 36
Total 19 100

Data collection

Interviews were conducted according to the participants” availability. Each
interview session was completed in approximately 25-30 minutes. Students
tirst answered the main questions and were able to refine the main questions,
follow up questions have been delivered. In the interviews, both audio-recor-
ding and note-taking methods are used together.

Data analysis

Qualitative data were analysed with descriptive analysis and content ana-
lysis. In the descriptive analysis phase, the records have been deciphered by
us and the field expert has drawn a correlation between audio recordings and
written forms in one of the interviews. We sent the participants a copy of the
written form with the aim of verifying the answers with them. The composed
expressions were put into final form as indicated by the participants.
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In the content analysis phase, we read and classified the interview data
and then tabulated it under the same theme, categories and codes. The direct
quotations and opinions of the participants are provided to mirror the views
of the participants.

RESULTS RELATED TO RESEARCH QUESTIONS GAINED
IN THE SURVEY

RQ1: Student perceptions of the current organizational culture at public
universities in Turkey

Table 3 contains the main results for the culture archetypes, geometric
mean and 95% ClIs for mean and standard deviations for actual organizational
culture type of all universities in the study.

As shown in Table 3, Hierarchical culture is the dominant culture type in
the total sample. Students in Turkish universities perceive the current culture
type as predominantly Hierarchy (gmean: 0.318), followed by Market (gmean:
0.288), Adhocracy (gmean: 0.202) and Clan (gmean: 0.190). Figure 2 illustra-
tes the current organizational culture profile of public universities in Turkey.
These results support the hypothesis of the study.

Table 3.
Culture archetypes of Turkish universities
Culture Archetypes
Clan Adhocracy Market Hierarchy
Mean 95% CI ~ Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI Mean 95% CI
Overall 0.190 0.184- 0.202 0.196- 0.288 0.279-  0.318 0.310-
0.196 0.208 0.295 0.328
AUS Total Culture
Clan Adhocracy
&
o
3

Figure 2.
OCAI total culture profile of Turk-
\ ish universities

Hierarchy Market
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RQ2: Student perceptions of the organizational culture dimensions at
public universities in Turkey

Table 3 contains the main results for the culture archetypes, geometric
mean and 95% Cls for mean and standard deviations for organizational culture
dimensions of all universities in the study. It also provides insight in the cur-
rent organizational culture at Turkish universities. The most notable characte-
ristics of the organizational culture at Turkish universities are measured on the
five dimensions Dominant Characteristics, Organizational Leadership, Orga-
nizational Glue, Strategic Emphasis and Criteria of Success. The third dimen-
sion in OCAI- Management of Employees- was removed to prevent random
or biased answers because it was not clearly comprehended by the students
during the interviews. Therefore, the modified OCAI questionnaire contained
5 dimensions and 4 statements, totalling 20 items.

What is striking about this table is that the dominant culture type in two
dimensions is different from the culture type in general. Market culture scores
the highest results in dominant characteristics and criteria of success. Overall,
these results support the hypothesis of the study and reveal the difference
between the culture type in general and that in five dimensions.

Table 4.
Culture archetypes of Turkish Universities per dimension

Dimensions Culture Archetypes
Clan Adhocracy Market Hierarchy
Mean 95%  Mean 95%  Mean 95%  Mean 95%
CI CI CI CI
Dominant 0.205 0.193- 0.199 0.187- 0.323 0.307- 0.270 0.256
Characteristics 0.218 0.212 0.341
Organizational 0.188 0.180- 0.213 0.202- 0.248 0.238- 0.348 0.333-
leadership 0.198 0.223 0.260 0.364
Organization Glue 0.181 0.170- 0.195 0.185- 0.279 0.266- 0.344 0.326-
0.191 0.207 0.294 0.360
Strategic Emphasis 0.186 0.178- 0.195 0.186- 0.260 0.248- 0.356 0.341-
0.195 0.205 0.273 0.372
Success criteria 0186 0.175- 0.202 0.191- 0.332 0.316- 0.278 0.263-
0.197 0.214 0.348 0.293

RESULTS RELATED TO RESEARCH QUESTIONS
GAINED IN INTERVIEWS

Table 5 provides the overview of the interview findings obtained from the
university students in Turkey. These seem to be consistent with the quantita-
tive survey results. As revealed in the quantitative plotted survey data, stu-
dents’ qualitative responses also show that hierarchy characteristics are the
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dominant culture type in Turkish universities. Students highly emphasise
control, efficiency, consistency and reliability in general (RQ1). Moreover,
when we analyse each dimension specifically (RQ2), students perceive their
universities” culture as hierarchical in organizational leadership and strategic
emphasis. A participant described the hierarchical situation in organizational
leadership as follows:

“(...) There’s a distance from the university leaders, there’s a hierarchy, it's hard to
reach them. We only see them in and out of their rooms. They act according to the
regulations; they do what their duties are....” (P7, U2, M, 2" year)

Another participant expressed her views in strategic emphasis as the
following;:

“(...) The education system is based on rote learning. Higher order thinking skills
are not emphasised. Our professors don’t use innovative teaching principles in les-
sons, but they say we should use them when we get to be teachers. The way to
success is through regularity, stability and efficiency...” (P5, U1, F, 4" year)

Thereis alsoanoticeable move towards the market culture in two dimensions
- dominant characteristics and success criteria. This finding broadly supports
the quantitative results in this study (RQ2). One participant remarked this situ-
ation in dominant characteristics as:

“(...) There is an interest-based relationship between friends. The dominance of
competition reduces sharing and individuality. A result-oriented environment
occurs...” (P1, U1, M, 3" year)

Commenting on market culture, one participant said for success criteria:

“(...) In fact, success at university should be measured according to continuous
research, self-improvement and innovativeness, but unfortunately it is measured
according to the exam results and GPA average. I think being a good teacher in
the future does not mean getting high grades at university...” (P9, U3, M, 3™ year)

The students perceive clan culture as dominant type in organizational glue
which is different form quantitative result. A participant describes the organi-
zational glue as follows:

“(...) After a difficult entrance exam, I settled in this department. I love my uni-
versity and I feel happy and free. I belong here. Once again, I would choose the
same department and the same university. Our teachers are very helpful warm
and sincere and treat us like their colleagues., I learn a lot from them...” (P16, U4,
F, 4™ year)
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Table 5.
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Students” views on organizational culture in Turkish universities

Themes Categories emerged f* % Most frequent codes
Overall culture type ~ Clan culture 37 20.3  Commitment
Adhocracy culture 20 11 Innovative outputs
Market culture 61 33.6  Market share
Hierarchy culture 64 351  Control
Dominant Clan culture 9 23.1  Very personal place
characteristics Adhocracy culture 4 10.2 Dynamic
Market culture 15 38.5  Result oriented
Hierarchy culture 11 28.2  Formal procedures
Organizational Clan culture 9 243  Mentoring
leadership Adhocracy culture 3 8.1 Innovation
Market culture 11 29.7  result-oriented
Hierarchy culture 14 379  Coordinating
Organizational glue  Clan culture 14 38.9  Loyalty
Adhocracy culture 4 111  Innovation
Market culture 7 19.4  Goal accomplishment
Hierarchy culture 11 30.6 Formal rules, policies
Strategic emphasis Clan culture 3 9.1 High trust, openness
Adhocracy culture 7 21.2  New things
Market culture 8 242  Competitive actions
Hierarchy culture 15 455  Stability
Criteria of success Clan culture 2 54 Human resources
Adhocracy culture 2 5.4 Unique products
Market culture 20 541  Winning
Hierarchy culture 13 351  Efficiency

* Each participant presented their views on more than one category.

DISCUSSION

The present study was designed to describe the perceptions of students
about the organizational culture of universities in Turkey using the OCALI The
variety of findings through survey and interviews revealed and validated the
organizational culture type in universities. We discuss these findings in two

aspects.

Firstly, the present study suggests that the dominant culture type of Tur-
kish universities as perceived by students is hierarchical. It is probable that
the national cultural structure of the Turkish society is a reason for this fin-
ding. As Geert Hofstede and Gert Jan Hofstede (2005) point out in their major
study of Cultures and Organization, Turkey has a hierarchical workplace attri-
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buting control, order, authority, and smooth functioning. This finding is also
consistent with the previous studies which have been carried out in Turkey
(Acikgoz, 2006; Bayazit & Kogas, 2012; Beytekin et al., 2010; Caliskan & Zhu,
2017; Halis, 2001; Sezgin, 2009). The findings of this research both from survey
and interview provide insights that hierarchy culture is still the common cul-
ture in higher education institutions. Based on this data, we can infer that
OCALI provides both a deeper understanding of the cultural composition and
a map of the dominant and complementary culture type in an organization
(Roman-Velazquez, 2005).

Hierarchy culture is mainly centered upon order, bureaucracy, top-down
control and stability. Adherence to identified best practices, controlled proces-
ses and considerable oversight is seen as critical to productivity and success. It
tends to be very conservative and be closed to innovation.

Following a hierarchy culture, students link their current culture with
market culture. This culture type is the second highest culture in the current
study which means these universities emphasise gaining accomplishment,
goal-oriented activities and long-term plans being competitive.

By moving away from hierarchy and market culture, students hold their
perceptions in the clan and adhocracy culture respectively. In the clan culture,
the organization is just a personal place like an extended family. People are
inclined to share a lot about themselves. Within this culture, the main focuses
are on teamwork, consensus, loyalty, and participation.

Secondly, concerning the organizational culture type per dimension in
OCAI, students put emphasis on hierarchy culture, market culture and clan
culture. According to these data, we can infer that hierarchy culture became
dominant in the aspects- organizational leadership, and strategic emphasis.
Based on these results, the leaders can be exemplified as organisers and coor-
dinators, and the universities emphasise stability, efficiency and process con-
trol. A possible explanation for this might be that the universities in this study
are public ones which are governed and financed in accordance with the rules,
policies and procedures defined by the government. Besides, market culture
obviously seems to be the dominant culture type on the dimensions- dominant
characteristics and criteria of success. These findings indicate that universities
are dominantly characterised by a result-oriented environment that highlights
getting things done and success is defined based on specific goals, reputa-
tion and success parameters. It seems possible that these results are due to
the achievement and result oriented and competitive advantage strategy in the
competitive environment of the universities. The market culture and hierarchy
culture associate at the point of order and control (Cameron and Quinn, 2011).
Considering this common aspect, Turkish public universities reflect mechani-
cal processes with a controlled and result-oriented structure. These results cor-
roborate the findings of a great deal of the previous works (Aktan & Aydintan,
2016; Cavusoglu & Kose, 2016; Erdem et al., 2010; Kose, 2017).

In the interviews, one dimension of organizational culture-organization glue
- displayed a distinctive profile from the overall culture profile exhibited by
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Turkish universities regarding students’ perceptions. Clan culture is the domi-
nant culture type in organizational glue. This is also different from the quanti-
tative data. It can be explained by the difficulties in entering higher education
in Turkey and effects of organizational, individual and social factors (Biilbiil,
2012). Thus, after entering the university, students in the faculty of education
interiorise their universities, see themselves as part of the institution. As a
result, they would like to take advantage of the availability of job opportunities
after graduation, which is also supported by the other scholars (Aypay, Cekic
& Boyaci, 2012; Kasalak, Ozcan & Dagyar, 2019). This data must be interpreted
with caution because a clan culture is internally focused and integrated. It may
reduce the organization discovering new ideas and opportunities in spite of
being a flexibility dimension (Naranjo-Valencia, Jimenez-Jimenez & Sanz-
Valle, 2016; Wolpert, 2002). Rohit Deshpande, John U. Farley and Frederick E.
Webster (1993) further stated that the clan culture followed by hierarchy cul-
ture is associated with poor performance because they are internally focused.
Controlled by authorities, the university can never be more than what Stan-
ley Aronowitz (2000) termed a knowledge factory, offering some academic
training, but never producing new visions, new knowledge and new society.
In the modern era with the development of alternative management theories,
it has been substantially criticised as being a controlled structure overriding
effectiveness and weakening the organization (Mintzberg, 1996). Returning
briefly to the result of the study with Alvin Toffler’s (1980) third wave theory,
and the Turkish universities reflect the features of an industrial period in which
hierarchy, control, rules, competition and goal accomplishment dominate.

CONTRIBUTIONS, IMPLICATIONS, METHODOLOGICAL
REMARKS, LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

The present study makes several noteworthy contributions to the current
literature. Firstly, it is helpful to identify the dominant organizational culture
type in Turkish universities according to the perceptions of students. Secondly,
the results can give insights about the ways of being successful. Because,
knowing the prevalent culture type in a university provides a better knowl-
edge about how to be more effective, productive and innovative. Thirdly, by
identifying the organizational culture type, it would be possible to diagnose
problems and even to design and develop better structures or solutions which
can affect the cultures.

The current research is the first empirical study to examine the perceptions
of university students regarding organizational culture type using the instru-
ment OCAI in Turkey. This study represents a step on the way to understand
how university students see the cultural side of their universities and what
features are clear or not. The findings may help the university leaders and
teachers understand the students’ thoughts in a better way in terms of culture
type and provide them with information about student satisfaction and per-
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ceptions. This study is important as it uses the combination of qualitative and
quantitative methods based on OCAI, which has not previously been reported
in the literature. These findings can allow a starting point towards developing
guidelines for shaping universities” organizational culture.

In the literature, there are two versions of the instrument, OCAI, which are
Likert scales and ipsative scales. The Likert type of OCAI is generally used
since it can report valid and reliable results (Bartram, 1996; Beytekin et al., 2010;
Closs, 1996; Cornwell & Dunlap, 1994; Di Stefano & Scrima, 2016; Lamond,
2003). In many articles, unfortunately, the ipsative measures have not been
considered reliable as they could yield statistical bias in restricted contexts
(Closs, 1996; Cornwell & Dunlap, 1994; Hicks, 1970; Johnson, Wood & Blink-
horn, 1988).

However, our study is a pioneer in using ipsative version with the alterna-
tive analysis approach (ipsative measurement) provided by Prof. F. Eijnatten,
et al (2015). This approach can control the social desirability bias, halo effects,
and self-imposed responding (Cheung, 2006). It can also compute and com-
pare the organizational culture type within the same organization while meet-
ing three basic statistical requirements: scale invariance, permutation invari-
ance and sub-compositional coherence (Aitchison, 1986; Amintoosi & Kanhere,
2013; Eijnatten et al., 2015). So, it correctly captures the insider perceptions of
the participants with respect to the organizational culture profiles.

Besides these advantages and implications, a few limitations need to be
noted. Firstly, although there are sufficient student samples in this study, it is
limited in terms of all stakeholders’ perceptions. Future studies can compare
experiences and perceptions of individuals within all departmental faculties,
staff and administrators. It would be of great help in surveying the percep-
tions of more faculty members in all universities in the ranking list to get a
broader aspect of organizational culture type. Secondly, we examined the
current organizational culture type in 4 public universities. However, further
studies could also be conducted to identify the current and preferred organiza-
tional culture types both in private and public universities which have differ-
ent structures. Thirdly, we applied ipsative measurement in our study. Likert-
type scales can be used because there is abundant room for further progress
in quantifying results and obtaining the perceptions. Moreover, data can be
analysed to test for systematic bias in the scores associated with the ipsative
and Likert response formats.

In conclusion, based on student perceptions, this study can provide policy
makers, academic leaders, academic staff and employees in administrative
units with a broader knowledge of the current organizational culture types in
universities in Turkey and identify the strengths and weaknesses of organiza-
tional culture in universities and to improve the quality, structures or practices
through making innovations.
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