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Abstract

Background/purpose. The main purpose of this research is to examine
"the relationship between the structure of schools and teachers'
perceptions of tokenism" with the relational research model, one of the
guantitative research methods.

Materials/methods. The sample group is based on data from 507
teachers, obtained through convenience sampling. Research findings
revealed that obstructive bureaucracy in schools had positive and
significant effects on all three dimensions of tokenism.

Results. This result showed that bureaucratic restrictions in schools
increased teachers' perceptions of tokenism. It has been concluded
that obstructive bureaucracy, characterized by strict rules and
centralist structures, strengthens teachers' perceptions of tokenism. It
was determined that the school structure facilitative bureaucracy
dimension showed a negative relationship with all sub-dimensions of
tokenism, and had a low-level significant effect, especially in the "raised
boundaries" dimension. This finding demonstrated that a facilitative
school structure can reduce teachers' perceptions of tokenism. Finally,
the research revealed that gender differences also influence teachers'
perceptions of both tokenism and school structure.

Conclusion. In this context, the importance of building inclusive,
equitable, and supportive school structures has been highlighted to
prevent gender-based symbolic pressures and role limitations.
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1. Introduction

Schools are important organizations where individuals receive education and transfer social and
cultural values. Each school has its own unique structure, educational philosophy, and organizational
characteristics. These structures directly affect the quality of education and shape the development
of teachers and students. School structure is not limited to physical facilities and classroom order,
but also includes many factors such as school management, teacher-student relations, and the
content of educational programs. Understanding the structure of schools is a fundamental step in
understanding how the education system works.

The success of the education system is directly related to how efficiently schools' organizational
structures operate. Schools' organizational structures are designed to effectively manage both
educational activities and administrative tasks (Mintzberg, 2014). This structure is of great
importance in achieving the targeted educational results (Hoy & Miskel, 2013). Educational processes
are closely linked to the organization and management of the school's internal structure, as well as
teaching strategies and methods. This structure is generally hierarchical and ensures a distribution of
authority, duties, and responsibilities among deputy principals, teachers, and other personnel under
the school principal's leadership (Cevik & Gulcan, 2022; Karakose et al., 2025a). The hierarchical
structure's order ensures that each individual's responsibilities are clearly defined and that work
within the school progresses in an orderly manner. This order enables the effective use of all
necessary resources to achieve the school's goals. At the same time, when the roles and
responsibilities of each position within the school are clearly defined, better communication and
cooperation between employees can be achieved. Schools are organizations mostly governed by
bureaucratic structures. Bureaucratic structures are often defined by strict rules and regulations (Hoy
& Sweetland, 2001). Such structures enable centralized decision-making and ensure that certain
standards are maintained. However, the negative effects of bureaucracy should not be ignored.
These structures can limit employees' flexibility and productivity, hinder innovative approaches, and
sometimes create unnecessary bureaucratic obstacles (Taylor & Robinson, 2020). To ensure
educational efficiency, properly managing these bureaucratic structures is crucial for increasing
students' and teachers' motivation. In this context, it is possible to discuss the concepts of facilitative
and obstructive school structures (Ozer & Dénmez, 2013). Schools' achievement levels may vary
depending on what types of structures they adopt and how effectively these structures operate.

The facilitative school structure is an educational model that aims to reduce technological and
bureaucratic obstacles and to support flexibility and productivity, enabling school administrators and
teachers to work in a more effective educational environment (Senge, 2000). By departing from
traditional school structures, it aims to encourage effective decision-making processes, greater
participation, and more dynamic learning (Danielson, 2007; Karakose & Polat, 2025). Strong, visionary
leadership forms the basis of an enabling school structure (Aydin et al., 2021; Karakose et al., 2025b).
The most distinctive characteristics of facilitator school principals can be summarized as follows;
Democratic leadership (Bush, 2020), communication ability (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003), empathy and
emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1995), innovative and original thinking (Fullan, 2007), motivation
and inspiration (Kouzes & Posner, 2017), justice and egalitarian approach (Sergiovanni & Starratt,
2007) and solution orientation to problems (Marzano et al., 2005). These qualities reveal that school
leaders (principals) have the potential to transform not only the routine operations of the school but
also the school culture and learning environments (Taylor & Robinson, 2020).

Obstructive school structures often include rigid bureaucratic regulations, poor communication
processes, limited team collaboration, and an approach that is far from student-centered.
(Hargreaves & Fullan, 2015). This type of structure may create negative situations for teachers and
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students (Hiraoglu & Hiraoglu, 2023; Papadakis et al., 2024). It often makes teachers feel pressured
and limited (Schein, 2010). School principals who manage such a structure generally exhibit an
authoritarian management style, adopt a centralist approach, and are resistant to innovations
(Fullan, 2015; Giilbahar & ilanbey, 2020). Other characteristics of obstructive school principals can
be summarized as follows: Lack of communication (Leithwood & Jantzi, 2006), lack of motivation
(Bass & Avolio, 1994), lack of empathy and insensitivity (Goleman, 1998), lack of justice and equality
(Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007), insecure and controlling behaviors (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000).
These characteristics indicate that obstructive school principals can negatively affect the school's
overall development and weaken cooperation, motivation, and innovation (Taylor & Robinson, 2020).
The negative effects of the obstructive school structure on school principals' management styles and
relationships within the school may lead teachers to feel excluded and discriminated against. In this
context, a phenomenon in which discrimination and exclusion can take various forms in school
environments can be better understood through the concept of "tokenism".

Individuals may develop certain attitudes and behaviors to present themselves in a superior or
privileged position relative to others in their environment. Such forms of behavior can lead to
discrimination, which poses a significant problem for societies (Polat & Higyilmaz, 2017). In an
organization, when an individual is exposed to exclusion and oppression by the dominant group, he
or she may feel like a member of a minority or disadvantaged group (Lewis & Simpson, 2012). The
concept of "tokenism", which expresses this situation, was first introduced to the literature in 1975
by the German sociologist Laws, and gained its real fame with the works of Kanter (1977a; 1977b;
1987; 2008; cited by Dogan et al., 2023). This concept is defined as the situation in which the minority
group (token) feels restricted because all power resources and opportunities in a group or community
are controlled by the majority group (tokenist) in terms of numbers and quality (Gustafson, 2008).
Minority group members who are represented at 15% or less within a group are called "tokens"
(Zimmer, 1988). Within a group, majority group members represented by 85% or more are defined
as "tokenists" (Yoder, 2002).

Individuals who serve as tokens in organizations face three basic dimensions of tokenism:
performance pressure, heightened boundaries, and role encapsulation (Yilmaz & Surgevil, 2020).
These dimensions and their sub-dimensions are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Tokenism Dimensions and Sub-Dimension

Tokenism Dimensions Sub-Dimensions
Society Performance (Expectation)

Scope (Generalization) of the Results
Performance Pressure Focusing on Different Features of Tokens

Anxiety of Revenge

Tokens' Response to Performance Pressure

Exaggeration of the Dominant Group's Culture

Sections Reminding Difference
Raised Boundaries Informal Isolation (Explicit Blocking)
Loyalty Tests
Attitude of Tokens towards Raised Boundaries

Status Leveling

Role Encapsulation (Asimilation) Stereotypical Role Assignments

Source: Yilmaz & Stirgevil, 2020.
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1. Performance pressure is the situation in which minority individuals (tokens) feel obliged to
constantly prove both their own identity and the community they represent against the majority
(tokenists), usually in a group where they are few in number (Mallett, 2013). This pressure is
especially evident in individuals who experience gender, race, ethnicity, or other forms of
discrimination in workplaces or social settings (Kanter, 2008). In the educational context, this
situation may manifest particularly in institutional environments such as kindergartens, where male
teachers are underrepresented, or in vocational high schools, where female teachers predominantly
work under male administrators. For example, a female physical education teacher working among
mostly male colleagues may find herself under constant scrutiny regarding whether she possesses
"sufficient authority," leading her to feel a persistent need to prove her professional competence.
Similarly, a headscarved teacher who is the only visibly religious individual in the school may
experience pressure to be evaluated not only as an individual but also as a representative of her
religious group. Such conditions can create a constant burden for teachers in token positions to
demonstrate their capabilities in various areas, including classroom performance and student
achievement. During end-of-year performance evaluations or parent-teacher conferences, token
teachers may be assessed based on the identities they are perceived to represent, rather than solely
on their professional contributions. This dynamic can undermine their job satisfaction and increase
the risk of professional burnout.

2. Raised Boundaries: This dimension describes the psychological and social barriers created by
the dominant group to defend themselves against tokens (Ott, 1989). When the dominant group sees
the presence of tokens as a threat, it develops various methods to limit tokens' interactions and ways
of working within the group, thereby increasing these barriers (Yoder & Sinnett, 1985). In the
educational context, such boundaries may manifest in various forms. For instance, in some schools,
the pedagogical suggestions or teaching methods proposed by a newly appointed young teacher may
be perceived by more experienced colleagues as a form of "generational imposition," leading to the
systematic disregard of the teacher’s contributions. This dynamic can weaken the token teacher’s
sense of institutional belonging and restrict their access to professional development opportunities.

3. Role encapsulation: Role encapsulation is the situation where a token individual is limited by
a certain role assigned to him/her, and this role completely assimilates the individual's identity (Acker,
1990). This process can lead individuals to feel incomplete or incompatible, and sometimes cause
them to change their identities in order to accept this constricting role (Harper, 2016). In
educational settings, role entrapment often emerges when specific roles are assigned to teachers
based on particular identity characteristics. For example, a teacher from a different ethnic
background may be assigned solely to cultural events or confined to symbolic roles as a
"representative of diversity." Such role restrictions can diminish the teacher’s overall institutional
contribution and negatively impact the development of their professional identity.

The concept of tokenism identified by Kanter (1987) in organizations can also help us understand
the roles teachers assume within educational institutions and the experiences they undergo in these
processes (Dogan et al., 2023). Structural features of educational organizations are an important
element that directly shapes teachers' professional experiences and perceptions (Taylor & Robinson,
2020). Management decisions, leadership approaches, organizational structures, and working
relationships made in schools determine how teachers understand their professional roles and social
identities (Goksoy et al., 2019; Karakose & Tillbas, 2025). The social exclusion and marginalization
experiences that teachers, especially those from minority groups, face due to their characteristics
such as gender, ethnicity, language, or religion can make their professional lives difficult (Aydin et al.,
2021; Karakose et al., 2024). In this context, the concept of tokenism offers a comprehensive
perspective on the performance pressures, loneliness, and role limitations faced by teachers,
especially those from minority groups, in educational organizations (Griffin et al., 2011). Therefore,
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analyzing this concept is of great importance for understanding the steps needed to create a truly
inclusive and just society (Stanley, 2006). Such an analysis can contribute to how fundamental
principles such as social justice, equality, and diversity can be concretely implemented. Given
tokenism's potential to hinder both professional and personal development by marginalizing minority
groups, investigating teachers' experiences in this context is an important step toward understanding
the effects of social isolation. It is frequently stated that education policies in Turkiye should improve
in terms of diversity and inclusion. Understanding teachers' experiences with these issues is very
valuable for strengthening inclusiveness in education and ensuring a more equitable working
environment (Dogan et al., 2023).

This research aims to help understand social justice and equality issues in schools more deeply
by examining “the impact of structural features of schools on teachers' perceptions of tokenism.” In
this context, this research, which will analyze the structural difficulties and tokenism experiences that
teachers face in educational organizations, will not only contribute to understanding the process
teachers experience but may also help develop strategies to ensure equal opportunities and
professional satisfaction in education. Additionally, by revealing the difficulties teachers face due to
tokenism, it can provide important indicators for shaping education policies more effectively. While
many studies on tokenism deal with the issue of tokenism in education through western societies
(Kanter, 1977a; 1977b; 1987; 2008; Zimmer, 1988; Yoder; 2002; Tatum, 2003;), examining this issue
specifically in Turkiye can make an important contribution to our understanding of how cultural,
social and educational differences are reflected in teachers' experiences. When the literature is
examined, it can be seen that most of the national and international studies on the perception of
tokenism focus on variables such as "gender" (Kanter, 1977a; 1977b; 1987; 2008; Yoder, 1991;
Stichman et al., 2010; Bayat & Baykal, 2021; ilhanli, 2022), “disability” (Ababio & Mahlangu, 2010;
Ataman & Ograk, 2022) and “ethnicity” (Niemann, 1999; Sekaquaptewa et al., 2007; Wingfield, 2009;
Stroshine & Brandl, 2011). These studies have revealed findings that gender, disability, and ethnicity
lead to the perception of tokenism in individuals (Taylor & Robinson, 2020). Moreover, in the
qualitative research on teachers conducted by Dogan et al. (2023), it was concluded that, in addition
to gender, political thought structure, union differences, belief structure, and professional seniority,
these factors also contribute to the perception of tokenism. However, no study or research has been
found examining the "relationship between the structure of schools and teachers' perceptions of
tokenism". Therefore, this study is expected to fill an important gap in the literature by examining
the school structure and teachers' perceptions of tokenism, while accounting for teachers' emotional,
intellectual, and opinionated perspectives. In addition, it is expected that the research will help
develop solutions to educational problems by making a unique contribution to the literature on the
structural characteristics of schools in Turkiye.

In light of these explanations, answers were sought to the following questions within the scope
of the research:

- Is there a statistically significant difference in teachers' perceptions of tokenism and school
structure according to their demographic characteristics, such as gender, professional seniority,
tenure at school, and branch?

- Is there a significant relationship between the structure of schools (obstructive bureaucracy,
facilitating bureaucracy) and teachers' perceptions of tokenism?

2. Method
2.1. Model of the Research

In this study, the relational research model, a quantitative research method, was used to
examine the relationship between the structural characteristics of schools and teachers' perceptions
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of tokenism. Relational research is a type of research that aims to reveal differences among multiple
variables and the magnitudes of these differences (Creswell & Creswell, 2017). This type of research
is considered the most appropriate method for determining the connection between two variables,
including its direction (positive or negative) and intensity.

2.2. Population and Sample

The scope of the research is high school teachers working in the Battalgazi and Yesilyurt districts
of Malatya province during the 2023-2024 academic year. These two districts are the central districts
of Malatya and are of great importance for reflecting the city's general education structure and
teacher profiles. While determining the sample size, the total number of high school teachers in
Malatya (Battalgazi district: 4291; Yesilyurt district: 5515; total: 9806) and the expected response rate
were considered. A calculation was made for all high school teachers in Malatya, with a 95%
confidence interval and a 5% margin of error. In the study, 510 teachers were selected using
convenience sampling (Etikan, 2015) to accurately represent the universe, and thus the results were
generalized to the universe. In this context, after eliminating erroneous data, analyses were carried
out using data from 507 teachers within the margin of error. Demographic information of the
teachers in the sample group is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Demographic Information of Teachers in the Sample Group

Variable Groups n %
Gender Female Male 219 43.2
Total 288 56.8
507 100
Professional Seniority 1-5 29 5.72
(Work Experience) 6-10 74 14.60
11-15 86 16.96
16-20 85 16.77
21+ 233 45.95
Total 507 100
Tenure at School 1-5 284 56.02
(Working Time at School) 6-10 102 20.11
11-15 70 13.81
16-20 34 6.71
21+ 17 3.35
Total 507 100
Branch Verbal 249 49.12
Quantitative 129 25.44
Other Total 129 25.44
507 100
Total 507 100

2.3. Data Collection Tools

In the study, two scales were used for data collection. The first of these is the "Facilitative School
Structure Scale" and the other is the "Tokenism Perception Scale", which was specially developed
within the scope of the research. Details about these measurement tools used to obtain the data are
given below.
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2.3.1. Facilitative School Structure Scale

The "Effectiveness of School Structure" scale, developed by Hoy and Sweetland (2001) and
adapted into Turkish by Bulug (2010), consists of 12 items. The psychometric properties of this scale
were re-examined by Ozer & Dénmez (2013). As a result of the validity and reliability tests, it was
determined that the original one-factor structure in the Turkish version formed a two-factor
structure: "obstructive bureaucracy" and "facilitating bureaucracy". This 5-point Likert-type scale is
presented to participants with options ranging from "never" to "always". The Cronbach's Alpha
internal consistency coefficients for the scale were .774 for the obstructive bureaucracy dimension
and .806 for the facilitating bureaucracy dimension. In analyses of the data obtained in the study, the
internal consistency coefficient was .715 for the obstructive bureaucracy dimension and .848 for the
facilitating bureaucracy dimension.

2.3.2. Tokenism Perception Scale

The Tokenism Perception Scale utilizes a 5-point Likert scale, with response options ranging from
"never" to "always." Following psychometric analysis and validity and reliability tests, the scale shows
a 14-item structure, grouped into three main factors. When the items related to these factors were
examined, the first factor was named "Raised Boundaries", the second factor was named
"Performance Pressure", and the third factor was named "Role Encapsulation”. The Cronbach Alpha
internal consistency coefficients of the scale were determined as .87 in the Raised Boundaries
dimension, .73 in the Performance Pressure dimension, and .80 in the Role Encapsulation dimension.
As a result of the reliability analysis, a value of .826 was obtained for the Raised Boundaries
dimension, .701 for the Performance Pressure dimension, and .788 for the Role Encapsulation
dimension (Ozdemir et al., 2025).

2.4. Analysis of Data

Data analysis was conducted using SPSS 22.0 (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences).
Statistical calculations of the data, such as frequency, minimum and maximum values, standard
deviation, and mean, were performed using this software. Skewness and kurtosis values were
examined to determine the suitability of the data set for normality, and the results are presented in
Table 3.

Table 3. Skewness and Kurtosis Values for the Data

Scales Skewness Kurtosis
Tokenism-Role Encapsulation 1,258 1,317
Tokenism-Performance Pressure -1,32 ,895
Tokenism-Raised Boundaries ,529 -,086
School Structure-Obstructive Bureaucracy ,819 ,178
School Structure-Facilitative Bureaucracy -1,44 ,079

The skewness and kurtosis coefficients in Table 3 are between -1.5 and +1.5. These values
indicate that the data show a normal distribution (George & Mallery, 2010). The scale ranges are
given in Table 4.
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Table 4. Evaluation Ranges Used in Scales

Option Range

Never 1,00- 1,80
Rarely 1,81-2,60
Sometimes 2,61-3,40
Often/Mostly 3,41-4,20
Always 421-5,00

Score range = (highest value — lowest value)/5 = (5-1)/5 = 4/5 = 0.80.
3. Findings
3.1. Comparison of Teacher Opinions According to Demographic Characteristics

Under this heading, the aim is to examine participants' opinions by gender. In this regard, the
average scores of male and female teachers across various variables were compared using an
independent-samples t-test. The results obtained are important for determining whether there is a
significant difference in teachers' perceptions of tokenism by gender. Table 5 presents the mean,
standard deviation, and standard error values for male and female teachers on these variables, along
with the detailed data.

Table 5. The Effect of Gender on Perceptions of Role Encapsulation, Performance Pressure, Raised
Boundaries, and Obstructive and Facilitative Bureaucracy: T-Test Group Statistics

Variables Gender n X sd se
Role Encapsulation Female 219 11,6877 ,76887 ,05196
Male 288 11,6829 , 76165 ,04488
Performance Pressure Female 219 3,7272 ,78587 ,05310
Male 288  3,9470 ,61805 ,03642
Raised Boundaries Female 219 2,1123 ,81492 ,05507

Male 288  2,2509 ,80404 ,04738

Obstructive Bureaucracy Female 219  1,9467 ,87953 ,05943
Male 288  2,1265 ,84949 ,05006
Facilitative Bureaucracy Female 219 3,8179 ,89033 ,06016

Male 288  3,6241 ,94031 ,05541

Table 5 examines whether teachers' perceptions of tokenism differ according to gender.
According to the independent samples t-test results, there was no significant difference between
genders in the dimensions of tokenism-role encapsulation and tokenism-raised boundaries (p > 0,05).
However, men have a higher average in the tokenism-performance pressure dimension, and a
significant difference was detected (p < 0,05). Similarly, the mean scores of males were higher on the
school structure-obstructive bureaucracy dimension, and a significant difference was observed (p <
0,05). On the other hand, women have higher mean values in the school structure-facilitative
bureaucracy dimension, and a significant difference was detected (p < 0,05).
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Analysis of variance conducted according to variables such as teachers' professional seniority,
time spent at school, and branch showed that these factors did not have a significant effect on their
perception of tokenism (p > 0,05).

3.2. Descriptive Statistics for the Variables of School Structure and Teachers'
Perceptions of Tokenism

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics for the Variables of School Structure and Teachers' Perceptions of

Tokenism
Variables min. Max. X sd
Tokenism-Role Encapsulation 1,00 5,00 1,68 , 764
Tokenism-Performance Pressure 1,00 5,00 3,85 , 703
Tokenism-Raised Boundaries 1,00 4,86 2,19 ,811
School Structure-Obstructive Bureaucracy 1,00 5,00 2,05 ,866
School Structure-Facilitative Bureaucracy 1,00 5,00 3,71 ,923

These findings show that the mean score of the "Role Encapsulation" sub-dimension of the
Tokenism Scale is in the low range, the mean score of the "Performance Pressure" sub-dimension is
in the high range, and the mean score of the "Raised Boundaries" sub-dimension is in the medium
range. It shows that the mean score for the "Obstructive Bureaucracy" sub-dimension of the School
Structure Scale is in the low range, while the mean score for the "Facilitating Bureaucracy" sub-
dimension is in the high range.

3.3. Relationships Between the Variables of School Structure and Teachers'
Perceptions of Tokenism

Table 7. Relationships Between the Variables of School Structure and Teachers' Perceptions of

Tokenism
Variables 1 2 3 4 5
Tokenism-Role Encapsulation (1) 1,000
Tokenism-Performance Pressure (2) ,035 1,000
Tokenism-Raised Boundaries (3) 472 ,(113 1,000
School Structure-Obstructive Bureaucracy (4) ,394 ,088 ,506 1,000
School Structure-Facilitative Bureaucracy (5) -295 -006 -413 -,712 1,000

According to the data in Table 7, a positive, moderate (r = 0.394) and statistically significant (p <
0.05) relationship was determined between "school structure-obstructive bureaucracy" and
"tokenism-role encapsulation". On the other hand, a negative, low-level (r = -0.295) and statistically
insignificant (p > 0.05) relationship was observed between "school structure-facilitative bureaucracy"
and "tokenism-role encapsulation". Additionally, a positive, low-level (r = 0.088) and statistically
insignificant (p > 0.05) relationship was observed between "school structure-obstructive
bureaucracy" and "tokenism-performance pressure". A negative, very low level (r = -0.006) and
statistically insignificant (p > 0.05) relationship was observed between "school structure-facilitative
bureaucracy" and "tokenism-performance pressure". While there is a positive, moderate (r = 0.506)
and statistically significant (p < 0.05) relationship between "school structure-obstructive
bureaucracy" and "tokenism-raised boundaries", a negative, moderate (r = -0.413) and statistically
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significant relationship was detected between "school structure-facilitative bureaucracy" and
"tokenism-raised boundaries" (p < 0.05).

In light of these data, it is concluded that there is a generally positive relationship between
tokenism and obstructive bureaucracy and a negative relationship between facilitative bureaucracy.

In the study, multiple regression analysis was conducted to determine the effect of the
independent variable, school structure, on the dependent variable, teachers' perceptions of
tokenism. The analysis results are presented in tables 8, 9, and 10.

Table 8. Multiple Regression Analysis Results of the Effect of School Structure-Obstructive and
Facilitative Bureaucracy Dimensions on the Tokenism-Role Encapsulation Dimension

Variables Std.

B Beta(B) t p Tolerance VIF

Error

Constant 1,097 ,266 4119 ,000
Obstructive 1329 051 374 6,406 000 1493 2,030
Bureaucracy
Facilitative

-024 ,048 -,028 -, 488 ,626 ,493 2,030
Bureaucracy

Dependent Variable: Role Encapsulation
OB CI 95 % lower=,228; upper=,431 & FB Cl 95 % lower=-,118; upper=,071

When Table 8 is examined, as a result of the multiple regression analysis conducted to determine
the predictive levels of the independent variables, obstructive bureaucracy and facilitative
bureaucracy, on the dependent variable, role encapsulation; It is observed that obstructive
bureaucracy has a positive, moderate (Beta (B) = 0.374) and statistically significant (p < 0.05) effect
on the tokenism-role encapsulation dimension. On the other hand, the effect of facilitative
bureaucracy on the tokenism-role encapsulation dimension is not statistically significant (p > 0.05).
The fact that the tolerance values are above 0.1 and the VIFs are below 10 for both independent
variables does not indicate a multicollinearity problem.

Table 9. Multiple Regression Analysis Results of the Effect of School Structure-Obstructive and
Facilitative Bureaucracy Dimensions on the Tokenism-Performance Pressure Dimension

Variables B Std. Error  Beta(PB) t p Tolerance VIF
Constant 3,243 ,265 12,242 ,000

Obstructive ,138 ,051 ,170 2,703 ,007 ,493 2,030
Bureaucracy

Facilitative ,088 ,048 ,115 1,829 ,068 ,493 2,030
Bureaucracy

Dependent Variable: Performance Pressure
OB CI 95 % lower=,38; upper=,239 & FB Cl 95 % lower=-,007; upper=,182

When Table 9 is examined, as a result of the multiple regression analysis conducted to determine
the predictive levels of the independent variables, obstructive bureaucracy and facilitative
bureaucracy, on the dependent variable, performance pressure; It is observed that obstructive
bureaucracy has a positive, low level (Beta (B) = 0.170) and statistically significant (p < 0.05) effect on
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the tokenism-performance pressure dimension. On the other hand, the effect of facilitative
bureaucracy on the tokenism-performance pressure dimension is not statistically significant (p >
0.05). The fact that the tolerance values are above 0.1 and the VIFs are below 10 for both
independent variables does not indicate a multicollinearity problem.

Table 10. Multiple Regression Analysis Results of the Effect of School Structure-Obstructive and
Facilitative Bureaucracy Dimensions on the Tokenism-Raised Boundaries Dimension

Variables B Std. Beta(p) t p Tolerance VIF
Error

Constant 1,720 ,264 6,504 ,000

Obstructive ,401 ,051 ,429 7,863  ,000 ,493 2,030

Bureaucracy

Facilitative -,095 ,048 -,108 -1,977  ,049 ,493 2,030

Bureaucracy

Dependent Variable: Raised Boundaries
OB CI 95 % lower=,301; upper=,502 & FB Cl 95 % lower=-,189; upper=-,001

When Table 10 is examined, as a result of the multiple regression analysis conducted to
determine the predictive levels of the independent variables, obstructive bureaucracy and facilitative
bureaucracy, on the dependent variable, raised boundaries; It is observed that obstructive
bureaucracy has a positive, moderate (Beta (B) = 0.429) and statistically significant (p < 0.05) effect
on the tokenism-raised boundaries dimension. On the other hand, facilitative bureaucracy appears
to be negatively (Beta (B)=0-108) and weakly statistically significant (usually at a threshold of 0.05)
on the tokenism-raised boundaries dimension. The fact that the tolerance values are above 0.1 and
the VIFs are below 10 for both independent variables does not indicate a multicollinearity problem.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

This research aimed to examine the relationship between school structural characteristics and
teachers' perceptions of tokenism. The positive, moderate average scores on the obstructive
bureaucracy dimension of the facilitative school structure scale indicate that obstructive bureaucracy
limits teachers' roles and responsibilities more strictly. This finding is consistent with some concepts
in the existing literature. It is especially parallel to the understanding of role encapsulation put
forward by Kanter (1977a; 1977b; 1987; 2008), Zimmer (1988) and Yoder (1991; 1994; 1996; 2002);
obstructive bureaucracy can stifle productivity and diversity by restricting individuals' professional
flexibility. This view suggests that employees' professional roles have been narrowed due to excessive
regulations and rigid hierarchical structures. As a result, employees may begin to view their jobs and
roles more narrowly. This situation is especially related to the pressures imposed by rigid, hierarchical
structures in education on teachers' professional identities (Harper, 2016; Kanter, 1977a; 1977b;
1987; 2008; Coser, 1971). In their research, Yilmaz & Strgevil (2020) state that the rate of teachers
experiencing gender-based tokenism increases due to the harsh bureaucratic structures of school
administrations. The negatively moderate mean scores obtained from the facilitative bureaucracy
dimension indicate that a structured and, at the same time, supportive school environment can help
teachers evaluate their professional roles from a broader and flexible perspective (Garcia & Weiss,
2023; Wang & Zhang, 2021; Taylor & Robinson, 2020; Bulug, 2010; Spillane & Diamond, 2007).

It was observed that the average scores obtained from the tokenism-performance pressure
dimension were quite high. This high-pressure environment indicates that teachers feel they are
constantly being “observed and evaluated”. While obstructive bureaucracy has a significant and
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positive effect on this dimension, the effect of facilitative bureaucracy is not statistically significant.
This suggests that performance pressure is more closely associated with centralized, rigid
organizational structures. It is frequently stated in the literature that performance pressure is linked
to negative consequences such as stress, burnout, and low job satisfaction (Korkmaz, 2023; Gultekin
& Coskun, 2022; Tilly & Tilly, 2016; Derks et al., 2011; Budig, 2002; Ely, 1995; Yoder, 1994, Spangler
et al., 1978; Coser, 1974).

The average scores for the tokenism-raised boundaries dimension are at a medium level.
Moderately raised boundaries reflect the existence of distance or boundaries between individuals.
While the effect of obstructive bureaucracy on this dimension was positive and strongly significant,
the effect of facilitative bureaucracy was negative and marginally significant. These findings show
that bureaucratic barriers make the boundaries between individuals more rigid, whereas facilitative
bureaucratic structures make them more flexible (Aydin et al., 2021). Coser's (1974) theory of loyalty
tests argues that dominant groups make these boundaries more evident for token individuals.

Obstructive bureaucracy exhibits positive and significant effects on all three dimensions of
tokenism. This shows that bureaucratic obstacles in schools increase teachers' perceptions of
tokenism. Strict rules and centralized structures reinforce teachers' perception of tokenism. This
bureaucratic structure, which prevents the culture of innovation and cooperation in educational
organizations, is also supported by research (Taylor & Robinson, 2020; Demirtas et al., 2016;
Hargreaves & Fullan, 2015; Schein, 2010; Hoy & Sweetland, 2001).

Facilitative bureaucracy is negatively related to all subdimensions of tokenism and has a
particularly low significant effect on raised boundaries. This finding suggests that facilitative school
structures can reduce teachers' perceptions of tokenism. Additionally, it is frequently emphasized in
the literature that facilitator structures contribute to creating a more inclusive environment by
encouraging collaboration (Trabzonluoglu, 2024; Korkut & Yilmaz, 2021; Goksoy et al., 2019; Senge,
2017; Fullan, 2011; Darling & Hammond, 2010; Sergiovanni & Starratt, 2007; Goleman, 1995).

Descriptive statistics indicate significant relationships among teachers' perceptions of tokenism,
their views on school structure, and their levels of professional satisfaction. This finding supports
studies in the literature on the impact of tokenism on workplace perceptions and behaviors (Dogan
et al., 2023; Bayat & Baykal, 2021; Ataman & Ograk, 2022; Jayasekara, 2022; Phelps, 2016; Wilson &
Tagg, 2010). In this context, the finding that teachers' perceptions of tokenism are linked to
organizational support and leadership styles overlaps with existing research in the literature (Culha
& Ylcel, 2024; Smith & Johnson, 2022; Shields & Hesbol, 2020; Dinham, 2008; Spillane & Diamond,
2007; Hargreaves & Fink, 2006; Bogler, 2001).

Correlation analysis reveals significant relationships and strong correlations. These findings
indicate that school structure significantly affects teachers' perceptions of tokenism. Reducing
obstructive bureaucracy and supporting facilitative bureaucracy may particularly help reduce
perceptions of role encapsulation and raised boundaries. The results of the performance pressure
dimension of tokenism emphasize the importance of individual support and professional
development-oriented approaches. The literature reveals that such structural changes can increase
teachers' job satisfaction and professional motivation (Hoy & Sweetland, 2001; Kanter, 1977b).

Multiple regression analysis revealed that school structure had both direct and indirect effects
on teachers' perceptions of tokenism. This finding is consistent with broader research explaining how
organizational structures influence individuals' working conditions and perceptions (imadoglu &
Cavus, 2022; Hoy & Miskel, 2010; Scott & Davis, 2007; Bryk & Schneider, 2002). In particular,
centralized structures and limited participation can prevent token teachers from being involved in
decision-making, further reducing their sense of belonging (Dogan et al., 2023).
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These findings reveal that both obstructive and enabling types of bureaucracy in schools may
affect teachers' experiences of tokenism in different ways. While obstructive bureaucracy elements
may increase teachers' perceptions of tokenism, facilitative bureaucracy elements may reduce these
perceptions. In particular, obstructive bureaucracy plays an important role in restricting teachers'
professional identities and increasing performance pressure. On the other hand, facilitating
bureaucracy may positively influence perceptions of tokenism by offering teachers greater autonomy
and flexibility.

Evaluating the findings in terms of the gender variable allows for a deeper understanding of these
relationships. The significantly higher mean scores of male teachers on the tokenism-performance
pressure dimension may be explained by the increased visibility and representational burden they
experience in female-dominated environments (e.g., certain school types or subject areas). As
emphasized in Kanter’s (1977a; 1977b) tokenism theory, individuals in token positions are often
perceived as representatives of their entire group, which may place considerable pressure on them
to perform at a high level. This kind of “representational burden” can negatively impact an individual’s
job satisfaction and organizational commitment (Yoder, 1991; Zimmer, 1988).

Similarly, male teachers' higher scores on the hindering bureaucracy dimension indicate that
they perceive the school's structural arrangements as more restrictive and controlling. The literature
suggests that male teachers, as minorities in female-dominated professional environments, may
experience greater administrative supervision and social isolation (Yoder, 1994; Simpson, 2004). This
may lead them to experience hindering structures more intensely.

On the other hand, the finding that female teachers reported higher perceptions of “facilitative
bureaucracy” suggests that they evaluate organizational structures as more supportive and open to
collaboration. The literature indicates that female teachers tend to value horizontal relationships,
social support, and cooperation and, therefore, may be more sensitive to the positive aspects of
bureaucratic structures (Eagly & Karau, 2002; Hoy & Sweetland, 2001). In this context, it can be
argued that female teachers are better able to work within facilitative structures, and that such
structures may help mitigate their perceptions of tokenism.

In conclusion, this study reveals that gender and school structures are significant variables in
shaping teachers' organizational experiences and can influence their perceptions of tokenism. These
findings highlight the importance of creating more inclusive, equitable, and fair organizational
structures in schools. Particularly in leadership and policy development processes, taking these
variables into account is crucial for reducing the symbolic pressures that token teachers (female or
male) may face.

5. Suggestions
Based on the results of the research, the following recommendations are presented:

- This study is limited only to educational institutions and teachers, but can also be conducted on
school administrators, employees, and managers in other sectors.

- This study examined the obstructive and facilitative bureaucracy tendencies in public schools
and teachers' perceptions of tokenism; the same analysis can also be done in the context of private
schools.

- Examining the effects of various leadership approaches (transformational, distributive,
autocratic, etc.) on teachers' perceptions of tokenism can contribute to the development of
strategies for implementation.

- In schools where obstructive bureaucracy predominates, centralized decision-making
processes should be made more flexible, and teachers should be more involved in these processes in
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order to reduce these perceptions. In this regard, regular feedback meetings should be held where
teachers can share their opinions, and the feedback obtained should be implemented as concrete
steps.

- In order to enable teachers to do their jobs more flexibly and efficiently, more flexible and
productive working arrangements should be made rather than rigid job descriptions.

- In order to relieve teachers' performance pressure, evaluation processes should be organized
in a way that emphasizes individual development and success, rather than focusing on constant
control.
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