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Abstract: This study focused on the connection between organisational school culture and the suc-

cess of curriculum reform. Utilizing a sample of 348 teachers in 25 Swiss schools, we investigated 

how different school culture types correlate with teachers’ perceived success of the current process 

of implementing the “Media and Information Literacy” curriculum. We found that the school cul-

ture type Clan is the most dominant across the schools and found a negative connection between 

the school culture type Hierarchy and teachers’ perceived reform success. An exploratory cluster 

analysis was used to identify further profiles of school culture that were not based on the dominant 

culture but were determined based on the distribution of mean values. Two other profiles were 

identified in a further procedure: Collegial Associates and Competitive Organisations. These results thus 

fill a gap in the previous research on school culture that had particularly set out to identify the 

dominant school culture. Based on the results, we cannot only confirm the validity of the Organisa-

tional Culture Assessment Instrument for Swiss schools but also give indications as to which char-

acteristics of school culture types are hindering the perceived success of curriculum reforms from 

the teachers’ points of view. 

Keywords: organisational school culture; OCAI; curriculum reform; implementation; media and 

information literacy 

 

1. Introduction 

School culture influences not only the learning and well-being of students and teach-

ers but also how the school as an organisation responds to change [1]. School development 

is an ongoing task that schools must address because the environment, the generations of 

students, and the teachers change during their professional socialisation [2]. Thus, the 

sustainable change of schools is a complex undertaking that is shaped by the lived culture 

of the school, as well as by the regional and social framework conditions [3]. 

In the context of the ongoing digital transformation, digital and media-related con-

tent is increasingly integrated into school curricula. In Switzerland, authorities launched 

the implementation of a new curriculum, “Media and Information Literacy” (MIL), (In 

international discourse, the term “Media and Information Literacy” (MIL) is common [4]. 

The term “Media and ICT” (M&I), in Switzerland, refers to aspects of media and infor-

mation technology education, as does the international term. For a better understanding, 

the international term will be used in the following) which stipulates that teachers must 

prepare their students for the digital age and workplace [5]. This curriculum reform in-

troduced new demands on teachers in terms of learning content and teaching methods 

for digital literacy [6]. Existing research on the development of school culture can be de-

scribed as rather stable [7,8]. However, teachers interpret reform projects against the back-

ground of the lived culture in their school [1,9]. Even though there is a growing body of 

research on school culture in the international context [3], so far there have been no studies 

investigating school culture in Swiss schools or specifically in the context of MIL. 
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The perception of school culture by teachers is examined, as it is seen as an important 

dimension of school development in the context of curriculum reform [10–12]. Moreover, 

the study explores the extent to which the current implementation of the MIL curriculum 

is being received by teachers and how this relates to the existing culture of their school. 

The results of the study aim to further establish the connection between school culture 

and school and curriculum development and to provide insights into the current school 

reform in Switzerland. 

2. Theoretical Framework 

The discussion about the concept of school culture has been an integral part of the 

educational discourse in German-speaking countries and internationally for over 30 years 

[1,13], in science and as a part of school practice [14]. Discussing school culture is chal-

lenging because there is no consensus on the definition of the concept [3,11,15]. 

Important theoretical approaches come from organisational research [16]. From this 

perspective, culture influences the way a school functions, how this is experienced by its 

members and how they interact with each other. In the US discourse schools were histor-

ically viewed as rational institutions with a clear outcome and accountability focus. Only 

in the 1980–1990′s was the notion of a more caring culture in schools proposed [17,18], 

which assumes that collaboration, relationships, and mutual support might be more im-

portant for student learning than the strict regulations of the bureaucratic national testing 

schemes [1]. 

In this paper, school culture is discussed according to the organisational psychology 

concept of organisational culture and is distinguished from other areas, such as learning 

culture or educational culture (e.g., [19–21]). It directly targets the organisational struc-

tures, processes, and attitudes of teachers in schools. The culture of a school is a collective 

attitude, but there can also be different, potentially conflicting subcultures [3]. 

According to Nerdinger et al. [22], organisations are social systems per se in which 

people work together over a long period. The organisation-specific norms and values reg-

ulate behaviour and ensure that employees are integrated into the organisation. Employ-

ees must adapt to the social practices practiced there and explore the possibility of mean-

ingful behaviour [23]. Organisational culture thus represents the entire system of shared 

values and norms that defines interactions with organisational members and external par-

ties [24]. It determines modes of action and behaviour [25], as well as strategies, goals, and 

functions of the organisation [26]. Following Luhmann [27], schools can be understood as 

organisations whose primary task is to plan social learning situations and to provide 

learning opportunities. Therefore, how teachers and principals design and live their cul-

ture may influence the quality of instruction, teacher collegiality, and student learning [3]. 

For this paper, we used a definition of school culture based on van Ackeren et al. [28], 

Esslinger-Hinz [29], and Schein [30]: school culture can be described as the interplay of 

applicable conscious and subconscious norms and values and the behaviour of all school 

stakeholders. Each teacher in a school has their individual perception of culture, shaped 

by their experiences and beliefs. Yet, we also assume that there is one view of culture that 

is dominant in a school and shared by a majority of its members regarding school organ-

isational aspects that manifest themselves in daily work practices. 

3. Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) in Theory and Research 

School culture can be assessed either normatively (judging, i.e., whether a school has 

a good school culture or not, e.g., [31,32]) or descriptively (describing, for example, by 

means of observations or other qualitative approaches, e.g., [32,33]). In the context of 

school development, Fend [34] uses a normative approach because school culture is un-

derstood as an indicator of school quality. Some studies combine the normative and de-

scriptive approaches in capturing school culture, such as the comprehensive model of 

school culture by Schoen and Teddlie [35]. With this model, an important step has been 

made in addressing the concept of school culture in empirical school research. The authors 
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simultaneously considered the norms and values of schools, made them comparable, and 

related them to other variables such as student achievement. 

To enable an assessment of school culture from an organisational psychology per-

spective [30] and to show differences between school culture types, the Organisational 

Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) can be used, which is an empirical–analytical ap-

proach to measure school culture. It corresponds to the theoretical assumption of organi-

sational development (e.g., [24,27]). The model allows to capture the fundamental norms 

and values of an organisation from the perspective of the employees, i.e., the teachers. 

With the OCAI, Cameron and Quinn [36] offer an instrument for diagnosing organisa-

tional culture which, according to the authors, is both easy to use in practice and meets 

the requirements of scientific analysis of culture using quantitative methods. 

The theoretical model OCAI postulates opposing dimensions (control and stability 

vs. flexibility and discretion; internal vs. external focus) for the consideration of organisa-

tional values, as well as the four quadrants. Following Quinn and Rohrbaugh [37], Cam-

eron and Quinn [36] linked the four value quadrants to specific culture types and at the 

same time developed the OCAI to describe organisational culture with respect to different 

organisational domains from the perspective of the employees (see Figure 1). In each of 

the four cultures, different values and norms are regarded as adequate and purposeful, so 

that the different types of culture can be identified and distinguished from each other by 

comparing these underlying values. 

 

Figure 1. Competing Values Framework Created by Quinn and Rohrbaugh [37]. 

Clan school culture is characterised by cooperation and support. There is a strong 

community and members work together to achieve common goals. 

Adhocracy school culture is characterised by creativity, innovation, and discretion. In-

dividual opinions and ideas are encouraged and freedom and autonomy are valued. 

Market school culture is characterised by competition and achievement. Pressure to 

succeed, efficiency, and results are emphasised. 

Hierarchy school culture is characterised by structure and order. There are clear rules 

and responsibilities and decisions are made top down. 

The goal of this model is to assess the dominant value patterns of a school; even if 

the school has values in all four school culture types, a dominant, more pronounced school 

culture can prevail, which is assumed to overshadow the other types. 

This description shows that the Clan culture is associated with a focus on internal 

processes and high flexibility, whereas the opposing Market culture is driven by external 

factors and stability. Applying this model to the school context highlights how some 

schools may be more focused on their internal structures and processes and neglect the 

influence of their specific context. 

In early studies, the OCAI was used primarily in US universities and colleges [38]. It 

appears that regardless of individual factors (age, gender, job title, etc.), Clan culture is 

favoured by most college and university employees. Studies in elementary schools from 

Israel [39], India [40], and Germany [15,41] reached similar conclusions. The original ver-

sion of the OCAI has been used in a wide range of organisations around the world [42]. 

The reliability and validity of the survey instrument—also in translations—have been 



Educ. Sci. 2024, 14, 558 4 of 16 
 

proven by several studies in different countries and organisational contexts (e.g., [43]). 

However, its use in school contexts and especially in German-speaking countries is rela-

tively new (e.g., [15]). According to Heritage et al. [44], the instrument is particularly suit-

able for investigating the current status quo and less suitable for measuring a desired, so-

called “ideal culture”. 

Berkemeyer et al. [45] further distinguish the different cultural patterns formed by 

different expressions of the four types using a latent class analysis. The results showed 

that most of the schools were characterised as having a dominant Clan culture. Another 

German study by Demski et al. [10] examining 109 schools using the OCAI shows that the 

assessment of the teacher teams and their school principals is statistically similar. Further-

more, Clan culture is again the most common across school types (comprehensive, ele-

mentary, and special schools), while Market orientation is more dominant in secondary 

schools. 

To sum up, the empirical findings show that the Clan type is the most dominant in 

the school context. Values of the Clan culture, such as goal orientation and collegiality, 

may be related to the implementation of reforms in schools. Clan culture can indicate a 

collaborative work environment, which can be considered a good starting point for re-

form. Contrarily, a desire for consensus may impede the motivation to implement new 

ideas. 

4. On the Association between School Culture and Development Processes 

Various studies—some also using the OCAI instrument—describe which aspects of 

school culture might be important for school development [1,3,46,47]. Demski et al. [10] 

found that there is a statistically relevant relationship between Clan or Adhocracy school 

culture and teachers’ evidence-based actions. This means that teachers of these culture 

types are more oriented to scientific data and facts about school development and teach-

ing. Furthermore, research indicates that Adhocracy culture is related to school develop-

ment processes, which in turn have a positive impact on teachers’ professionalisation pro-

cess and competencies (e.g., [48–50]). 

Other studies with different theoretical and methodological approaches (other than 

OCAI) find that collaborative culture is characterised by support and that appreciation 

has a beneficial effect on teachers’ acceptance of change and engagement in development 

projects (e.g., [51]). The extent of participation and reflective dialogue in the teacher team 

influences their commitment as well as their capacity for organisational learning and 

change (e.g., [52–54]). Supportive and appreciative leadership (employee-oriented leader-

ship) strengthens employees’ trust and their willingness to change [55]. Shann [56] 

showed that teachers’ job satisfaction is connected to their satisfaction with the curricu-

lum, the decision making, and their opportunities of participation in their own school. 

Therefore, collegial support in a school might be related to how teachers view the imple-

mentation success of curriculum reforms. The findings of Louis et al. [57] indicate that the 

characteristics of a hierarchical school culture appear to be less favourable in the context 

of reform processes. Rather, it is emphasised that school reforms are more successful when 

school leaders succeed in creating both learning and community in their schools and thus 

lead from the centre rather than from a hierarchical position. In the area of MIL, Tondeur 

et al. [58] show that schools with an innovative school culture use computers in lessons 

significantly more often. In terms of their character traits, these schools correspond to the 

clan and adhocracy culture. 

In summary, various studies indicate that the Clan and Adhocracy culture, or the char-

acteristics of those types, plays an important role for the participation of teachers in cur-

riculum reforms. As the previous research indicates, the Clan culture type seems to be the 

most common in schools. However, there is little research on the extent to which school 

culture plays a role in teachers’ evaluation of curriculum reforms. It seems plausible that 

schools where teachers collaborate frequently and engage actively in organisational learn-

ing have a different approach to curriculum reforms [11]. In Swiss schools in particular, 
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no research has yet been conducted on school culture using the OCAI model, nor on the 

relationship between the associated school culture types and curriculum development 

processes. The current implementation of the MIL curriculum thus offers an opportunity 

to explore this research gap. This study intends to explore how the schools can be grouped 

into specific clusters that depend on teachers’ ratings of the typologies of school culture. 

Additionally, the connection between the different types of school culture and the per-

ceived success of curriculum reform will be investigated from the teachers’ perspectives. 

5. The Present Study: Research Questions and Hypotheses 

The present study aims at investigating the relationship between teachers’ perceived 

school culture and the perceived success of curriculum reform. Therefore, this study pur-

sues the following main research question and sub-questions: How is school culture asso-

ciated with the perceived success of curriculum reform? 

1. How are the four culture types distributed in Swiss schools? 

2. Is there an association between these culture types and a teacher’s perceived success 

of the curriculum reform? 

3. Are there other profiles of school culture and to what extent do those exploratively 

generated clusters of school culture correspond with the OCAI model? 

School culture contributes essentially to school development processes and the sus-

tainability of curriculum implementation [10]. Yet not all perceived culture types are in 

the same way effective for fostering curriculum implementation processes. In this study, 

we examine the following hypotheses. 

H1. Following previous research (e.g., [10,49]) that indicates that Clan culture is considered the 

dominant culture, especially in educational institutions, we assume that the Swiss schools most 

frequently correspond to the type Clan, which assumes people- and team-oriented leadership and 

development. 

H2. For research question two, we assume, based on previous research (e.g., [10,49]), a positive 

correlation between the school culture types Clan and Adhocracy and the perceived success of 

curriculum reform. Moreover, we also assume a negative or no correlation between the school 

culture types Hierarchy and Market and the perceived success of curriculum reform. 

H3. In addition to the four types, further profiles of school culture can be identified that are not 

based on the dominant culture. Thus, those differences between the so-called school clusters can be 

described and statistically distinguish the schools from each other. Differences between those 

exploratively found school culture profiles and teachers’ perceived success of curriculum reform are 

expected. 

6. Methods 

6.1. Design and Sample 

This research is embedded in a larger research project “Reform@Work”, funded by 

the Swiss National Science Foundation (Grant #188867 ). A cross-sectional design was ap-

plied. Twenty-five schools (kindergarten to sixth grade) from German-speaking cantons 

in Switzerland were surveyed. A total of 348 teachers (86.1% female, 13.6% male, 0.3% 

non-binary) participated in the online survey in the school year 2022/23. The teachers were 

between 22 and 63 years old (M = 41.63, SD = 10.43). Their working experience was be-

tween 1 and 45 years (M = 16.15; SD = 10.80). Participation was voluntary and anonymity 

guaranteed. 
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6.2. Measures 

6.2.1. School Culture Type 

The Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) [36] attempts to capture 

the respective characteristics of the four culture types (Hierarchy, Clan, Adhocracy, Market) 

based on the six organisational categories: dominant characteristics, organisational lead-

ership, management of employees, organisation glue, strategic emphasis, and criteria of 

success. The six categories of culture are scored using a 100-point range system related to 

four different statements (e.g., “Our school is a very dynamic and exploratory place. The 

teaching team is ready to take risks or new paths”) that relate to the four school culture 

types [45]. Cameron and Quinn [36] speak of a particularly strong culture, respectively a 

dominant culture from an average of 50 points or more. 

To test the instrument for assessing school culture, the German-adapted version of 

the OCAI (OCAI-SK; [15]) with 24 items was used in the project “Reform@Work” (see 

Table 1). 

Table 1. Items of the OCAI-SK and the corresponding cultural type for the organisational moment 

“essential characteristics”. 

Item German  English  

School 

Culture 

Type 

1 

Unsere Schule ist ein sehr persönlicher Ort. Sie ist 

wie eine grosse Familie. Das Kollegium teilt viel 

(Privates/Persönliches) miteinander. 

Our school is a very personal place. It is like 

an extended family. The college shares many 

private/personal issues. 

A 

2 

Unsere Schule ist ein sehr dynamischer und 

erkundungsfreudiger Ort. Das Kollegium ist bereit, 

Risiken/neue Wege auf sich zu nehmen. 

Our school is a very dynamic and joyful 

place, where you can explore a lot. The 

college is willing to take risks/to find new 

ways to be. 

B 

3 

Unsere Schule ist sehr ergebnisorientiert. Wichtig ist 

vor allem, gute Quoten (Aufnahme und Übergang, 

etc.) zu erreichen. Das Kollegium achtet darauf, 

konkurrenzfähig zu sein. 

Our school is very resultoriented. It is 

important to generate high student 

performance. The college takes care to keep 

the possibility of being competitive. 

C 

4 

Unsere Schule ist ein sehr geregelter und 

strukturierter Ort. Formale Abläufe (Schulregeln, 

Klassenarbeiten, Erlasse etc.) regeln im Allgemeinen 

die Handlungen des Kollegiums. 

Our school is a very controlled and 

structured place. Formal processes (school 

rules, class work, decrees, etc.) generally 

govern what the college does. 

D 

Note. A = Clan, B = Adhocracy, C = Market, D = Hierarchy. 

6.2.2. Perceived Curriculum Reform Success 

The dependent variable “perceived curriculum reform success” is operationalised 

via teachers’ satisfaction with curriculum reform [59]. It measures the extent to which 

teachers are satisfied with the current state of implementation of the MIL curriculum in 

their school. It is based on three items reflecting the satisfaction with the reform in refer-

ence to (a) the state/government regulations, (b) other schools, and (c) the relevance of the 

curriculum reform for student learning ([59]; scaling: 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly 

agree; e.g., “I think that the MIL reform is implemented well at our school today according 

to the cantonal and national guidelines”). 

6.3. Reliability Analyses of the Used Measures 

We examined whether our data fulfilled several requirements for data aggregation 

on a school level and for the cluster analysis (see Table 2). Specifically, we checked the 

values of ICC(1) [60], the average deviation index ADM [61], and the McDonald’s omega 
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coefficient [62]. These figures indicated that a substantial amount of variance can be ex-

plained by the school level and indicate the satisfactory reliability of the constructs [62]. 

Table 2. Measures of reliability and interrater agreement and sample items for all variables. 

Scale # Sample Item α ω ICC(1) ADM 

Clan 6 

Our school is a very personal place. 

It is like an extended family. The 

college shares 

many (private/personal) issues.  

0.825 0.829 0.420 * 11.13 

Adhocracy 6 

The headteacher of our school is 

generally regarded as a role model 

for innovation, allowing freedom 

and individual paths, and willing-

ness to take risks. 

0.665 0.668 0.235 * 7.15 

Market 6 

Our school is brought together by 

an emphasis on achievement and 

goal orientation. 

0.819 0.833 0.388 * 6.70 

Hierarchy 6 

Our head teacher is seen as coordi-

nating, organising and regulating 

the day-to-day activities of the 

school. 

0.772 0.776 0.348 * 8.56 

Perceived curricu-

lum reform success 
3 

I think that the MIL reform is imple-

mented well at our school today ac-

cording to the cantonal and national 

guidelines 

0.815 0.826 0.615 * 0.38 

Note. # = Number of Items, α = Cronbach’s Alpha, ω = McDonald’s Omega, ICC(1) = Intra-Class-

Correlation 1, ADM = Mean Absolute Deviation. * = p ≤ 0.05. 

Index 

In order to estimate group-level constructs reliably from the individual ratings of the 

respective group members [60], a significant ICC(1) is needed [63]. To calculate the ICC, 

only schools with 10 or more teachers were included in the calculation. The average devi-

ation index ADM [61] is a measure of within-group agreement, which, in our case, quan-

tifies individual teachers’ deviations from the school mean in the original scale metric. The 

composite reliability coefficients (McDonald’s omega) can be interpreted like traditional 

reliability estimates (see [62], p. 158). 

7. Data Analysis 

Data were analysed using the Statistical Package for Social Science IBM SPSS Statis-

tics (Version 27; [64]). The number of missing values per item was low, reaching a maxi-

mum of 13.51% in four items of the OCAI-model scale and a maximum of 14.94% in one 

item of the scale perceived success of the curriculum reform. No systematic missing pat-

terns were revealed. The missing values were not replaced in the analysis. 

Data analysis consisted of three main steps. First, the construct validity (reliability of 

the measures with Cronbach’s alpha, McDonald’s omega, and the intra-class correlation) 

were assessed (see Table 2). 
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In the second step, a Pearson’s correlation analysis was used to examine the relation-

ship between the school culture types and the perceived success of the curriculum. 

The cluster analysis groups the schools according to their average values concerning 

the four school culture types. We assume that the expression of the mean values per school 

should not only represent a dominant cultural value but should show how high the agree-

ment with the different types was rated. Similarly, we assume that the dominance hypoth-

esis does not differentiate enough between schools and, therefore, cluster analysis is nec-

essary. In cluster analysis, natural groups are formed. The non-hierarchical K-means 

method allows us to define in advance the number of clusters calculated based on sample 

size, resulting in two clusters. Higher cluster solutions are tested against the two-cluster 

solution. By applying one-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA), it can be ensured that the 

clusters are significantly different from each other. Each cluster should be as homogene-

ous as possible within itself, while the clusters should differ from each other as much as 

possible. In the final step, a Mann–Whitney U-Test was calculated to determine if there 

were differences in teachers’ perceived success of the curriculum reform between the two 

school culture profiles [65]. 

8. Results 

8.1. Descriptive Statistics 

The aggregated data includes 25 schools. As shown in Table 3, the school culture type 

Clan is the most dominant on the school level (M = 37.62), followed by Adhocracy and Hi-

erarchy. Yet also the standard deviation (SD = 8.28) between the ratings is higher than in 

all other culture types. The lowest ratings of the four types are placed on the Market type 

(M = 12.02, SD = 4.81). Furthermore, the mean score of the scale “perceived success of the 

curriculum reform” is 2.96 (SD = 0.54). 

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of the aggregated data with the 25 schools. 

Scale M SD 

Clan 37.62 8.28 

Adhocracy 24.07 3.19 

Market 12.02 4.81 

Hierarchy 22.48 5.31 

Perceived curriculum reform success 2.96 0.30 

Note. n = 25, M = Mean, SD = Standard deviation. 

8.2. Relationship between the Found School Culture Types and the Perception of Curriculum 

Reform Success 

Correlation coefficients and p-values regarding the relationship of school culture 

types and perceived curriculum reform success can be found in Table 4. We found no 

statistically significant relationship between the school culture types Clan (r = 0.19, p = 0.37, 

n = 25), Adhocracy (r = −0.30, p = 0.14, n = 25), and Market (r = −0.21, p = 0.32, n = 25) and 

teachers’ perception of curriculum reform success. However, a negative and statistically 

significant correlation between the school culture type Hierarchy and the perception of 

curriculum reform success was found (r = −0.42, p = 0.03, n = 25), suggesting that the higher 

the level of the school culture type Hierarchy in a school, the lower the perceived success 

of curriculum reform. 

The Clan school culture type is statistically significantly negatively correlated with 

the Market school culture type (r = −0.69, p < 0.01, n = 25) and the Hierarchy school culture 

type (r = −0.60, p < 0.01, n = 25). Furthermore, the school culture types Market and Hierarchy 

correlate negatively with the other two school culture types, Adhocracy and Clan; this can 

be explained by their opposing orientations. As mentioned in before, the OCAI model 

postulates opposing dimensions, where Market and Hierarchy have a stable and controlled 

focus, whereas Adhocracy and Clan have a focus that is flexible and discretionary. 
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Table 4. Correlations for study variables. 

 Clan Adhocracy Market Hierarchy 

Perceived 

Curriculum 

Reform Success 

Clan - 0.03 −0.69 ** −0.60 ** 0.19 

Adhocracy 0.03 - −0.01 −0.21 −0.30 

Market −0.69 ** −0.01 - 0.26 −0.21 

Hierarchy −0.60 ** −0.21 0.26 - −0.42 * 

Perceived 

curriculum reform 

success 

0.19 −0.30 −0.21 −0.42* - 

Note. n = 25; * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01. 

8.3. Cluster Analysis of the School Culture Types 

By applying a cluster analysis, the schools were grouped into clusters that corre-

spond to the average mean of the school culture types described in Section 5. The cluster 

analysis showed that the schools can be divided into two different clusters (see Table 5). 

One-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) shows that the clusters differ significantly with 

regard to the expression of the culture types Clan: F(1, 23) = 32.77, p < 0.001, η2p = 0.5876; 

Market: F(1, 23) = 13.57, p 0.001, η2p = 0.3711; and Hierarchy: F(1, 23) = 16.02, p < 0.001, η2p = 

0.4106). No significant differences between the clusters can be seen regarding the type 

Adhocracy (F(1, 23) = 9.97, p < 0.232, η2p = 0.3024). 

Table 5. Cluster analysis of school culture. 

School Culture Type   

Name of the cluster 1 = Collegial Associates 2 = Competitive Organisations 

n (schools) 17 8 

Clan (M) 60.00 22.58 

Adhocracy (M) 20.83 26.08 

Market (M) 6.67 21.17 

Hierarchy (M) 12.50 30.17 

Note. n = sample size per cluster, M = mean. 

The first cluster can be defined as Collegial Associates. As shown in Table 4, 17 of the 

25 schools fall into this cluster. In this cluster, the Clan type is the most pronounced com-

pared to the second cluster, reaching an average mean of M = 60.00. Even though this 

would mean, according to Cameron and Quinn [36], that the dominant culture in this 

cluster is the clan school culture type, the remaining expressions on the other school cul-

ture types must also be highlighted to accurately describe the cluster. In summary, the 

school has a strong Clan culture characterised by collaboration, teamwork, and a strong 

sense of community. Moreover, schools in the cluster Collegial Associates are less focused 

on external than on internal processes, which may lead to a very low value in competi-

tiveness (Market) and a rather flat hierarchy (Hierarchy) where participative decision mak-

ing is encouraged. 

We call the second cluster Competitive Organisations. Eight schools belong to this clus-

ter. Compared to the Collegial Associates cluster, the mean values of these schools in Market 

are more than three times higher and in Hierarchy more than twice as high. This indicates, 

according to the theory, that schools in this cluster are highly regulated and structured 

(Hierarchy) and formal processes are important in day-to-day activities. Moreover, the 

schools are strongly oriented on external demands and may, therefore, be more focused 

on efficiency and accountability (Market). Importantly, the cluster analysis shows that the 

Clan school culture is considerably less pronounced in these schools. 
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A Mann–Whitney U-Test was perfomed to determine if there were differences in 

teachers’ perceived success of curriculum reform between the two school culture profiles 

(Collegial Associates and Competitive Organisations). There was no statistically signifi-

cant difference in teachers’ perceived success of curriculum reform between the two 

school culture profiles (U = 47.000, Z = −1.224, p = 0.221). 

9. Discussion 

Since the success or failure of curriculum reforms depends on how well it is compat-

ible with the school culture [66], the relationship between the school culture and the per-

ceived success of the school reform, i.e., the satisfaction of teachers with the implementa-

tion of the MIL curriculum, was explored in this study following Cameron and Quinn’s 

[36] OCAI model. 

The results show that in the participating Swiss schools, the Clan culture is the most 

dominant type of school culture. According to the dimensions of the OCAI model, this 

culture type can be characterised as participative with an internal focus. This largely cor-

responds with previous research (e.g., [39,41,49]). The large proportion of schools in the 

Clan culture could also be because the schools that took part in the “Reform@Work” pro-

ject are small to medium-sized, which enables a closer relationship between teachers, pu-

pils, and parents, which may promote a Clan school culture. In future research, the rela-

tionship between school size and school culture typification should be controlled for. The 

results are in line with hypothesis 1. 

Furthermore, the study examined the relationship between the types of school cul-

ture according to OCAI [36] and the perception of the success of curriculum reform. By 

applying Pearson’s correlation analysis, no significant correlation between the school cul-

ture types Clan and Adhocracy and the teacher’s perception of curriculum reform success 

could be found. This means that neither of the two school culture types is associated with 

more or less teacher perceived success when implementing the MIL curriculum. There-

fore, the first part of hypothesis 2, which states that the school culture types Clan and 

Adhocracy positively correlate with the perception of curriculum reform success, must be 

rejected. This is not in line with previous research, which assumed that participation and 

the possibility of co-decision motivate employees to actively participate in change pro-

cesses (e.g., [52]). Similarly, no statistically significant correlation between the school cul-

ture type Market and the teacher’s perception of curriculum reform success was detected. 

Nevertheless, there is a statistically negative correlation between the Hierarchy school cul-

ture type and perceptions of curriculum reform success. The second part about the as-

sumed negative or neutral correlation between Hierarchy and Market with the curriculum 

reform success can be confirmed. Wilkins [67] argues that change in organisations often 

fails if it does not fit the existing culture. In contrast, Fend [68] and Gordon and Patterson 

[1] state that schools are able to interpret and adapt change so that it can be integrated into 

their cultures. This ability may explain why no correlations were found between the 

school culture types adhocracy, clan, and market, as schools adapt the introduction of new 

concepts, such as the MIL curriculum, to their context. Additionally, the lack of correlation 

between school culture types and the success of curriculum reform is explained by the 

fact that teachers rarely see themselves as part of the leadership team and feel over-

whelmed by the tasks of school development, which leads to them not seeing themselves 

as responsible for the success of curriculum reform [69]. As expected, there was a negative 

correlation between the type of hierarchy and reform success, which confirms earlier stud-

ies (e.g., [57]). The negative correlation with the hierarchy type could be due to its rigid 

structures, which make innovation more difficult, as hierarchical schools are more re-

sistant to curriculum reforms that challenge established structures. Apart from the deci-

sive role of school leadership in school change processes, however, there is insufficient 

empirical research on how the school culture perceived by teachers and different leader-

ship styles of principals affect reform initiatives [53]. In this regard, additional analysis 

could integrate leadership styles more explicitly to ascertain their influence on the school 
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culture and reform outcomes. Future studies could consider including a more detailed 

examination of leadership roles within different school culture types. 

Finally, since the values of the Clan culture type were expected to be high across all 

schools, the study aimed at identifying if there are other profiles of school culture in the 

sample of participating schools. The results reveal two further profiles of school culture 

types which, based on the distribution of the mean values, are called Collegial Associates 

and Competitive Organisations. The profiles of the school culture types in these clusters give 

clear indications of the focus of the schools. Most schools (17 of 25) are characterised as 

having a Collegial Associates culture approach, which focuses on internal relationships and 

processes. It is thus clear that those schools, in contrast to organisations in the free market 

economy, place a clearer focus on internal processes and the well-being of the people in 

the organisation than on the development of the entire organisation in its environment. 

The remaining schools (8 of 25) are characterised as Competitive Organisations. The sense 

of community (Clan) is less pronounced than in the first cluster; collaboration and team-

work are less emphasised. The different values of Market orientation mainly differentiate 

between the two types. This leads to the conclusion that those eight schools may be more 

prone to a bureaucratic structure, which was focused on very early in the development of 

school culture research [1]. The benefit of the cluster analysis is that it makes it possible to 

describe school culture profiles in which all four school cultures are taken into account, 

which may be more indicative of differences between the schools. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that the results are in line with hypothesis 3, which states that further profiles 

of school culture can be identified that are not based on the dominant culture. Yet, accord-

ing to those results, it remains unclear whether the Competitive Organisations are the less 

favoured cluster of the two and what benefits such culture profile may hold for the indi-

vidual schools in their individual contexts. Although differences between the two school 

culture profiles of Collegial Associates and Competitive Organisations were expected in terms 

of the teachers’ perceived success of curriculum reform, no statistically significant differ-

ences were found. 

These results show, for the first time in the Swiss educational context, that the assess-

ment of school culture types with the OCAI model according to Cameron and Quinn [36] 

is possible but not sufficiently differentiated among the schools, which is why a more in-

depth analysis of the items using a cluster analysis, as in this study, is appropriate even 

though the two clusters are not associated with the perceived success of curriculum re-

form. 

10. Study Limitations and Implications for Future Research 

The generalisability of the results is limited due to the number of participating 

schools in Switzerland. Further studies could focus more on a large sample of teachers in 

schools to better tie in with international research on school culture. In the context of the 

global digitalisation of education, further studies could address this research desidera-

tum, for example in the form of a cross-national comparison. 

Since values and norms are often subconscious and difficult to capture by simple 

questionnaires, methods should be used that also allow insight into subconscious and ha-

bitual behaviour, such as participant observation or content analysis of interviews (e.g., 

[70]). By using such methods, it would be possible to explore important additional infor-

mation based on how the entire system of shared values and norms defines interactions 

with school members and external parties [24]. 

Future studies should also consider the regional and contextual conditions of the 

schools [3], as well as the school size. For example, the ICT infrastructure of the schools 

was not taken into account in the study. Empirical data indicates that this is of minor 

importance [71]. Despite the need for a suitable digital infrastructure at school level, in-

cluding access to digital tools such as end devices and internet access, these factors alone 

are not sufficient to motivate teachers to integrate technology into their classrooms or to 

achieve school reform success in this area [71]. The degree of technological equipment 
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only correlates to a limited extent with actual use by teachers [72]. Nevertheless, infra-

structure should also be included in future school reform studies, particularly in the area 

of digitalisation. These variables might have allowed for more explanatory approaches in 

the present study. 

The research acknowledges the complexity of the concept of “success” in the context 

of curriculum reform by exploring how these dimensions are perceived by teachers, which 

affect their engagement and the overall success of the reform. In order to gain further and 

deeper insights to understand and compare successful implementation, qualitative com-

parative analysis (QCA) [73] should be included in future research. With these methods, 

it would be feasible to incorporate essential supplementary information addressing the 

varying reform requirements of different cantons. Additionally, a mixed-methods ap-

proach could be employed to capture perceptions from diverse stakeholders, including 

principals. 

11. Conclusions and Practical Implications 

Although the OCAI model has already been used in organisations in many countries 

[42], this study was the first to examine school culture in Swiss schools. The present study 

provides an overview of school culture types in Swiss schools regarding the new MIL 

curriculum. The participating Swiss schools in this study show that the Clan culture is also 

the most dominant type of school culture. Those schools can be characterised as partici-

pative with an internal focus. Even though it was expected, based on the empirical find-

ings (e.g., [10]), that the school culture types Clan and Adhocracy would be positively cor-

related with teachers’ perceived curriculum reform success, no statistically significant re-

lationship was found. The school culture type Market also showed no statistical correlation 

with teachers’ perceived curriculum reform success. Nevertheless, a negative correlation 

between the school culture type Hierarchy and perceived curriculum reform success was 

found. During this study, two further profiles of school culture were identified: Collegial 

Associates and Competitive Organisations. The findings of the exploratory cluster analyses 

are highly significant, as they can be used as a starting point for school development pro-

cesses. The lack of alignment between external requirements and internal processes is one 

of the most common barriers to successful school and curriculum development processes 

[74]. Knowledge of one’s own school culture is therefore crucial to plan and implement 

curriculum reforms effectively. Leaders in the school context may benefit from knowing 

their culture type to improve the likelihood of implementation. The results of the study 

indicate that characteristics of the “Hierarchy” school culture type, such as the fact that 

decision making rests with principals and administrators and that teachers have little to 

no voice, are negatively related to the perceived success of curriculum reform. Schools 

and their administrators should, therefore, avoid a strong focus on hierarchical school 

culture types when implementing reforms, such as the new MIL curriculum. Principals in 

particular, should make decision making participatory and establish co-determination op-

portunities about MIL for all actors in the school (e.g., having a voice in the selection of 

teaching materials for MIL). In addition, universities, training companies, and providers 

of continuing education can adapt their offerings to individual teachers or schools, con-

sidering their culture and satisfaction with curriculum reform. 

As discussed in chapter 1, digital and media-related content will be increasingly in-

tegrated into school curricula. Given that the module curriculum was formulated in 2015 

and artificial intelligence (AI) has only recently emerged in the education sector, it can be 

anticipated that, although the current school reform appears to be concluding, AI will in-

itiate new school development processes. In addressing AI, the definition provided by the 

Association of College and Research Libraries [75] should be referenced, emphasising the 

necessity for individuals to possess the skills to “recognize when information is needed 

and have the ability to find, evaluate, and use the needed information effectively” (p.2). 

Future research should therefore investigate the school development processes instigated 
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by AI and examine potential revisions to the competence requirements of the MIL module 

curriculum. 

The study adds theoretical value to the field of school culture research by investigat-

ing Cameron and Quinn’s [36] school culture types further through exploratory cluster 

analysis and, therefore, offers an in-depth analysis of the profiles of school culture in Swiss 

schools. Finally, the analysis of school culture in relation to school reform success offers a 

revealing insight not only for the education system in Switzerland—both from a theoreti-

cal and practical perspective—but also for education systems worldwide that are adapting 

to digital transformation and identifying successful implementation strategies for neces-

sary reforms. 
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