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ABSTRACT

One of the variables having an effect on the decision of accepting and adapting to
innovations is the existent organizational culture of an institution. Organizational
culture might potentially facilitate or impede the reception of new ideas and practices,
which necessitates the process of investigating the relationship between the indicators
of organizational culture and the intended change. These indicators might be to do with
the management and staff structure, communication channels, and decision-making
mechanisms at the related institutions. In this article, how the organizational culture
of a school is identified and the relationship between the structure of an organization
and its attitude towards change and innovation are discussed with reference to the
perspectives revealed through the responses participants provided via research. The
research was carried out with 342 lecturers working in English preparatory divisions
of 5 public and 7 private universities in Istanbul in the academic year of 2010-2011.
The results indicate that although some of the components of the organizational
culture of the participating universities appear to be resistant to making changes
and adopting innovations, such as the institutions’having mechanistic structure, the
organizations might be open to change and innovation with other constituents like
having open communication channels and participatory decision-making systems,
which will allow the institutions to make the related innovation fit into their culture.
Key Words: Organizational Culture, Organizational Structure, Decision-Making
Mechanisms, Innovation at Educational Institutions.

YENILIKLERIN KABULU VE YENILIKLERE UYUM SAGLAMADA
KURUM KULTURU: UNIVERSITE HAZIRLIK BIRIMLERINDEKI
INGILIZCE OKUTMANLARININ ALGISI
(074
Yeniliklerin kabul edilmesi kararina ve yeniliklere uyum saglamaya etki eden degisken-
lerden biri mevcut kurum kiiltiriidiir. Kurum kiiltiirii yeni diisiince ve uygulamalarin
kabuliinii kolaylastirabilir ya da engelleyebilir; bu, kurum kiiltiiriiniin géstergeleri
ve planlanan degisim arasindaki iliskiyi inceleme siirecini gerektirir. Bu gosterge-
ler, ilgili kurumlardaki yonetim ve personel yapisi, iletisim kanallari ve karar alma
mekanizmalart ile ilgili olabilir. Bu makalede, bir okulun kurum kiiltiiriiniin nasil
belirlendigi ve kurumun yapist ile degisim ve yenilige karst tutumu arasindaki iligki,
bir arastirma yoluyla kattlimcilarin sagladigi cevaplar ile ortaya ¢ikan bakis agisina
gonderme yapilarak tartisiimaktadir: Arastirma, 2010-2011 akademik yihnda Istan-
bul’daki 5 devlet ve 7 dzel iiniversitenin Ingilizce hazirhik birimlerinde ¢calisan 342
okutman ile gerceklestirilmistir. Sonuglar, katilimct iiniversitelerin kurum kiiltiirlerinin
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bazi bilesenlerinin- mekanik yapiya sahip olmalar: gibi-degisiklikler yapmaya ve
venilikleri benimsemeye karsi diren¢ gosteriyor goriinmesine ragmen kurumlarin
ilgili yeniligi kendi kiiltiirlerine yerlestirmelerine olanak saglayacak diger bilegenleri
ile- iletisim kanallarimin acik olmasi ve karar alma sistemlerinin katilimci olmasi
gibi- degisim ve yenilige acik olabileceklerini gostermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kurum Kiiltiirii, Kurumsal Yapi, Karar Alma Mekanizmalart,
Egitim Kurumlarinda Yenilik

1. INTRODUCTION

Keeping abreast of innovations is one of the central responsibilities of educational institu-
tions as it has a profound effect on preparing learners for the requirements of the future
life. However, adapting to innovations and implementing it successfully into the existing
environment is often a challenging process, which necessitates examining whether the re-
lated context is ready for it or not. Among the factors having an influence on the process of
making innovations, the organizational culture of an institution is one of the primary ones
in finding out whether the institution will be willing to welcome novelties or resist pos-
sible changes. Organizational culture is seen as “the epicenter of change” (Deal, 1985:303,
cited in Lindahl, n.d.); there is a natural connection between the organizational culture
and change; it should be in a structure which is open to changes and can be changed if the
intended change requires it to do so.

Educational institutions need to find out the ways of embracing changes and innovations
so0 as to maintain continual improvement (Brown, 2004; Murphy, 1999; Rhodes, 1994). To
Ng’ang’a and Nyongesa (2012:211), for continuous institutional performance, the culture
“must be strategically relevant ... strong in order that people care about what is important;
and the culture must have an intrinsic ability to adapt to changing circumstances.” All of
the members of an institution should participate in the process of innovation and contrib-
ute with their “personal interpretation”; however, they should also have “shared vision”
(Uzel, 2002:158), which is one of the preliminary features of having well-constructed
organizational culture. Institutions are responsible for establishing a structure which will
make implementing changes possible through having open communication channels and
participatory decision-making systems, offering opportunities for academic and professional
development and allowing teachers to put the innovations into practice.

Within this framework, the aim of this paper is to discuss the relation between the or-
ganizational culture of an institution and its attitude towards making innovations. To this
end, a survey-research was carried out to determine whether there is such a connection or
not via the questions designed to identify the organizational culture of the participating
institutions and their approach to innovations.

2. ORGANIZATIONAL CULTURE AND INNOVATION AT EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTIONS

Prior to dealing with the indicators of identifying organizational culture, how the concept
has been defined in the literature should be taken into consideration. Most of the defini-
tions describe organizational culture as shared beliefs, values, characteristics within an
organization (Liu, 2009; Lunenburg, 2011; Ng’ang’a and Nyongesa, 2012; Tahir and Qadir,
2012). Brown (2004:2) describes ‘culture’ as “a wide range of influences on how people
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behave in organizations, communities and even nations”, noting that “an organization’s
success can be attributed to its culture.”
Identifying the organizational culture of an institution requires the examination of basic
elements, practices prevailing at that institution. Silman et al. (2012:356), referring to
Handy and Aitken (1990), state that “every school has its own mix ...”; “to comprehend
the complicated nature of these organisations inherent in this mix, it is imperative to un-
derstand firstly, the factors by which the organisational culture is explored.” To Richards
(2001:198), “the organizational culture of a school refers to the ethos and environment that
exist within a school, the kinds of communications and decision making that takes place,
and the management and staffing structure they support.” He proposes the indicators to be
examined to determine a school’s organizational culture (Ibid., pp.198-199):

- What are the school s goals and mission?

- What is the school s management style?

- What shared values do staff have?

- What are the decision- making characteristics of the school?

- What roles do teachers perform?

- How are teaching and other work planned and monitored?

- What provision is made for staff development?

- How are courses and curriculum planned?

- How receptive is the school to change and innovation?

- How open are communication channels?
In the way they define the pathway of an institution, goals and missions play a leading
role. In essence, the management structure of an institution is the basic indicator of the
organizational culture of a school; there are two types of organizational structure: the
‘mechanistic model’ and the ‘organic model’(Richards, 2001; Tosi and Hamner, 1985).
In mechanistic organizations, the authority/ responsibility relationships are well-defined;
authority is based on position and there is a clear status distinction between hierarchical
levels; in addition, policies and procedures are determined and are to be relied on (Tosi
and Hamner, 1985). In organic systems authority is based on individual competence and
skill (Ibid.). Institutions having an organic structure offer opportunities for professional
training; they also encourage research and publications; communication is lateral through
cooperative teaching, peer coaching, and observation; teamwork is valued (Richards, 2001).
To Claver, in traditional bureaucratic structures “there is reluctance to start innovative
processes” (Claver et al., 1999:459, cited in Rice, 2004:145). What role/s teachers perform
also determines an institution’s being open to innovations or not as the roles should be in
parallel with the day’s requirements. It is possible to investigate teachers’ roles according
to several different categorizations; Kumaravadivelu (2003) describes teachers as “passive
technicians”, “reflective practitioners”, and “change agents”, emphasizing that today’s
teachers should have the features of all as it is no longer enough to be the transmitter of
the content knowledge.
The fact that the organizational culture of an institution might have an effect on the insti-
tution’s being open to innovations or not also determines the degree of its improvement
and success in the long-term. Therefore, institutions are responsible for identifying their
culture and raising awareness considering the establishment of the requisite conditions so
that they can implement the innovations.
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3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This paper aims to discuss the relation between the organizational culture of an institu-
tion and its being open to innovations or not. Research was carried out with 342 English
preparatory class lecturers from 5 public and 7 private universities in Istanbul in the aca-
demic year of 2010-2011. The goal was to gather information about the perceptions of the
English language lecturers working in the related higher education institutions concerning
their institutions. The content of the questionnaire is based on the three main items recom-
mended by Richards (2001) to be examined to reveal the institutional factors of a school:
(1) the organizational culture, (2) quality indicators, (3) the teaching context. In this article,
the statements referring to the participants’ responses aiming to identify their institutions’
organizational culture will be discussed.

As the data were gathered through a questionnaire, the research is ‘a survey research’, which
is descriptive. The design of the questionnaire was finalized after the expert views were
taken and the piloting was completed. The results of the questionnaires were calculated
through SPSS program. The answers were evaluated both considering all the responses in
total and the ones obtained from the public and the private universities separately.

4. RESEARCH FINDINGS

The findings obtained from the responses given to the statements addressing the identi-
fication of the institutions’ organizational culture will be discussed here. In addition, the
questions intended to reveal the relation between the existing organizational culture and
its probability of enabling innovation and improvement will be examined. The findings
referring to the total responses will be given in tables; however, only when there is a sig-
nificant difference spotted in the related statements will there be an explanation address-
ing the responses attained from the public and private university participants separately.
The statements in Table 1 aim at revealing the management structure of the participating
institutions.

Table 1: The Organizational Structure at the Participating Institutions

SD D N A SA Total

QBI1'. The management system is

. . 09%  3,8% 16,3% 47,0% 32,0% 100,0%
hierarchic.

QB2. The authority/responsibility
relationships are clearly defined.

QB3. Authority is based on position. 0,3% 45% 17,5% 50,1% 27,6% 100,0%

2,7% 13,1% 12,5% 50,7% 21,1% 100,0%

QB4. Authority is based on individual

. 8,0% 244% 348% 292% 3,6%  100,0%
competence and skill.

QBS5. The staff are not limited by policy

10,5% 37,3% 253% 22,9% 3,9%  100,0%
and procedures.

SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree'

I QBI’ stands for ‘Questionnaire, Part B, Statement 1°; in this paper, not all the statements and questions exa-
mined in the questionnaire are included; only the ones related to the aim and scope of the paper are involved
and discussed.



Asuman CINCIOGLU 27

The great majority of the participants are of the opinion that the management system is
hierarchic at their institutions; this shows that the organizational structure of the participat-
ing institutions in general is mechanistic. Accordingly, more than half of the participants
stated that the authority/responsibility relationships are clearly defined and authority is
based on position. In addition, about half in total think that the staff are limited by policy
and procedures.

The way of communication at an institution is also part of the organizational culture of an
institution. The statements given in Table 2 were investigated to find out the culture of the
participating organizations in terms of the existing communication channels.

Table 2: Communication Channels at the Participating Institutions
SD D N A SA Total

QBS. Communication passes in the

. 82% 18,8% 29,7%  34,5% 8,8% 100,0%
chain of command.

QBO. There is communication among
the teachers through actions such as
cooperative teaching/peer coaching/
joint piloting of new materials.

6,0% 20,1%  234% 392% 11,4% 100,0%

QB30. There is easy access to the
administrative leaders.

QB33. There is regular
communication through bulletins or
e-mail among the teachers and the
administrators.

2,4%  4,4% 13,8%  43,8%  35,6% 100,0%

2,6%  4,7% 11,7%  452%  35.8% 100,0%

QB34. There are informal gatherings
that allow the staff to get to know one
another and develop collegial relations
and friendships.

7,7%  20,4% 26,9%  32,0%  13,0% 100,0%

SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree

While less than half stated that communication passes in the chain of command, the results
obtained from QB9 shed more light on the issue as more participants are of the opinion
that there is lateral communication among teachers. Many of the participating institutions
have flexible communication systems regarding the relationship between their adminis-
trators and the lecturers. There is also regular communication through bulletins or e-mail
among the teachers and the administrators. As regards the comparative results, 28,9% of
the public but 42,9% of the private university participants strongly agreed as a response
to QB33, which signifies a meaningful difference (X*=9,912; p<0,05). As a response to
QB34, which investigates whether there are informal gatherings or not, 5,3% of the public
but 21% of the private university participants strongly agreed and accordingly 28,1% of
the public but 35,9% of the private university participants agreed with the statement. The
chi-square test also verifies the difference (X?=28,238; p<0,05).

Decision-making system is another indicator of the culture; whether the decisions are
made in a top-down or participatory way determines the organization’s attitude towards
innovations.
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Table 3: Decision-making Mechanisms at the Participating Institutions

SD D N A SA Total

QB12. Decisions are made

0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
together through teamwork. 6,8% 19,5% 354% 30,1% 8,3% 100,0%

QB29. There are regular meetings

. . 4,7% 16,6% 16,0% 38,6% 24,0% 100,0%
to discuss up-to-date issues.

QB31. The administration
is receptive to the teachers’ 3,9% 8,0% 26,7% 43,0% 18,4% 100,0%
suggestions.

QB32. There is a system for
collecting feedback on all aspects 3,3% 152% 28,9% 35,4% 17,3% 100,0%
of the program regularly.

SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree

A considerable number of participants selected ‘neutral’ as a response to QB12; yet, the
number of participants who agreed is more than the number of those who disagreed. Check-
ing the comparative results, 27,3% agreed and 7% strongly agreed from the public but
32,9% agreed and 9,6% strongly agreed from the private university participants (QB12).
The results prove that the administration at the participating institutions is receptive to
the teachers’ suggestions. More than half of the participants informed that they regularly
hold meetings to discuss the latest issues; however, the private universities appear to be
more active (13,4% of the public but 35,2% of the private university participants strongly
agreed; X*=39,625; p<0,05). In terms of collecting feedback, the results from the public and
the private universities show considerable difference (X*=14,313; p«<0,05); 33,3% agreed
and 11,1% strongly agreed from the public university participants while 37,6% agreed and
23,6% strongly agreed among the private university participants.

In order to see the relation between the participants’ perceptions regarding decision-making
system and the practices, the participants were asked to respond to the questions as regards
the practices. 50,9% of the public but 68% of the private university participants reported
that the mission statement at their institutions is developed by the administrators; accord-
ingly, 36,5% of the public but 27,5% of the private university participants responded that
the administrators and the teachers together develop the curriculum (QD1). In addition,
72,6% of the teachers responded that their language curriculum is developed by a commit-
tee of teachers (QD2). 46,2% of the public but 32,5% of the private university participants
reported that textbooks at their institutions are selected by a committee of teachers; what
is more, just 4,7% of the public but 36,7% of the private university participants responded
that textbooks are selected by the administrators (QD4); the chi-square test also verifies the
difference (X?=55,242; p<0,05). Almost all of the public university participants (91,8%)
responded that the testing offices prepare tests, the percentage decreases to 53,3% as far
as the private university participants stated (QDO6).

Whether an institution encourages its teachers to develop themselves professionally and
academically or not was aimed to be manifested through the statements in Table 4.
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Table 4: The Participating Institutions’ Approach towards Professional and Academic
Development

SD D N A SA Total

QBI10. The institution encourages

L 93% 13,5% 29,6% 344% 13,2%  100,0%
research/publications.

QBI11.The institution provides

funding to local/regional/national/ 13,0% 22,4% 28,1% 28,4% 82% 100,0%
international professional meetings.

QB35. The teachers participate

in professional conferences and 1,5% 14,4% 31,5% 42,6% 10,0%  100,0%
seminars.

QB36.In-service seminars/
workshops are held on topics of 7,7%  17.8% 254% 41,7% 7,4% 100,0%
interest to the staff.

SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree

Nearly half of the participants -44,2% of the public but 51,2 of the private- stated that their
institutions encourage research/publications. As to QB11, it is found out that the private
universities financially support professional meetings more (21,8% of the public but 35,4%
of the private agreed). Concerning the teachers’ participating in professional conferences
and seminars and in-service seminars held on topics of interest to the staff, around half
strongly/agreed in total.

Knowing the staff structure in terms of the role they perform is another indicator of an
institution’s approach to innovations. Institutions are responsible for employing teachers
who reflect the features of the current world and educate their students accordingly.

Table 5: The Roles Teachers Perform at the Participating Institutions

SD D N A SA Total

QB13. The teachers’ role is to

. 0,6% 72% 19,5% 58,1% 14,7%  100,0%
inform students.

QB14. The teachers’ role is to solve
problems, looking critically and 09%  69% 242% 544% 13,6% 100,0%
imaginatively.

QBI15. The teachers are change
agents who aim to bring out socio- 78% 28,1% 31,7% 24,6% 7,8% 100,0%
political awareness.

SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree

A great majority of the participants stated that teachers are informant agents. More than half
of the participants pointed out that the teachers at their institutions act as problem-solvers.
The results show that being change-agents is not widespread among the participating
teachers because 24,6% agreed as a response.
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To see the connection between the organizational culture and the organization’s approach
to making changes and innovations, the participants were asked to respond to the statement
asking whether the institutions encourage change and innovation or not.

Table 6: The Participating Institutions’ Approach towards Encouraging Change and
Innovation

SD D N A SA Total

QBI16. The institution encourages

. . 4,7% 16,0% 32,9% 36,2% 10,1% 100,0%
change and innovation.

SD= Strongly Disagree, D=Disagree, N=Neutral, A=Agree, SA=Strongly Agree

About half stated that their institution encourages change and innovation. Although a
great number marked ‘neutral’, as the number of participants who disagreed and strongly
disagreed is considerably less than the number of participants who agreed and strongly
agreed, it cannot be concluded that the institutions are not open to change and innovation.

5. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Organizational culture influences the success of educational institutions as their attitude
towards innovations is closely connected with their culture. Thus, institutions are respon-
sible for identifying the components that form their organizational culture both to be aware
of their existing context and to make necessary changes in the process of implementing
innovations.

One of the indicators of culture is the organizational structure of an institution. The results
of the research demonstrate that most of the participating institutions have a hierarchic
management system, which is an indicator of mechanistic organizational structure. At most
of the participating institutions, authority/responsibility relationships are well-defined,
authority is based on position rather than individual competence and skill, and the staff
are limited by policy and procedures. It should be highlighted that there is a need for pri-
oritizing ‘the quality of an idea, not the power and authority of the person who proposed
it”, and “to obtain good results, creative people need to support and compromise of the
organization” (Schneider et al., 1994:21, cited in Claver, n.d.:14); that’s why individual
competence and skill should be seen as one of the positive aspects of organic systems. As
aresult of the discussion focusing on the aspects of organizational structure, it is suggested
to adopt both the organic and the mechanistic models according to the size of the program
and the type of staff working in it (Richards, 2001).

The way of communication within an institution is another indicator of the organizational
culture; according to the findings, there is no remarkable outcome that communication
passes in the chain of command. It is found out that there is lateral communication among
teachers through actions such as cooperative teaching/peer coaching/joint piloting of new
materials; there is easy access to the administrative leaders; the administration is recep-
tive to teachers’ suggestions; there is regular communication through bulletins or e-mail
among the teachers and administrators. Therefore, although the management systems of
the institutions are said to be hierarchic, communication systems of those institutions are
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not top-down; moreover, access to the administrators is not like the one in traditional bu-
reaucratic systems. According to Richards (2001), large institutions tend to be hierarchic
and it should be accepted as normal on the grounds that, otherwise, it is hard to provide
standardization within those institutions. Smith (1995:3) also points this out, explaining
that large institutions need it “to function as a whole without fragmenting”, but he adds
that “involvement, co-operation, participation and delegation” should still have its place in
these organizations. There is also a need for an interactive communication system in which
teachers collaborate (Collet, 2012; Darling-Hammond, 1998; Rotherham and Willingham,
2009; Shawer, 2010; Voogt et al., 2011), sharing their knowledge and expertise.

For quality education, it is desirable to make decisions through committees instead of mak-
ing decisions in a top-down way just by administrative leaders (Brumfit, 1980; Dunham,
1995; Gargan and Guare, 1998). According to the results of the research, although more
private university participants strongly/agreed that decisions are made together through
teamwork, the public universities reported to be more participatory in the process of de-
veloping a mission statement, selecting textbooks, preparing tests.

Institutions’ attitude towards attaching importance to academic and professional develop-
ment is another component of identifying the organizational culture. The findings indicate
that more than half of the participants participate in professional conferences. However, the
results show that the private universities appear to be more encouraging towards research/
publications and they financially support professional meetings more.

The roles teachers perform play a crucial role in determining the culture and approach
to changes as well; institutions should support teachers so that they can follow the latest
requirements in terms of their roles and responsibilities, develop their skills accordingly
(James, 2001), and transform their teaching practice. The findings of the research pinpoint
that the teachers’ role is to inform students; furthermore, they are problem-solvers and
critical thinkers, but they cannot be commonly considered to be change-agents yet.

In relation to whether the organizational culture helps or hinders the implementation of
innovations at the participating institutions, the findings of the research show that the or-
ganizational structure of the participating institutions is mainly mechanistic; however, there
is no rigid outcome that mechanistic institutions are not open to change and innovation.
Richards (2001) also notifies that if the size of the institution is big with about a hundred
teachers, it is normal for the institution to have a mechanistic system; here, the important
point is to focus on the other elements that will support the acceptance and implementa-
tion of innovative initiatives. Rowan (1998:37) expresses his preference by putting it as
“schools are overly bureaucratic and centralized, and that a shift is needed to more ‘organic’
or ‘professionalized’ forms of management that involve supportive forms of administra-
tive leadership, participative forms of school decision making, and staff collaboration.”
In this way, educational institutions can keep up with the day’s requirements and promote
the cycle of innovation with the likely contribution of their experience to the field. What
the institutions need so as to accept and adapt to innovations is to adopt feasible strategies
with the advantage of the awareness of their organizational culture and make the related
innovation a part of the institution.
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