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ABSTRACT

An empirical research was done to examine and analyze the crucial domains in
the organizational culture of world-ranked or premier universities in Malaysia,
particularly in terms of their core values, direction, management effectiveness,
innovation, customer focus, and institutional policies. The research employed a
survey instrument on organizational culture and involved 1440 university
students who were randomly selected from different faculties at four premier
universities in the vicinity of Kuala Lumpur region in Malaysia. As highlights of
this paper, the research found that the crucial cultural domains of premier
universities were institutional policies, empowerment issue, team orientation
behavior, and capability development of students. It was also found that
[1] Faculty of Education, students in premier public universities were more satisfied with their campus
University of Malaya, culture than students in premier private universities. Besides that, the important
Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia institutional policies were equality, academic integrity, and multiculturalism.
Consequently, in terms of significance, new colleges and universities in Malaysia
or other countries, whether public or private, may use the results and findings of
this research for upgrading their organizational culture in order to achieve global
ranking in the future.
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INTRODUCTION

This paper begins with the conceptualization of culture. A notable scholar, Schein (2004) states that culture is the
way of life of a community in which there is a pattern of tradition, ideas, attitudes, rituals, and practices that is
unique only to that community. The uniqueness can be attributed to shared assumptions, beliefs, expectations,
ethos, roles, and norms among members of a community, and those elements become embedded in the
unconscious psyche and intellect, which are consecutively reflected and reinforced by values, artefacts, rules,
practices, and behaviors. Schein also posits that culture is a body of knowledge in the community that has been
accumulated for many generations and become relevant and useful for addressing conflicts, issues and problems
affecting a community, and in the passage of time that knowledge becomes propounded as principles or codes of
communityhood. On the other hand, scholars such as Hofstede and Hofstede (2001) simplify the definition of
culture as fundamentally about how people conduct their life, what people think about living as a community,
what people believe about the world around them, and how people interact among each other in their
community. Tradition and norms are embedded in beliefs and values; hence, culture becomes the reference
framework for people to organize their daily life, for them to use in decision-making and deriving solutions, and for
them to transmit it to their members. This definition aptly applies to the university organization, which has its own
unique culture within the context of the larger society.

In the context of this study, universities are defined as higher education institutions which provide specialized or
professional education and training of youth in different disciplines and areas of study which prepare them for
employment in the job market, career, or vocation (Hussin & Wong, 2011). Simultaneously, universities are also
corporate organizations because of the fact that they function as a business entity which employs different
categories and levels of employees to perform different kinds of jobs and duties based on a certain set of goals,
structure, and work process (Asimiran & Hussin, 2012; Ismail, 2008; Sporn, 1996). In this regard, universities are
complex corporate organizations which have their own peculiar culture, priorities, roles, expectations, and rules
(Tama, 2019; Wang, 2016). Asimiran (2009) asserts that as a corporation, a university has its own organizational
structure comprising intricate connections and networking among its constituent faculties, institutes, academies,
departments, and units that construct the whole university organization. The organization structure also
delineates the lines of power, authority, roles, and communication among its constituents and also portrays the
web in the management hierarchy and processes among faculties and departments (Asimiran & Hussin, 2012).
Consequently, the academic and management staff as well as students in the campus community are bound by the
policies, rules, and regulations that govern the entire academic institution. There is always the dichotomy of
functions: the Senate deliberate and make decisions on academic matters, while the management are accountable
for operational and development affairs, based on the so-called tradition and concepts of autonomy and
empowerment in higher education institution (Hussin & Wong, 2015; Asimiran, 2009).

In terms of constituency, Wang (2016) conceptualizes that a campus culture is the integral composition of the sub-
cultures at faculties, institutes, and departments which are diversified and different from each other in terms of
their roles and values. For example, the sub-culture at a science or medical faculty is different from that at a liberal
arts faculty. From another perspective, at the structural level, universities are unique communities or
organizations, unlike business and bureaucratic organizations, because they comprise faculties, departments, and
disciplines that are autonomous in their academic and research pursuits. However, in their specific uniqueness, at
the stakeholder level, university governance and culture can be categorized and shaped by their nature or model
of establishment: oligarchy of scholars, total state-controlled, partial state-controlled, and corporation (Gornitzka
& Maasen, 1998; Gornitzka, & Peter, 2000; Wright, 2019).

In our research, the conceptual model and survey instrument developed by Denison (1990) was used as it is the
most relevant and suitable because the model has a sound theoretical construct and it has been used before in
many empirical studies on the organizational culture of business corporations. And, it was also because the model
could be employed as a quantitative tool for a systematic and logical analysis of the components and domains of
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university organizational culture. Denison’s model has been the theoretical foundation for the development of the
survey instrument which we used in our research which analyzes the components and domains of university
corporate organization.

L MALAYSIAN ONLINE JOURNAL OF

Theoretically, Denison’s (1990) cultural model is associated with the open system theory which asserts that a living
system such as a university is constantly shaped by the forces of activisms, knowledge expansion, innovations,
trends, and developments outside and inside the campus environment (Weber & Waeger, 2017). As a learning
organization, the university then reacts by making adaptations and changes in tandem with momentum and tempo
of the interaction between external and internal forces, for achieving the goals of being competitive, efficient, and
sustainable (Senge, 1990). The adaptations and changes in a university can be seen in terms of administrative
policies, organizational structure, financial allocations, research grants, quality assurance process, and student
affairs. Oftentimes, in tandem with those trends and demands, the university community and its culture also
changes gradually and implicitly in terms of people’s beliefs, values, attitudes, and practices (Gibson & Barsade,
2003).

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Many research works have been done on the organizational culture of business corporations, but there is a scarcity
of empirical research done on university organizations. Here lies the research gap or the problem area, and there
are two reasons for this issue: (i) business corporations support and fund research works on culture for the
purpose of competitive advantage and change; (ii) the complexity of university organization structure is due to the
diversity of sub-cultures at faculties, institutes, disciplines and fields of studies, all of which can be very
problematic and a hindrance in a systematic research (Gaus, Tang, & Akil, 2017). The diversity of faculties, research
orientations, curricula, roles, values, and ideas can lead to the complexity of research methodology, results, and
conclusions. Specifically, at the organizational level, the main problem or burning question so far that needs to be
answered by previous research is: as an organization, what are the components and domains of the university
culture that makes it unique from the culture of business corporations? There have been sporadic case studies in
the past few years, but they are not reliable and inconclusive in their findings and propositions.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Ideas about university culture have not been definite and consistent because of different conceptions and research
methodologies involved. Quantitative researchers did not concur with qualitative researchers in terms of the basic
constructs and dimensions of university culture. Quantitative researchers had largely relied on categorical models,
whereas qualitative researchers had relied on the anthropological method or case study method in studying
culture. With regard to this epistemological divide, however, our research adopted the quantitative approach via
the use of a survey instrument which was constructed based on the identification of the most relevant conceptual
model and the operationalization of concepts or constructs involved.

From the literature, we can identify three cultural theories concerning organizations, including schools and
universities. First, Schein’s (1985) cultural theory postulates that a culture consists of a body of inherent
assumptions and beliefs which are portrayed in the norms and practices of people in a community. In the case of a
university, the assumptions and beliefs can be seen in the university constitution and statutes, which are then
manifested in governance policies, administrative rules and regulations, and campus environment and facilities.
Norms and practices can be seen in the roles, attitudes, behaviors, and activities of the employees in the
organizational structure as well as students who constitute the customers and learners in a university.

The second theory is by Denison (1990) who postulates that there is an interplay of external forces and internal
forces affecting an organization and thus the scope of organizational culture can be examined in four distinct
components: implementation of mission and vision; consistency of values and actions; active involvement or
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participation of people in a community; and adaptability to demands and changes that come from inside and
outside of the community. And the third theory is by McNay (1995) who postulates a two-dimensional model of
organizational culture, that is, on one dimension is form and intensity of control, and the other dimension is on
focus of strategic policies and actions. The crossing of the two dimensions yields four quadrants, each describing a
particular type of culture. The four types of organizational culture are enterprise, corporate, collegiate, and
bureaucratic. Jameson (2011) made an important contribution in the study of organization culture by meta-
analyzing studies that were done using McNay’s model. Jameson consequently constructed a matrix table to
explicate specific differences and salient characteristics of the four types of organizational culture. Among the
salient cultural characteristics examined and identified were dominant values, management style, management
roles, decision areas, and nature of change. Arising from McNay’s model is the Competing Values Framework (CVF)
that has triggered many survey studies in past three decades since the 1990’s (Beytekin, Yalginkaya, Dogan, &
Karakog, 2010). As an important note, among the three theories discussed, Denison’s theoretical model was used
in our research to explicate in specific details about the organizational culture of premier or world-ranked
universities involved in our research.

L MALAYSIAN ONLINE JOURNAL OF

There was a fervent interest among researchers in the 1990’s to study organizational culture, as if there was a new
intellectual movement in the social sciences. For example, from a few studies, Sporn (1996) puts forth in a paper a
few important points that managers should be aware of in managing university culture: goals are ambivalent due
to ambiguous decision-making process; universities are people-oriented institutions that are complicated by a lot
of issues and agendas; academics are experts who have the authority in determining the curricula; problematic
standards in goal attainment. This implies the difficult constructs or concepts involved in examining university
culture. Going along Schein’s (2004) conception, university culture is largely guided and driven by the core values
in its vision and mission statements. For example, Ozdem (2011) made a meta-analysis of vison and mission
statements of 72 universities in Turkey, and he found that the predominant core values were provision of high
quality education and training of graduates by highly qualified staff; provision of high quality services and facilities;
responsibility to community development and services; and becoming a leading institution in research and
development. Academic integrity and institutional reputation were part of high quality education and training.

In a qualitative research, Kramer and Berman (2009) examined stories written by students regarding cultural
elements of their university such as the architecture of buildings, campus landscape, facilities, and policies that
they could observe and comprehend, including the common beliefs, values, norms, stereotypes, prejudices, rituals,
and behaviors in their campus. The findings of their study suggested that campus culture comprises many sub-
cultures that have conflicting values, goals, and interests. The student sub-culture was frequently in conflict with
the status quo tradition and values set and followed by the university establishment. Students frequently posed
challenges in order to change and reform inhibitive or rigid policies and rules. Overall, students’ stories
demonstrated their sense of belonging, sentiments on events around them, and could play a beneficial input in
making changes in academic and management affairs.

Kose and Korkmaz (2019) conducted a quantitative study for the purpose of categorizing types of university culture
in general, i.e. not into the specific aspects and characteristics of organizational culture. Results of their study
showed that university culture in Turkey could be categorized into three main types such as innovative team
culture, competitive culture, and hierarchical culture. If job performance of academics was taken into account as
the dependent variable, then there were significant relationships between job performance and competitive
culture and innovative team culture respectively. By regression analysis, interestingly it was found that competitive
culture is the determinant factor or predictor of job performance among academics in Turkish universities.

In Germany, a research by Yacizi and Karabag (2019) used Jameson’s (2011) typology and examined organizational
culture and learning organization via a survey study. They found that German universities had hierarchical culture
which was efficient for the purpose of dealing with complexity and diversity of roles and functions that were
largely based on standard policies and rules. The salient cultural features of German universities were strategic
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emphasis, dominant characteristics, organizational leadership, employee management, organizational coherence,
and success criteria. Synthesizing their research findings, Yacizi and Karabag develop a conceptual framework of
the organizational culture of German universities, incorporating Schein’s (1985) cultural conception as well.

L MALAYSIAN ONLINE JOURNAL OF

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

The objectives of our research were to examine the crucial domains in the culture of premier universities and
consecutively to determine the significant cultural differences between premier public and private institutions in
Malaysia. “Premier” here means among the top-500 in the QS Global Ranking of Universities in 2017. The research
questions of the study were as follows:

1. In general, what are the crucial domains and salient characteristics of some premier universities in
Malaysia?
2. Are there significant cultural differences between the premier public and private universities?

To answer those questions, we collected quantitative data using Denison’s survey instrument (Denison, 2020)
called the OCDI (Organizational Culture Diagnostic Instrument). Theoretically and conceptually, the instrument was
based on Denison’s model (Denison, 1990), which propounded that the interplay between external forces and
internal forces determines the nature of organizational culture of corporations, including the universities. The
external forces could affect the mission and consistency components of university organizational culture, whereas
the internal forces could shape the involvement and adaptability components. Specifically, each of the four
components comprised a few cultural domains, which could be elaborated categorically as follows:

e  Mission component of a university comprises domains such as university vision, its strategic goals and
objectives, and the plan for strategic actions.

e Consistency component consists of domains such as university core values, coordinated agreement on
decisions among faculties, and integration of management process.

e Involvement component consists of domains such as empowerment in making decisions, teamwork
orientation, and development priorities.

e Adaptability component consists of domains regarding making necessary changes and innovations,
attention to customers’ needs, and campus facilities and settings.

Each domain consisted of five survey items, each with an ordinal scale corresponding with responses of 1 to 5
(response 1 for “totally disagree” to response 5 for “totally agree”) in the response column of questionnaire—
typical of a survey instrument. In total there were 12 domains and 60 items in the original OCDI, but to suit the
university context, we added an extra domain, that is, important policies on university reputation—taking into
consideration world-ranking and internationalization. Thus our OCDI version had 13 domains and 65 items
altogether.

Then after, a pilot study was conducted at one university—not involved in the study—to check the reliability of the
adjusted OCDI, and from data analysis, it was found that the Cronbach alpha values of items and domains to be in
range of 0.65 to 0.96, which indicated that the OCDI had high reliability (Creswell, 2012). Also determined was the
construct validity of the OCDI by using the principal component analysis (PCA), a statistics which extracted the
maximum variance of variables or domains in the OCDI (George & Mallery, 2016) —this kind of analysis is rarely
done in most survey research. The PCA analysis produced results for all domains in the range of 0.622 to 0.835, i.e.
high validity of OCDI.

For the actual study, only the top four premier or world-ranked universities in Malaysia were purposively selected
from the list in the QS Global Ranking of Universities, 2017. Only the top- two public universities and top-two
private universities were purposively selected for this study. As for the sample, the required number of
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respondents for the study was determined by using Krejcie and Morgan (1970) table of random sample, which
indicated that the suitable number to be in the range of 330 to 360 respondents per university. The four premier
universities had different number of faculties and student population. Subsequently, the organizational culture
survey questionnaire was distributed randomly to 1520 university students, undergraduates and graduates, from
numerous faculties that were also chosen at random. Data collection was slow, but after three months a total of
1440 fully-answered survey questionnaires were successfully collected. Data were then entered into and
statistically analyzed by the computer program IBM SPSS Statistics Version 23 (George & Mallery, 2016).

L MALAYSIAN ONLINE JOURNAL OF

RESULTS AND FINDINGS

Data from the 1440 survey questionnaires was computed and statistically analyzed. As a prerequisite procedure, a
normality test was performed on the survey data, and it was found that the data had a normal distribution or
normality (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2006). This procedure was compulsory before performing inferential
statistics such as analysis of variance (Anova), independent samples test, and multiple regression.

As for research question 1, regarding the crucial cultural domains of premier universities, the results of data
analysis are as shown in the following Table 1.

Table 1
Mean and rank position of cultural domains in premier universities
Domain of University Organization Culture Mean Sd Rank

Vision and Mission 3.672 0.961 7
Goal and Objectives to be achieved 3.643 0.833 9
Strategic direction and intent of management 3.626 0.931 10
Core values of university 3.685 0.924 5
Agreement in policies and decisions 3.591 0.896 11
Coordination/ integration in management 3.552 0.782 12
Empowerment in decisions and programs 3.753 0.916 3
Team orientation in organization 3.798 0.872 2
Capability enhancement of members 3.726 0.866 4
Making innovations and changes 3.657 0.957 8
Customer focus 3.534 0.934 13
Organizational learning policy 3.692 0.781 6
Important university policies/ Reputation 3.861 0.962 1

Note: Sd is standard deviation, N = 1440

By looking at the rank column in Table 1, it could be seen that the important cultural domains of the examined
premier universities were important university policies regarding reputation (rank 1); team orientation of staff and
students as guided by vision and mission (rank 2); staff empowerment in management and academic matters (rank
3); enhancement of job capability for staff and students in implementing change and innovation (rank 4); and
adherence to the core values espoused by the university community that form the conscience of its members
(rank 5). In this regard, the respondents realized and upheld the important university policies, particularly
regarding multiculturalism, academic integrity, and plagiarism which affect university reputation internationally.
Apart from that, students perceived that teamwork orientation was an important concept in their university
culture.

On the contrary, however, the lowest-ranked domains in Table 1 were customer focus (rank 13), co-ordination and
integration among faculties and departments (rank 12), and agreement among faculties in decision-making process
(rank 11). In other words, students perceived those cultural domains do exist in universities. We expected that the
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vision and mission domain as well as the strategic direction domain to have a mean value higher than 4.0, but they
were ranked 7 and 10 respectively. The main reason for the expectation was that most universities in Malaysia
placed in a frame and hanged their vision and mission statements at all faculties and departments in the campus
so that staff and students became fully aware of the university’s aspiration and direction.

As for research question 2, Table 2 shows the results regarding the cultural differences between premier public
and private institutions in Malaysia. As a note, the average mean is the average of all the means of scores of items
of a particular domain.

Table 2
Average mean value and rank of cultural domains between premier public and private universities

Cultural Domain Premier public universities Premier private universities

Average mean Rank Average mean Rank

Mission and vision for guide 3.791 3 3.572 9
Goals and objectives to be achieved 3.753 5 3.524 10
Strategic direction and intent of 3.674 10 3.596 7
management
Core values of university 3.713 8 3.643 5
Agreement in decisions 3.6547 11 3.511 11
Management Coordination 3.615 12 3.473 13
Empowerment in programs 3.817 2 3.652
Team orientation of people 3.764 4 3.695 2
Capability enhancement of people 3.753 6 3.673 3
Making innovations/ changes 3.715 9 3.582
Attention to customer needs/ focus 3.563 13 3.493 12
Vital university policies/ Reputation 3.871 1 3.829 1

Looking at the rank column in Table 2, the cultural domain regarding university reputation was ranked 1 for both
public and private premier universities, but they differed in eleven other cultural domains. For example,
empowerment domain was ranked 2 for premier public universities, but on the contrary it was ranked 4 for private
universities. Team orientation domain, however, was ranked 2 in private universities, but was ranked 4 at public
universities. Vison and mission domain was ranked 3 in public universities, but ranked 9 in private universities.

On the other hand, based on Table 2 also, results indicated that customer focus domain was ranked 13 in public
universities, but ranked 12 in private universities. This result indicated that students in both types of universities
were fairly satisfied with their universities in terms of fulfilling some customer needs. Also, the agreement and
coordination domains were lowly ranked—rank 11, 12, and 13. Thus, apparently students had perceived that those
domains were fairly lacking in the organization culture in both types of universities.

As for research question 2, an in-depth analysis was made to it by statistically testing this hypothesis: There are no
significant differences in the cultural domains between premier public and private universities. The best statistics
for testing this hypothesis was Levene’s test for equality of variances—combining t-test results as well. From the
analysis, the table of results typically has two rows: first row for variances assumed to be equal if probability p <
0.05 significance level, while the second row for variances not assumed to be equal if p > 0.005. (George & Mallery,
SPSS Version 23, 2016, Tutorials online).
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Table 3 below portrays the results of Levene’s test analysis. As a note, the first row of results for every cultural
domain indicates equality of variances assumed (EV assumed), while the second row of results indicates equality of
variances not assumed (EV not assumed).

Table 3
Levene’s test results: Values of variances F and t-test for determining significant differences of the cultural domains
between premier public and private universities

Cultural F Sig. T df Sig. (2- Mean
Domain tailed) Difference
Mission: Vision EV 1.808 0.179 7.889 1433 0.000 0.247
assumed
EV not 7.889 1431 0.000 0.247
assumed
Mission: Goals & 21.035 0.000 6.483 1433 0.000 0.223
Objectives 6.483 1410 0.000 0.223
Mission: Strategic 26.624 0.000 2.759 1433 0.006 0.081
Direction & Intent 2.759 1369 0.006 0.081
Consistency: Core 46.029 0.000 2.914 1433 0.004 0.092
Values 2,914 1362 0.004 0.092
Consistency: 23.994 0.000 4.137 1433 0.000 0.143
Agreement 4,137 1407 0.000 0.143
Consistency: 8.969 0.003 3.145 1433 0.002 0.110
Coordination & 3.145 1411 0.002 0.110
Integration
Involvement: 44.105 0.000 4.852 1434 0.000 0.172
Empowerment 4.853 1371 0.000 0.172
Involvement: 30.862 0.000 2.025 1434 0.043 0.072
Team Orientation 2.025 1393 0.043 0.072
Involvement: 21.057 0.000 1.425 1434 0.155 0.047
Capability 1.425 1406 0.155 0.047
Development
Adaptability: 5.486 0.017 3.518 1434 0.000 0.129
Creating Change 3.518 1433 0.000 0.127
Adaptability: 10.490 0.001 2.091 1433 0.038 0.076
Customer Focus 2.091 1413 0.038 0.076
Adaptability: 23.494 0.000 3.211 1433 0.001 0.115
Organizational 3.211 1394 0.001 0.115
Learning
Important 13.869 0.000 1.054 1433 0.294 0.038
Policies / 1.054 1422.77 0.294 0.038
Institutional
Reputation
Overall Mean 30.036 0.000 4.438 1435 0.000 0.117
4.437 1398 0.000 0.117

Reading Table 3, we could conclude that there were significant differences between premier public and private
universities in all the domains of organizational culture. All domains, except the mission domain, have variances
assumed to be equal (i.e. p < 0.05, hence reading results in the second row of each domain). Thus, we concluded
that premier public universities had a totally different organizational culture from the premier private universities.
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DISCUSSION

Unlike many previous research works in the university organizational culture area that have used McNay’s CVF
model (1995), our research is thus not the common typology type. It has employed Denison’s (1990) model which
examined deeply the specific elements in each of the thirteen domains of university organization. This is a step
forward, and we hope many more similar kind of studies will be conducted in the future. Qualitative studies can
also be done using Denison’s model, with elements, domains, and components that can serve as guiding codes,
concepts, and sub-themes respectively.

The findings of this research have somewhat verified the tenability of the open system theory, which posits that
there is a dynamic interaction between external and internal forces in shaping university organizational culture
(Weber & Waeger, 2017; Yacizi & Karabag, 2019). In other words, the premier universities in our study were
internally responsive strategically to external forces such as international trends and developments, and
henceforth the dynamic interaction of forces could be viewed as a way an open system makes adjustments or
innovations to achieve an equilibrium. This fact is exemplified by the intermingling of four cultural components—
two components namely mission and consistency constitute the external forces, whereas the other two
components namely involvement and adaptability constitute the internal forces. For example, this study found
that the crucial cultural domains were important university policies regarding reputation, core values, team
orientation of staff and students; empowerment of staff and students, capability development of staff and
students. In this case, the former two domains were the external forces and the latter three domains were the
internal forces. Furthermore, the interplay of external and internal forces can be seen at the lowest-ranked
domains such as customer focus, coordination and integration among faculties and departments, and agreement
among faculties in decision-making process. In this case, customer focus was the internal force, whereas the other
domains were the external forces.

In synthesis, the argument before theoretically implies that the organizational culture of premier public and
private universities concentrates more on internal focus than on external focus, and also more on flexibility in
making changes and innovations than on rigidity in consistency of status quo, bureaucratic implementation of
mission and vision, and adherence to long-held core values (Kése & Korkmaz, 2019). The argument also portrays
that university development should encompass all components and domains organizational culture, not selective
either on internal components only or external ones only. Premier universities or the newly established
universities should not have a dichotomous development plan, otherwise they would have one-sided development
or they would not have the competitive advantage in many aspects (Clark, 1986; O’Dell, 2014). Managerialism
must be balanced with academic empowerment and capability development via design thinking and systems
thinking (Kramer & Berman, 2009; Senge, 1990). It has been argued that overwhelming managerialism in university
management could create profound dissatisfaction, tension, barriers, and conflicts (White, Carvalho, & Riordan,
2011).

IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this study have a few implications. Firstly, policies related to a university’s reputation should be
spelled out clearly and disseminated in many ways so as to ensure that the entire university community is
consciously aware of upholding the reputation when exercising their duties and responsibilities (Hussin & Wong,
2015). For example, academic merit, academic integrity and originality of research works are always the ethics
related to reputation. A tarnished reputation is difficult to amend locally and internationally and this could affect
networking and student enrolment. Secondly, academic empowerment and autonomy are not a foregone liberal
tradition in higher learning institutions because those two concepts are needed for research and knowledge
advancement and for triggering innovative programs by staff and students (Cerne, Jakli¢, Skerlavaj, Aydinlik, &
Polat, 2012; Naranjo-Valencia, Jiménez-liménez, & Sanz-Valle, 2011; Naranjo-Valencia, Sanz-Valle, & Jiménez,
2010). Universities are not bureaucratic organizations. Thirdly, vision and mission statements of a university should
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be inspiring and motivational and they should be made easily accessible for easy reference of staff, students, and
other people (Ozdem, 2011). Furthermore, vision and mission statements should be achievable and measurable
for the purpose of assessment of job performance. And fourthly, new colleges and universities can make use of the
results and findings of this research as benchmarks in their pursuit to be world-ranked universities.

L MALAYSIAN ONLINE JOURNAL OF

CONCLUSION

Universities are an open system, meaning that they are susceptible to the internal cultural elements as well the
external cultural elements of the larger society, and the interplay of all cultural elements makes universities to be
complex organizations. Rationality can only derived from a systematic analysis of concepts or variables involved,
and the use of models could facilitate research process. There are two major theoretical models available to study
quantitatively the organizational culture of universities, such as the CVF model and Denison’s model.

Using Denison’s model, this research has determined the important domains of university culture such as
university policies related to reputation, teamwork orientation, academic empowerment, university mission, and
capability development in the culture of some premier universities in Malaysia. The research has also determined
that the cultural domains of premier public universities are significantly different from that of the premier private
universities. It is recommended that similar studies involving more universities and a bigger sample should be
conducted to affirm or repudiate the findings of this study and theories used.
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