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Relationship between structural
and social dimensions of school
culture

Akvilina Čamber Tambolaš†, Lidija Vujičić† and Lucija Jančec*†

Faculty of Teacher Education, Centre for Childhood Research, University of Rijeka, Rijeka, Croatia

The culture of an educational institution is defined as a set of common beliefs

and values that closely connect the members of a community. Structural

dimensions (space, time, teaching materials, and teaching strategies), social

dimensions (relationships among school sta�, between teachers and children,

and among children), common rituals, and customs and traditions of the

school are manifestations of school culture in which it is recognized and

becomes visible. The aim of this research is to determine the connection

between structural dimensions and social relations in the institution. The

research was conducted in 2022 on a sample of 174 primary teachers

employed in various schools in the Republic of Croatia. The Questionnaire

for the Assessment of the Culture of the Educational Institution was used for

data collection. An exploratory factor analysis on the Scale of the State of

School Culture, which measured the state of structural dimensions, extracted

two factors, based on which two subscales of good metric characteristics

were created: organization of educational work and spatial and temporal

dimensions. The Scale of the State of Relations in the Institution consists of

13 items and has high reliability. In order to determine the existence of a

connection between the structural and social dimensions of school culture,

Pearson’s correlation coe�cients were calculated. Moderate to relatively high

positive correlations between the examined variables were found, which

confirms the intertwining and interdependence of di�erent dimensions of

school culture, which significantly determines the quality of life and education

of children in the institutional context.

KEYWORDS

institutional context, primary teacher, relationships, school culture, structural

dimension of school culture

1. Introduction

School culture is probably one of the most complex and important concepts in

education (Prosser, 1999; Stoll, 1999; Bruner, 2000). The term culture of an educational

institution usually refers to the accumulation of many individual values and norms,

attitudes and beliefs, rituals, history, traditions, etc., which form unwritten rules about

how one should think, feel, behave, and act in a certain educational institution

(Veziroglu-Celik and Yildiz, 2018). In addition to the curriculum and structural

elements such as spatial-material and temporal dimensions, expectations, ways of solving

problems, and decision-making, the concept of institutional culture, in particular,
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encompasses the social interactions of people, which are, at the

same time, largely determined by the culture itself. This is where

the culture of an individual ends and grows into the culture

of a group of people who work and live together. In every

human organization, such as an educational institution, there is

an unwritten consensus about what is important to the members

of the institution; how they should behave in the institution; how

to work; and what, when, how, and where to do something. It

is for these reasons that some authors define the culture of an

institution as “the way we get things done around here” (Deal

and Kennedy, 1983, p. 4, as cited in Hopkins, 2001, p. 155)

or as “a lens through which the world is viewed” (Hargreaves,

1999, p. 33) because culture permeates everything that happens

in the institution.

Although each institution has a certain set of externally

prescribed rules and procedures on a conscious level, the

culture of the institution is something completely different and

something covert; it is that hard-to-know, unconscious part

of the daily life in it. Therefore, the culture of an institution

is not made up of explicit norms, so it is not accessible to

direct observation, research, and comprehension but is subtly

created from unspoken expectations, common beliefs, behavior,

unwritten rules, established habits and patterns of behavior, and

the social interactions of the members of the institution (Chung

et al., 2019). Thus, each educational institution has its own,

unique culture that makes it special, and by which it differs

from all the others. Therefore, for the purposes of this article,

the culture of an educational institution is defined as a set of

common beliefs and values that closely connect the members

of a community and is recognizable through the social relations

between people, their mutual work, institutional management,

the organizational and physical environment, and the degree of

focus on continuous learning and research in the educational

practice for the purpose of its improvement (Vujičić, 2011).

In order to understand the process of cultural change, it

is important to take into consideration the distinction between

structure and culture. It is impossible to explore school culture

separately from the structure because they are inextricably

linked and interdependent, and the relationship between them is

dialectical. Structures influence culture, just as culture influences

structures. Structures are often regarded as the most basic

and profound because they generate cultures that not only

allow the structures to work but also justify or legitimize

the structures. On the other hand, changes in culture, i.e.,

value systems and beliefs, can change underlying structures.

The two go hand-in-hand and are mutually reinforcing. But

culture can only be influenced indirectly, while structures can

be changed (Stoll and Fink, 2000). That is the reason why, on

a practical level, it is often easier to change structures than

cultures. In this sense, Hargreaves (1994) stated that it is not

possible to establish productive school cultures without prior

changes in school structures that increase the opportunities

for meaningful relationships and collegial support between

the school staff. Therefore, structural changes should be less

focused on the direct impact on curriculum and assessment

and more on improving opportunities for teachers to work

together. Also, it is difficult to sustain changes in culture without

a concomitant change in structure. However, if structures are

changed too radically without paying attention to the underlying

culture, then one may get the appearance of change (change

in structure) but not the reality of change (change in culture)

(Hopkins, 2001). Hence, the challenge is that structural changes

without concomitant changes in school culture are likely to be

superficial, which is a risk associated with all externally driven

educational reforms. Therefore, culture change is at least partly

achieved through structural change.

Structural dimensions (organization of space and time,

teaching materials, and teaching strategies), social dimensions

(relationships in the institution between school personnel,

between teachers and children, and among children), common

rituals, customs, and traditions of the school are manifestations

of school culture in which it is recognized and becomes visible

(Deal and Kennedy, 1983, as cited in Hopkins, 2001; Schoen

and Teddlie, 2008). “Structures are relatively easy to manipulate

because they are visible from the outside, but in order to

achieve change, one must change the culture that lies behind

the existing structures” (Prosser, 1999, p. 40). However, there

is a difference between culture and structure: culture refers

to the values, attitudes, and beliefs mentioned earlier, while

structure refers to the material, physical environment, and the

temporal structuring of the activities of children, educators, etc.

(Vujičić, 2008). According to author Hargreaves (1999), there is

a physical, organizational and social type of structure, while Stoll

and Fink (2000) mentioned space, time, roles, and relationships

of people in the institution as structural elements. The same

authors believe that the culture of an institution cannot be

researched separately because it is highly related to the structure

and both are interdependent in many ways. A change in the

structure without a change in the culture is nothing more than a

superficial change. If two educational institutions have a similar

structure, they may have different cultures, but cultures can also

be formed within certain structures, so that a change in culture

is partly achieved by a change in structure (Stoll and Fink, 2000).

When it comes to social relations, Ogbu (1989 according

to Vujičić, 2011, p. 21) defined culture as “. . . the totality of

the way of life of a particular human group, as a network

and system of accumulated knowledge, customs, values, and

patterns of behavior.” Fullan (1999) used the term “living

thing” when describing the culture of an educational institution

precisely because it is most strongly shaped by the relationships

between educators and children within the institution, as well

as the relationships between educators and children within

the community (Weckström et al., 2020). Prosser (1999) also

agrees, stating that culture is a set of reciprocal relationships

between all those involved in the educational process and a

way of constructing reality. The importance of the reciprocal
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relationships between all subjects that create the institutional

culture is emphasized by many authors (Čamber Tambolaš and

Vujičić, 2019; Hewett and La Paro, 2019; Čamber Tambolaš et al.,

2020), including Hargreaves (1999), by using the term “lens”

through which participants see themselves and also the world

around them.

Research studies (Hewett and La Paro, 2019; Hatton-Bowers

et al., 2020; Jeon and Ardeleanu, 2020; Ji and Yue, 2020)

showed that reciprocal relationships within and outside the

institution, sharing attitudes and beliefs, working on curriculum,

and collaborative learning are key to change to improve the

quality of institutional culture. If the relationships are positive

and efforts are made to improve them outside and inside the

institution, the culture itself will be positive, as the results of

the above research have shown. To change the culture of the

institution, its members need to understand it very well, which

is supported by the research of authors Veziroglu-Celik and

Yildiz (2018), in which educators actively reflected on their

own culture of the institution and expressed their opinions

and attitudes. They consider group reflections and collaborative

learning in the institution to be an even better form of expressing

opinions and attitudes that not only bring about personal change

and growth for educators but also largely transform the entire

culture into a culture of participation in which the kindergarten

becomes a learning community. This is evidenced in the research

studies of authors Toran and Yagan Güder (2020), Weckström

et al. (2020), and Avidov-Ungar et al. (2021), whose research

reflects the culture of participation created by creating a context

in which collaborative learning and reflective practice were

encouraged. The research studies by authors Yang and Li (2019)

also demonstrated that the culture of the institution can change

in accordance with changes in the curriculum and that several

different cultures interacting with each other create an authentic

new culture.

2. Materials and methods

The results presented in this article are part of a wider

research conducted as part of the scientific research project

Hidden Curriculum and the Culture of Educational Institutions

of the Faculty of Teacher Education, University of Rijeka. The

aim of this article was to determine the correlation between

structural dimensions and social relations in the institution as

dimensions of school culture, as well as their correlation with the

sociodemographic variables under consideration. In accordance

with the stated goal, the following research tasks were developed:

1. To determine the correlation between the structural

dimensions of school culture and social relations in

the institution;

2. To determine the differences in teachers’ assessments of

the current state of structural dimensions in the institution

(organization of space, time, teaching materials, and teaching

strategies) regarding their level of education and length of

service; and

3. To determine the differences in teachers’ assessments of the

current social relations in the institution regarding their level

of education and length of service.

The following research hypotheses were formulated based

on the set research tasks:

H1: There is a positive correlation between structural

dimensions and social relations in the institution.

H2: Teachers with a higher level of education (master’s

degree) evaluate the current state of the structural and social

dimensions of school culture more positively than teachers

with a lower level of education (bachelor’s degree).

H3: Teachers with longer lengths of service evaluate the

current state of the structural and social dimensions of school

culture more positively than teachers with shorter lengths

of service.

It is assumed that teachers’ assessments of the current state

of the structural dimensions of school culture are positively

correlated with their assessments of social relations in the

institution, in such a way that in those schools where teachers

assess interpersonal relations in the collective as being of higher

quality and more focused on cooperation, the organization

of the structural dimensions of school culture (space, time,

teaching materials, and teaching strategies) is to a greater

extent in accordance with the contemporary (co)constructivist

understanding of education, according to which structures

promote communication, discussion, and collaborative learning

between all school members involved in the educational process.

The research was conducted at the beginning of 2022 on

a convenient sample of 174 primary teachers employed in

various schools in the Republic of Croatia. In Croatia at the

time, due to the implementation of epidemiological measures

in schools and kindergartens with the aim of suppressing

the spread of COVID-19 infection in accordance with the

requirements of the Croatian Institute of Public Health, access

to external actors to schools and kindergartens was restricted.

Therefore, the research was conducted online viaGoogle Forms.

In order to include in the research as many primary teachers as

possible, the researchers contacted school principals by e-mail

with information on the implementation of the research and

a request to inform all employed teachers in their institution

and send them a link to the online survey. The list of all

elementary schools in the Republic of Croatia, to which we sent

an invitation to participate in the research, was prepared on

the basis of data from the Ministry of Science and Education.

This suggests that the survey sample cannot be considered

representative but rather convenient, thus, it is important

to take this limitation into account when interpreting the

results obtained.
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The Questionnaire for the Assessment of the Culture of the

Educational Institution was used for data collection, which

was designed in 2015 for the needs of the research project

Culture of the Educational Institution as a Factor of Co-

construction of Knowledge at the University of Rijeka (grant

number: 13.10.2.2.01). Numerous authors, such as Rosenholtz

(1989, according to Stoll and Fink, 2000), Hopkins et al. (1994),

Hargreaves (1995), Bruner (2000), and Stoll and Fink (2000)

are concerned with the study and typology of school culture

and offer a considerable number of different, well-developed

typologies of school culture based on different initial criteria. For

example, the model of school cultures by Stoll and Fink (2000)

based on the dimensions of school effectiveness and school

improvement represents a finely developed typology, as does

the model by Hargreaves (1995) based on completely different

dimensions explained in the areas of social cohesion and social

control. Hopkins et al. (1994) built their model of school culture

on the dimensions of school effectiveness and the degree of

dynamism of the quality improvement process. In their model

of school culture, Schoen and Teddlie (2008) listed the following

dimensions: professional orientation, organizational structure,

quality of the learning environment, and student-centered focus.

Schein (1992) pointed out that organizational culture manifests

itself at three different levels: artifacts, espoused values and

beliefs, and basic assumptions. From the above, it is clear that

there are a variety of typologies for the culture of an educational

institution, with some similarities and differences among them,

which is a consequence of the different initial criteria or

dimensions on which these typologies were built. In addition,

there is considerable overlap in definitions of school culture and

school climate by different researchers, even within the same

research tradition (Schoen and Teddlie, 2008). From the above,

it is clear what challenges researchers face when attempting

to operationalize the concept of the culture of an educational

institution, and the questionnaire used in the research presented

in this article is one of the possible ways to do so.

Structural dimensions of school culture were

operationalized in this study through four aspects: organization

of space, time, teaching materials, and teaching strategies.

Items examining the current state of aforementioned aspects

in the institution are grouped in the Scale of the State of

School Culture. The respondents’ greater adherence to all

items in the mentioned Scale indicates that the shaping and

organization of the structural dimensions of school culture

in a certain institution are approached from the position of

socio-constructivist theory, whereby attention is directed to the

organization of a flexible time schedule and school environment

that will encourage collaborative and active learning of all

involved, and where it will strive for the greatest possible

integration of teaching subjects and teaching contents.

Furthermore, social relations as a dimension of school

culture were operationalized in this study through three

aspects: relations among teachers, relations between teachers

and professional associates, and relations between teachers and

the principal. Items examining teachers’ assessments of current

relations in the institution are grouped in the Scale of the State of

Relations in the Institution. The respondents’ greater adherence

to all items in thementioned Scale, except for one (There is a lack

of communication between teachers in the collective.), points to

the practice of establishing and maintaining quality, respectful,

and reciprocal relations in the institution, which is inherent to

the positive school culture (Peterson, 2002).

In both scales, the respondents provided answers using

a 5-point Likert-type scale (ranging from 1—Does not apply

at all to 5—Completely applies). The collected data were

analyzed in the statistical program SPSS. There were no missing

data in the database because the research was conducted

through an online survey, which did not give participants

the opportunity to skip/not answer the question (except for

questions related to sociodemographic characteristics), i.e., they

could not continue with completing the survey if they did not

answer the previous question.

Possible biases in participants’ responses due to IER

(insufficient effort responding) or CR (careless responding) were

attempted to be prevented in several ways. The introductory

invitation to participate in the survey at the beginning of the

online questionnaire was written in a personal rather than

formal style to convey a sense of the researchers’ appreciation

for the respondents and their genuine interest in what the

respondents had to say. In this invitation, the importance of

research to the field of school culture was explained in detail

to the respondents and the importance of their involvement in

completing the questionnaire was emphasized. They were also

given the opportunity to contact the researchers if they wanted

additional clarification. They were promised that they would be

informed about the obtained research results by forwarding the

results to schools that express their interest.

3. Results

A descriptive analysis of the sociodemographic variables of

the sample showed that 174 teachers participated in the research,

166 of whom are women, 6 men, and 2 respondents did not

specify their gender. The average age of the respondents is 48

years (M = 48.2, SD = 9.8), ranging from 24 to 64 years,

and the average length of service is 24 years (M = 23.92, SD

= 10.98), ranging from a minimum of 1 to a maximum of

44 years of service. The largest number of the respondents

completed graduate studies and obtained a university degree (N

= 99, i.e., 56.9%), followed by 37.4% of respondents (N = 65)

with completed college, professional, or undergraduate studies

(bachelor’s degree), and 2.9% of the respondents completed

doctoral studies (Ph.D.). Nevertheless, 2.9% of them did not

answer about their completed level of education. Due to the

reform of initial teacher education in the Republic of Croatia,
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FIGURE 1

Scree plot for the principal component analysis of the Scale of the State of School Culture.

the diversity of primary teachers’ educational levels is present

in the sample. From the late 1970s until the introduction of

the Bologna process into the higher education system in the

academic year 2005/2006, there were regular changes in the

level and type of teacher study programs in Croatia. The biggest

change in initial teacher education in Croatia took place in

1992 with the transition from a 2-year post-secondary associate

degree to a 4-year college (bachelor) degree (Uzelac et al.,

2003). With the start of the implementation of the Bologna

process, primary teacher study programs changed to Integrated

undergraduate and graduate study of primary school education

lasting 5 years.

Factor structure and metric
characteristics of the used scales

An exploratory factor analysis using the principal

component (PC) method with direct oblimin rotation was

performed to explore the latent structure of the Scale of

the State of School Culture (10 items). The adequacy of the

correlation matrix for factorization was verified using the

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin coefficient (KMO = 0.820) and Bartlett’s

test of sphericity (χ2
= 568.358, df = 45, p < 0.001). Based

on the Kaiser-Guttman criterion (eigenvalue >1), and the

scree plot criterion (Figure 1), two components were extracted,

explaining 53.85% of the variance of scale results, which is

consistent with the desired 50% limit of the percentage of

the variance explained for the component analysis (Nunnaly

and Bernstein, 1994). The results of the performed principal

component analysis (component loadings and communalities,

eigenvalue, and percentage of the explained variance) are

shown in Table 1. The value of 0.3 was taken as the limit of an

acceptable component loading value (Pett et al., 2003) so that

the items with the same or greater component loading (≥0.3)

were included in the component. Table 1 shows that two items

(42. and 43.) are saturated on both components. However, these

items substantively belong to the first component, and their

loadings on the second component are also low (<0.35), thus,

they were retained.

The obtained results of the principal component analysis

indicate that it is reasonable to calculate the linear composite of

subscales, i.e., the total average result on each subscale, which

is expressed as the sum of the corresponding item response

divided by the number of items. It is observable from Table 1

that the first component is saturated with 6 items, pointing to

the way of organizing the entire educational work in the school

and applied teaching strategies (e.g., project-based learning),

while the second component is saturated with four items,

reflecting the way of organizing space and time for learning in

school. Based on the components described, two subscales were

created: (1) Organization of educational work (Cronbach’s alpha

= 0.82) and (2) Spatial and temporal dimensions (Cronbach’s

alpha = 0.67). The reliability coefficient of internal consistency

(Cronbach’s alpha) suggests high reliability of the first subscale

and acceptable marginal reliability of the second subscale.

Although a frequently cited acceptable range of Cronbach’s alpha

is a value of 0.70, its interpretation is muddled with a lack

of agreement regarding the appropriate range of acceptability.

Some authors (Cho and Kim, 2015) argued that rather than

a universal standard, the appropriate level of reliability is

dependent on how a measure is being applied in research.

Hair et al. (2010) noted that while a value of 0.70 is generally

agreed upon as an acceptable value, values as low as 0.60
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TABLE 1 Results of the principal component analysis of the Scale of the State of School Culture.

Item Component loadings Communalities

F1 F2

46. Project activities are regularly implemented at the level of the entire school. 0.85 0.71

45. Project activities are regularly implemented at the level of classroom teaching. 0.73 0.60

47. Excellence is encouraged in every student. 0.69 0.52

44. The equipment of the school (materials and aids, media) enables the use of various
sources of knowledge.

0.67 0.39

42. Correlation of teaching subjects and integration of teaching contents is achieved in
cooperation with other teachers.

0.63 0.31 0.64

43. The teaching content is adapted to the students’ interests in different fields of
activity.

0.51 0.33 0.50

40. Flexible organization of time is enabled (time is not limited by 45min school hour). 0.83 0.59

41. The space for learning outside the classroom is adapted and used. 0.70 0.59

18. Parents participate in providing assistance in arranging the school space. 0.60 0.43

19. The space in the classroom (arrangement of desks) is organized in a way to
encourage children’s communication, especially socializing in smaller groups.

0.58 0.41

Eigenvalue 4.13 1.26

% of explained variance 41.28 12.57

Factor saturation of variables that saturate a particular factor (≥0.3) are marked in bold.

TABLE 2 Descriptive data for the subscales of the Scale of the State of School Culture.

Subscale N Min Max M SD Sk Ku

Organization of educational work 173 1.50 5.00 3.88 0.75 −0.78 0.63

Spatial and temporal dimensions 172 1.25 5.00 3.20 0.86 −0.18 −0.80

N, number of items; Min, minimum score; Max, maximum score; M, arithmetic mean; SD, standard deviation; Sk, skewness; Ku, kurtosis.

may be acceptable for exploratory research, as is the research

presented in this article. Additionally, George and Mallery

(2003, p. 231) suggested a tiered approach consisting of the

following: “≥0.9—Excellent, ≥0.8—Good, ≥0.7—Acceptable,

≥0.6—Questionable, ≥0.5—Poor, and ≤0.5—Unacceptable.”

While researchers disagree on the appropriate lower cut-off

values of Cronbach’s alpha, some researchers (Cortina, 1993;

Cho and Kim, 2015) warn against applying any arbitrary or

automatic cut-off criteria. Rather, it is suggested that any

minimum value should be determined on an individual basis

based on the purpose of the research, the importance of the

decision involved, and/or the stage of the research. Besides

that, it is important to be aware that decisions about scale

adequacy should not be made based solely on the level of

Cronbach’s alpha, and that the adequate level of reliability

depends on the specific research purpose and importance of

the decision associated with the scale’s use. Therefore, in this

study, the decision was made to keep the obtained subscale

with a marginally acceptable value of Cronbach’s alpha, but

with a warning about the importance of careful examination

and interpretation of the results obtained by the subscale,

taking into account the possibility of the existence of some

additional factors in the data structure, which should be given

a theoretical framework.

The descriptive data for the subscales are shown in Table 2.

Correlations of each item with the total result on both subscales

are relatively high. Partitioning would not significantly increase

the reliability of the subscales, and, for this reason, all items were

retained on both subscales.

In order to examine the relations in the educational

institution at all levels (among teachers, between teachers and

professional associates, and between teachers and the principal),

the Scale of the State of Relations in the Institution was used,

which consists of 13 items. The Scale was previously used in

several studies (Pejić Papak et al., 2017; Vujičić and Čamber

Tambolaš, 2017, 2019a,b; Vujičić et al., 2018; Čamber Tambolaš

and Vujičić, 2019), on different samples and in three different

countries (Croatia, Slovenia, Serbia), and, in all contexts, it

showed high reliability, with Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.83 and

higher. For this reason, in the statistical data analysis of this

research, the reliability coefficient of the internal consistency

Cronbach’s alpha was calculated and showed high reliability of

the Scale (0.92). The descriptive data for the Scale of the State of

Relations in the Institution are shown in Table 3.
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TABLE 3 Descriptive data for the Scale of Relations in the Institution.

N Min Max M SD Sk Ku

Social relations 174 1.31 5.00 3.55 0.73 −0.37 −0.10

N, number of items; Min, minimum score; Max, maximum score; M, arithmetic mean; SD, standard deviation; Sk, skewness; Ku, kurtosis.

TABLE 4 Pearson’s coe�cient of correlation between social and

structural dimensions of school culture.

Subscales Social
relations

Organization
of

educational
work

Spatial and
temporal
dimensions

Social relations 1.00

Organization
of educational
work

0.59
∗∗ 1.00

Spatial and
temporal
dimensions

0.38
∗∗

0.50
∗∗ 1.00

∗∗p < 0.01, ∗p < 0.05.

Bold values highlight that these are statistically significant values of the Pearson’s

coefficient of correlation.

Correlation between structural and social
dimensions of school culture

In order to determine the existence of a connection between

the structural and social dimensions of school culture, Pearson’s

correlation coefficients (r) were calculated between the subscales

of social relations, organization of educational work, and spatial

and temporal dimensions.

Statistical analysis showed that all three mentioned subscales

are positively correlated with each other (moderate to relatively

high), ranging from 0.38 to 0.59. Table 4 shows that both

subscales of the structural dimensions of school culture

(organization of educational work and spatial and temporal

dimensions) have a relatively high positive correlation (r =

0.50, p < 0.01). This means that the more the organization

of the entire education of work in the school is directed

toward encouraging a socio-constructivist approach to learning

in which the importance of the active role of students in the

process of creating knowledge is emphasized, the more flexible

the organization of space and time for learning and more

adaptable to the specific interests of students.

The assessment of the quality of relationships between

people in the institution, which represent the operationalization

of the social dimension of school culture, has a statistically

significant positive correlation with both subscales of the

structural dimensions of school culture. The quality of

relationships in the institution has a relatively high-positive

correlation (r = 0.59, p < 0.01) with the organization of

educational work in the school. This means that the higher the

quality of teachers’ mutual relationships, the more inclined they

are to apply modern teaching methods in the organization of

educational work methods and strategies, such as project-based

learning, integrated learning, and research-based learning. Also,

the quality of relationships in the institution has a moderate

positive correlation (r = 0.38, p < 0.01) with the spatial and

temporal dimensions. This indicates that the more teachers

assess the relationships in the collective as positive, the more

flexible their shaping of the space and time schedule of living in

school and more adapted to the interests and needs of students

with the aim of stimulating the learning process and active

creation of knowledge.

Based on the presented results of Pearson’s correlation

coefficient, the first research hypothesis about the positive

relationship between structural dimensions and social relations

as dimensions of school culture is confirmed.

Di�erences in teachers’ assessments of
structural and social dimensions of
school culture

In order to examine the existence of differences in the

assessments of the surveyed teachers about the structural and

social dimensions of school culture regarding their level of

education, i.e., the differences in assessments between teachers

who obtained a college degree (N = 65) and teachers who

obtained a university degree (N = 99), a series of t-tests for

independent samples was performed on the obtained subscales:

social relations, organization of educational work, and spatial and

temporal dimensions.

A statistically significant difference was obtained in the

average score on the spatial and temporal dimensions scale (t

= 2.28, df = 160, p < 0.05), whereby teachers with a college

degree have a higher score (M= 3.41, SD= 0.82) compared with

teachers with a university degree (M = 3.10, SD = 0.87). The

results point to the conclusion that teachers with a lower level

of education (college) consider the organization of the spatial

and material environment and time schedule in their school

to be more flexible and to a greater extent aligned with the

educational interests and needs of students than teachers with

a completed higher level of education (university). However,

the low effect size index η
2
= 0.031 (Petz et al., 2012) suggests

that educational level can explain only 3.1% of the variance in

teachers’ assessments of flexibility in organizing the spatial and

material environment and time schedule in the schools. This

means that there are obviously some other independent variables
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besides the stated level of education that have a much stronger

influence on teachers’ assessment of the organization of space

and time for learning in school.

On the other two analyzed subscales (social relations and

organization of educational work), no statistically significant

differences were obtained regarding the level of education of the

surveyed teachers, which means that there is no difference in

the assessments of the quality of interpersonal relations in the

institution and in the assessments of the strategies used in the

organization of educational work in the school between teachers

with obtained college and university degree.

Based on the presented results of t-tests for independent

samples, the second research hypothesis about the more

positive assessments of the current state of structural and

social dimensions of school culture by teachers with higher

educational levels (master’s degree) compared to teachers with

lower educational levels is rejected.

In order to examine whether teachers’ length of service is

significantly correlated with the result on the subscales social

relations, organization of educational work, and spatial and

temporal dimensions, Pearson’s correlation coefficients (r) were

calculated. No statistically significant correlation was obtained

between the investigated variables, which means that teachers’

length of service is not related to their assessments of the

quality of relations in the institution, as well as to their

assessments of the current state of the structural dimensions of

the school culture in terms of the organization of educational

work, used learning and teaching strategies, spatial and material

environment, and the time schedule of activities at school. Based

on the results presented, the third research hypothesis about

the more positive assessments of the current state of structural

and social dimensions of school culture by teachers with longer

service time compared to teachers with shorter service time

is rejected.

It is clear that the level of education and length of work

service have an almost negligible, if not no, influence on teachers’

assessment of the state of the various dimensions of school

culture, and that these are determined to a much greater extent

by some other factors, such as the frequency and forms of

professional development in which teachers are involved, the

number of opportunities to think about, reflect on and discuss

with colleagues the culture of the institution in which they work,

and ways to improve its quality.

4. Discussion

Statistical analysis showed that all three analyzed subscales of

structural and social dimensions of school culture are in positive,

moderate to relatively high correlations with each other.

Two subscales of the structural dimensions of school culture

(organization of educational work and spatial and temporal

dimensions) were expected to have a relatively high-positive

correlation (r = 0.50, p < 0.01). Such a finding confirms that the

efforts and actions of the school staff aimed at greater flexibility

in the shaping of the spatial and temporal institutional context

in order to support the individual ways and pace of learning

of different students as adequately as possible are accompanied

by such an organization of the teaching process that is student-

centered in terms of adapting the content learning and teaching

methods to their specific needs and interests.

The quality of relationships in the institution, which

represent the operationalization of the social dimension of

school culture, has a relatively high-positive correlation (r

= 0.59) with both subscales of the structural dimensions of

school culture. This leads to the conclusion that the higher

the quality of teachers’ mutual relations at school, the more

inclined they are to apply modern teaching methods and

strategies in the organization of the teaching process, as well

as flexibility in shaping the space and time schedule of life

in the institution. The implementation and application of the

mentioned modern teaching methods and teaching strategies

at school, such as project learning, integrated learning, and

research-based learning, presuppose a high level of teacher

autonomy and cooperation, but also of all other stakeholders in

the teaching process (students, professional associates, parents,

and local community) in making decisions about the methods,

directions, and intensity of the learning process, which implies

a high level of engagement, but also the personal responsibility

of all involved for the success of the learning process of children

and adults. This means that such synergy can come to life only in

a social environment where helpful and supportive interpersonal

relationships prevail, which is confirmed by the results of the

conducted research.

Moderate to relatively high-positive correlations found

between structural dimensions of school culture and social

relations in the institution confirm the interconnectedness

of social and structural dimensions of school culture, which

leads to the conclusion that the quality of relations between

members of the institution largely determines the structural

and organizational aspects of school life, as well as that by

working on questioning and changing them, the dynamics and

quality of people’s relationships in the institution are affected.

The above speaks in favor of the intertwining, interdependence,

and interaction of different dimensions of school culture.

The research results showed that socio-demographic

variables, such as the level of education and length of service,

are not closely related to teachers’ assessments of school

culture dimensions. It is somewhat understandable that some

other variables, such as teachers’ professional development,

have a greater influence on the assessment of the quality of

relationships in the collective, as well as on the shaping of the

structural dimensions of the school context, especially those

modalities that are aimed at encouraging the interpersonal

and intrapersonal competences of the teachers themselves,

and in which they are active participants in (self)reflection
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and (self)change. Therefore, future studies should focus on

determining the relationship between teachers’ assessments

of school culture and some other factors, such as the level of

support teachers receive from the institution’s leadership or the

ways and forms of professional development in which teachers

are involved. We advocate for those forms of professional

development that have transformational, rather than merely

informational potential because positive change is only

possible through constant questioning and reflecting on one’s

educational reality. Professional development of teachers

represents a feature of improving the quality of an educational

institution, i.e., its culture, as it presupposes a strong connection

between the members of the institution and emphasizes the

interdependence of their actions and the responsibility for them.

In addition, it would be beneficial in future research to

investigate what else influences the culture of an educational

institution, especially studies such as those by Jančec et al.

(2022), who found that the empathy of the members of

the institution has no influence on its culture, while the

influence of other important educational forces of the

educational process, such as personality traits, attitudes, and

other important indirect and direct factors that participate

in the process in the institution and the classroom, remains

unexplored. Also, using the questionnaire from this study for

some future research conducted in other social, cultural,

and educational contexts provides an opportunity for

additional testing of the validity and reliability of the

measuring instrument used to assess the culture of the

educational institution.

One of the main limitations of this study, due to which the

results obtained should be considered with some caution, is the

small sample size and the fact that it is a convenient sample,

so it has a low degree of representativeness or possibilities

of generalization. In school climate research, the research

problem is approached from a psychological perspective with

the usual use of quantitative diagnostic instruments, while

in school culture research, an anthropological perspective

dominates, where the data sources are typical of a qualitative

approach (narrative statements, interviews, videos, etc.) (Schoen

and Teddlie, 2008). This also means that the concepts of

school climate and school culture, although similar, come

from different research traditions and research communities.

In this sense, despite the obstacles encountered in the

research (low respondent response rate) and the lack of

generalization possibilities, the significance of the results

obtained lies in the empirical confirmation of the relationship

between the structural and social dimensions of school

culture, which is mainly discussed in theoretical discussions

about school culture but has either not been studied at

all or minimally studied and identified through quantitative

methodological approaches.

Data availability statement

The original contributions presented in the study are

included in the article/supplementary material, further inquiries

can be directed to the corresponding author.

Ethics statement

The studies involving human participants were

reviewed and approved by Ethics Committee for

Scientific Research of the Faculty of Teacher Education

University of Rijeka, Croatia. Written informed consent

for participation was not required for this study

in accordance with the national legislation and the

institutional requirements.

Author contributions

All authors listed have made a substantial, direct,

and intellectual contribution to the work and approved it

for publication.

Funding

This study was funded as a part of scientific research project

Hidden Curriculum and Culture of Educational Institutions

[grant number uniri-mladi-drustv-20-24] within the UNIRI

Program Support for the Projects of Young Scientists by the

University of Rijeka, Croatia.

Conflict of interest

The authors declare that the research was conducted in

the absence of any commercial or financial relationships

that could be construed as a potential conflict

of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those

of the authors and do not necessarily represent those

of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher,

the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be

evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by

its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the

publisher.

Frontiers in Education 09 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2022.1057706
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/education
https://www.frontiersin.org
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Petz, B., Kolesarić, V., and Ivanec, D. (2012). Petzova statistika: osnove statističke
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