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In sample selection, stratified sampling method was used. In data collection, the
Keywords: Enabling School Structure Scale, the Distributed Leadership Scale and the
Distributed leadership, Accountability Behavior Scale for School Administrators were used. The data were
analyzed using SPSS 23.0 for preliminary statistical analyses, LISREL 8.80 for
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), and the PROCESS macro for SPSS v3.3 for
Coercive bureaucracy, mediation analyses. In data analysis, Pearson Product-Moment Correlation
Analysis, Bootstrap Analysis, and SEM were used. Furthermore, a mediation
analysis was conducted to investigate whether distributed leadership played a
Accountability. mediating role in the relationship between school structure and accountability. The
results revealed that coercive bureaucracy had a negative effect on accountability
and distributed leadership while enabling bureaucracy had a positive effect on
accountability and distributed leadership. Furthermore, the analysis revealed a
positive effect of distributed leadership on accountability. This study revealed the
mediating role of distributed leadership in the effect of coercive and enabling
bureaucracy on accountability. In other words, it was found that the coercive and
enabling bureaucracy had direct and indirect effects on accountability. Finally, a
number of recommendations were made to educators, policy makers and

researchers based on these findings.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Organizational structure plays a remarkable role in decisions, communication, and performance
of employees and managers. This structure enables managers to effectively allocate
responsibilities, distribute decision-making authority, coordinate and control the organization's
work, and ensure employees are accountable for their actions. By doing so, it supports the
organization in achieving its goals. On the other hand, a poorly designed structure may lead to
great waste, confusion and frustration for employees, resource providers and users (Bovée &
Till, 2012, p.166). Similar to all organizations, schools also have a structure (Sinden et al., 2004,

*CONTACT: Mustafa ORHAN DXl mustafaorhan2525@hotmail.com [=] Erzurum Directorate of National
Education, Erzurum, Tiirkiye

e-ISSN: 2148-7456 /© IJATE 2024


https://doi.org/10.21449/ijate.1309449
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/ijate
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6254-6733
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5361-7261

Orhan & Ozdemir Int. J. Assess. Tools Educ., Vol. 11, No. 1, (2024) pp. 39-66

p.464). Organizational structure is the formal features or continuing functioning of a school.
Structure refers to the relationship between different roles established to achieve educational
goals (Miskel, 1979, p.5; Miskel et al., 1979, p.100). It is necessary to establish a harmony
between elements such as purpose, environment, technology, people and technology in the
organization of the school structure. Some of the school-related problems derive from
inappropriate organizational structures and systems (Sisman, 2019, p.207). One of the main
elements of more effective schools is that they have a school structure that enables participants
to do their work more creatively, collaboratively and professionally (Hoy & Sweetland, 2007,
pp.362-363).

Schools need enabling structures rather than coercive ones. In an enabling structure, the
authority hierarchy, rules, and procedures serve as mechanisms to support teachers, rather than
tools to increase the principal's power. In a coercive structure, teacher behavior is closely
monitored and strictly regulated. Accordingly, within a coercive structure, the authority
hierarchy, rules, and regulations are employed to enforce compliance, maintain control, and
penalize deviations (Hoy, 2003, p.90-91). Furthermore, schools typically possess bureaucratic
structures characterized by a hierarchy of authority, division of labor, objective standards, and
rules and regulation (Weber, 1947; cited in Hoy & Sweetland, 2001, p.296).

Adler and Borys (1996) examined bureaucracy in two dimensions as enabling and coercive.
Hoy and Sweetland (2000, pp.530-531; 2001, s.297-300) dealt with two characteristics of
bureaucratic organization: formalization and centralization. Coercive formalization refers to the
implementation of rules and procedures that primarily focus on punishing subordinates instead
of rewarding productive practices, and it emphasizes compliance rather than fostering
organizational learning. Enabling formalization is the rules and procedures that enable
employees in completing their tasks and resolving issues effectively. In addition, obstructive
centralization refers to a structure and management style that produces obstacles for
subordinates in completing their tasks and resolving issues. On the other hand, facilitating
centralization encompasses a structure and management approach that enables subordinates to
remove obstacles and resolve issues in an effective way (Hoy, 2003, p.89-90). Apparently, the
organizational structure guides and helps the organization leaders. Thus, it is important for the
managers to lead their organizations in order to reach the goals of the organizations.

Contemporary principals, who had mostly managerial responsibilities in the past, are expected
to lead their schools, increase the academic success of students and help the professional
development of the staff (Hermann, 2016, p.6). The constant and increasing demands of
students, parents and the environment has paved the way for school administrators to question
their leadership behaviors. This query resulted in the adoptatipn of different behaviors by school
administrators (Cemaloglu, 2013, p.158). Accordingly, school administrators are required to
perform to meet social demands and to lead the school community, as well as being responsible
for the accountability of schools.

Accountability refers to determining responsible public officers and holding them accountable
for their actions (Kondo, 2002, p.7). In other words, accountability requires a willing or
compulsory report given to other people and includes having a conscientious or moral
responsibility for the action of a person (Maile, 2002, p.326). In the context of education,
accountability pertains to the practice of holding education systems responsible for the quality
of their outcomes, including students’ knowledge, skills, and behaviors (Stecher & Kirby, 2004,
p.1). The most widely accepted definition of accountability consists the implementation of
administrative data-driven mechanisms to improve student achievement (Figlio & Loeb, 2011,
p.384). The purposes of accountability are basically threefold: First, it controls the abuse of
public authority. Second, accountability provides reassurance regarding the utilization of public
resources and adherence to legal and public service values. Third, it fosters and promotes a
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culture of learning aimed at achieving continuous improvement in public administration.
(Aucoin & Heintzman, 2000, p.45).

Traditionally, teachers have been accountable for addressing specific content outlined in the
curriculum, students for learning through grading systems, administrators for monitoring
student test scores, graduation rates, and other performance indicators such as student
attendance in schools and districts. As accountability systems have evolved, states and
communities have started to reconsider how to hold students, teachers, and administrators
accountable (Stapleman, 2000, p.1). Accountability mechanisms primarily involve holding
individuals in schools accountable for their actions to a person in an official authority position,
either within or outside the school, through a range of formal and informal methods (Abelmann
et al., 1999, p.4). According to Behn (2003a, pp.60-61), education is a shared concern among
parents, legislators, governors, supervisors, civil leaders, and ultimately, everyone. Although
these factors can both contribute to and detract from children's education, they are not typically
held accountable. Behn argued that this is because accountability tends to be focused on others,
with schools, principals, and teachers being the easiest targets. Kalman and Gedikoglu (2014,
p.117) defined accountable school administrators as individuals who understand their
responsibilities, provide clear information to school stakeholders, and can answer questions
regarding school issues. By exhibiting such behaviors, accountable school administrators can
cultivate good relationships with teachers and establish trust, contributing to a healthy
organizational climate. However, there is currently no research examining the relationship
between school structure and accountability. In Tirkiye, where the education system is highly
centralized, school administrators have limited decision-making opportunities and autonomy
(Karatas, 2022, pp.10-12). The impact of centralized school structures on the accountability of
school administrators is an area of interest, given the understanding that all decision-makers
should be accountable for their actions and decisions (Cicekli, 2016, p.62). Additionally,
distributed leadership may also play a role in influencing the accountability of school
administrators.

Distributed leadership is a leadership practice that emerges as a result of interactions between
each person contributing to school life, such as teachers, administrators, classroom assistants,
support staff, parents and students (Harris, 2005, p.8). Smylie et al. (2007, p.470) explain
distributed leadership as the sharing, dissemination and distribution of leadership among
individuals and roles within the school. Managing and leading a school alone can be a
challenging task for school administrators, especially in the current complex and changing
social environment. It is suggested that leadership should be distributed and transformed into a
team behavior to overcome these challenges (Beycioglu & Aslan, 2010, p.766). To the best of
the researchers’ knowledge, no study has specifically examined the relationship between
distributed leadership and accountability. However, these concepts are known to be closely
interconnected. According to EImore (2005, p.141), accountable leadership is synonymous with
distributed leadership. As schools establish internal accountability and develop improvement
practices, leadership becomes distributed based on expertise. Some teachers possess more
knowledge about the teaching challenges their schools face and the solutions to those
challenges. Therefore, expertise is necessary to create successful practices across the
organization. In distributed leadership, decision-making and problem-solving responsibilities
should be distributed according to employees' areas of expertise. The decentralized approach to
accountability assumes that school principals should not act as the sole decision-makers but
rather involve parents and teachers whose voices are beginning to be heard. This accountability
approach requires school leaders to empower these individuals and actively encourage them to
share power previously held only by the principal. School principals are expected to act as team
members rather than making decisions alone (Leithwood, 2001, p.3).
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It is unlikely that anyone has all the knowledge, skills, and abilities to fulfill all leadership
functions without distributing them among others, given the increasing complexity of the
education system (Hulpia & Devos, 2010, p.565). Distributing leadership among school staff,
rather than limiting it to principals or top-level administrators, has a positive effect on student
learning outcomes, an important factor in school success (Bell et al., 2003, p.3). In the age of
school-based accountability, focusing the responsibility for change and transformation on a
single individual, such as a principal, due to workplace pressures and complexity, is no longer
effective. Therefore, distributing or sharing leadership among a large number of colleagues can
be presented as a solution to excessive role overload (Woods & Gronn, 2009, p.441). However,
distributed leadership allows teachers with specific expertise to contribute to the school's
decision-making processes. By allowing teachers and other school leaders to contribute to
decision-making processes, school principals can provide important leadership experiences to
the school's future leaders (Jacobs, 2010, p.13). Additionally, distributed leadership is
considered a means of understanding leadership practice in schools, promoting democracy
within schools, enhancing efficiency and effectiveness, and developing human capacity
(Mayrowetz, 2008). Studies examining the relationship between distributed leadership and
school structure indicate a positive relationship between enabling bureaucracy and distributed
leadership, while there is a negative relationship between coercive bureaucracy and distributed
leadership (Olda¢ & Kondakgi, 2020). This relationship suggests a mutual interaction between
school structure and distributed leadership. Accordingly, an increase in coercive bureaucracy
in schools negatively affects distributed leadership behaviors, while an increase in enabling
bureaucracy positively affects distributed leadership behaviors.

Based on the statements and definitions above, it can be investigated whether there is a
relationship between the accountability of school administrators, school structure and
distributed leadership in educational institutions in Turkey, where the centralist aspect is
dominant.

A brief literature review shows that numerous studies have been carried out on school structure,
distributed leadership and accountability.

In this context, the school structure has been examined in terms of academic optimism
(Anderson, 2012; Calik & Tepe, 2019; Messick, 2012; Ozdemir & Kiling, 2014), school climate
(Jacob, 2003; Mayerson, 2010), school effectiveness (Calik & Tepe, 2019; Koohi et al., 2019;
Mayerson, 2010), organizational support (Cokyigit, 2020), organizational citizenship (Alev,
2019; Messick, 2012), teacher professionalism (Cerit, 2012), teacher self-efficacy (Kiling et al.,
2016), teachers’ career satisfaction (Koohi et al., 2019), awareness and teacher empowerment
(Watts, 2009), teachers’ proactive behaviors (Cerit & Akgiin, 2015), student success
(Anderson, 2012), organizational trust (Cokyigit, 2020), collective student trust (Koster, 2016),
organizational silence (Bozkus et al., 2019; Demirtas et al., 2016), school principals’ leadership
styles (Bulug, 2009), organizational cynicism (Demirtas, et al., 2016), organizational health
(Ordu & Tanri6gen, 2013), job satisfaction (Bozkus et al., 2019)

In addition, distributed leadership has been examined in terms of organizational commitment
(Aboudahr & lJiali, 2019; Akdemir & Ayik, 2017; Hulpia et al., 2009; Yetim, 2015),
organizational trust (Adigiizelli, 2016; Cicek, 2018; Yilmaz, 2014), teacher motivation (Wahab
et al., 2013), teacher self-efficacy (Halim & Ahmad, 2016; Kurt, 2016), organizational
citizenship (Cakir, 2019; Jofreh et al., 2012), organizational support (Yilmaz, 2014), school
development and mathematics achievement (Heck & Hallinger, 2009), job satisfaction (Hulpia
et al., 2009), job stress (Rabindarang et al., 2014), academic optimism (Atas Akdemir, 2016;
Cansoy & Parlar, 2018; Mascall et al., 2008), school effectiveness (Atilkan, 2019),
organizational climate (Comak, 2021)
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Also accountability has been examined in terms of school climate and teacher stress (Nathaniel
et al., 2016), organizational justice (Kalman & Gedikoglu, 2014), organizational silence
(Karagoz, 2020), academic freedom (Dogan, 2015), management styles of school
administrators (Yag, 2019), organizational commitment (Yigit, 2017), organizational cynicism
(Argon et al., 2015), servant leadership (Kandemir & Akgun, 2019).

The primary aim of this study is to uncover the mediating role of distributed leadership in the
potential relationship between school structure and school administrators’ accountability
behaviors, based on teacher perceptions. If the hypotheses proposed in this study are confirmed,
the effects of school structure on distributed leadership and, indirectly, on accountability would
be discerned. Consequently, it is anticipated that interest in the organization of school structure
will increase.

There is insufficient evidence to determine whether the school structure has an impact on the
distributed leadership behaviors and accountability of school administrators. This study aims
to address this gap in the literature and provide potential solutions to the aforementioned issues.

The findings of this study may serve as a valuable resource for improving the school structure
to enhance the accountability of school administrators. Furthermore, it may inspire researchers
to explore new hypotheses and contribute to expanding the literature on this topic.

The expected outputs stated above have been the motivational elements in the realization of the
study. In this study, it is aimed to reveal the predictive and intermediary relationships between
the variables of coercive/enabling bureaucracy, distributed leadership and accountability. In
this context, the hypotheses developed in line with the general purpose of the research are
presented below:

H1: Coercive bureaucracy significantly and negatively predicts accountability.

H2: Coercive bureaucracy significantly and negatively predicts distributed leadership.

H3: Distributed leadership significantly and positively predicts accountability.

H4: Coercive bureaucracy has an indirect influence on accountability through distributed
leadership.

H5: Enabling bureaucracy significantly and positively predicts accountability.

H6: Enabling bureaucracy significantly and positively predicts distributed leadership.

H7: Enabling bureaucracy has an indirect influence on accountability through distributed
leadership.

The conceptual diagram of Model 1 tested in the study is presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. The conceptual diagram of Model 1.
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The conceptual diagram of Model 2 tested in the study is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. The conceptual diagram of Model 2.

M

Distributed
Leadership

Enghling
Bureaucracy

Accomntability

2. METHOD
2.1. Research Model

The primary objective of this study was to explore the predictive and mediating relationships
between school structure and the variables of distributed leadership and school administrators'
accountability behaviors. To accomplish this, a relational survey model was utilized. The
purpose of this model is to evaluate the presence or degree of change between two or more
variables (Karasar, 2009, s. 81). The study utilized two models to investigate the relationship
between school structure, distributed leadership, and school administrators' accountability. In
the first model, coercive bureaucracy was the independent variable, while distributed leadership
was both the dependent and independent variable, and accountability was the dependent
variable. The second model, on the other hand, had enabling bureaucracy as the independent
variable, distributed leadership as the dependent and independent variable, and accountability
as the dependent variable.

2.2. Population and Sample

The population of the study consisted of 3171 teachers working in elementary schools in the
central districts of Erzurum (Aziziye, Palandoken and Yakutiye) in the 2021-2022 academic
year. The proportional stratified sampling method, which is a form of random sampling, was
employed for sample selection. Stratified sampling ensures that the subgroups in the universe
are represented in the sample with the same proportions in the population (Ozen & Giil, 2007,
p. 402). Accordingly, the districts of Aziziye, Palandoken and Yakutiye was considered as
separate strata. In sample selection, the ratio of the total number of teachers working in
elemantary schools in each stratum to the total number of teachers in the population was
considered. As a result, the sample consisted of 444 teachers, 34 from Aziziye, 201 from
Palanddken, and 209 from Yakutiye.

The demographics of the participants are presented in Table 1. Table 1 revealed that of the
participants, 273 (61.5%) were female and 171 (38.5%) were male. In addition, the participants'
professional seniority was concentrated between 6-10 years (38.1%) and 11-15 years (25.0%),
while their working time at the school was focused between 1-5 years (59.0%) and 6-10 years
(29.3%). the greatest level of participation in the study, according to discipline, came from
teachers in Turkish (17.8%), Social Studies (12.8%), Mathematics (12.6%), and Science
(11.5%).



Orhan & Ozdemir Int. J. Assess. Tools Educ., Vol. 11, No. 1, (2024) pp. 39-66

Table 1. The demographic features of the participants.

Demographic Characteristics f %
Gender Female 273 61.5
Male 171 385
1-5 71 16.0
) 6-10 169 38.1
gg;fs)EXpe"ence 11-15 111 25.0
16-20 54 12.2

21 and above 39 8.8
1-5 262 59.0
. . 6-10 130 29.3
\(/;,/s;::)ng Time at the School 11-15 30 6.8
16-20 16 3.6

21 and above 6 14
Turkish 79 17.8
Mathematics 56 12.6
Science 51 115
Social Studies 57 12.8
Religion 47 10.6
English 45 10.1

Discipline Information Technologies 15 34
Physical Education 23 5.2

Technology and Design 9 2.0

Visual Arts 13 2.9

Music 12 2.7

Arabic 11 2.5

Guidance and Psychological 26 59

Counseling

Total 444 100

2.3. Data Collection Tools

Three different scales were used in data collection: Accountability Behavior Scale for School
Administrators (Orhan, 2022), Enabling School Structure Scale (Ozer & Dénmez, 2013),
Distributed Leadership Scale (Ozer & Beycioglu, 2013). Information on data collection tools is
presented below.

2.3.1. Accountability behavior scale for school administrators

The “Accountability Behavior Scale for School Administrators” developed by Orhan (2022)
consists of 16 items and has four sub-dimensions: accountability behaviors towards students (5
Items), accountability behaviors towards teachers (3 Items), accountability behaviors towards
parents (4 ltems), accountability behaviors towards superiors (4 Items). The items were scaled
from (1) never to (5) always. The Cronbach’s Alpha, which shows the internal consistency of
the scale, was calculated as .922 for the total scale, .862 for the accountability behaviors towards
students, .721 for the accountability behaviors towards teachers, .834 for the accountability
behaviors towards the parents and .853 for the accountability behaviors towards superiors. In
the present study, the Cronbach’s Alpha were found as .851 for the accountability behaviors
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towards students, .704 for the accountability behaviors towards teachers, .855 for the
accountability behaviors towards the parents, .850 for the accountability behaviors towards
superiors, and .922 for the total scale.

2.3.2. Enabling school structure scale

The "Enabling School Structure” scale was originally developed by Hoy and Sweetland (2000)
and later adapted into Turkish by Bulug (2009). Its psychometric properties were re-examined
by Ozer and Donmez (2013). The scale comprises 12 items and underwent validity and
reliability testing, which revealed that the Turkish version consisted of two factors: coercive
bureaucracy and enabling bureaucracy. The scale utilizes a 5-Point Likert-type response format,
ranging from "never"” to "always." In the scale development study, the factor loadings of the
items ranged between .557 and .832 for the coercive bureaucracy dimension, and between .485
and .785 for the enabling bureaucracy dimension. The items in the scale accounted for
approximately 51% of the total variance. The Cronbach's Alpha values for the scale were .806
for the enabling bureaucracy dimension and .774 for the coercive bureaucracy dimension. In
the present study, the internal consistency coefficients were calculated as .715 for the coercive
bureaucracy dimension and .848 for the enabling bureaucracy dimension.

2.3.3. Distributed Leadership Scale

The "Distributed Leadership Scale," devised by Ozer and Beycioglu (2013), encompasses 10
items exhibiting a unidimensional structure. The scale employs a 5-Point Likert-type rating
system, spanning from "never" to "always." The scale yields a minimum score of 10 and a
maximum score of 50. The Cronbach's Alpha coefficient of the scale was determined to be .92,
with a test-retest correlation coefficient of .82. In the context of this study, the calculated
internal consistency coefficient was .900.

2.4. Data Collection

The data were collected by visiting schools during the first term of the 2021-2022 academic
year. Information about the aim and scope of the study was provided, and care was taken to
adhere to ethical values during the data collection process. Participation in the study was based
on voluntariness. Furthermore, efforts were made to collect data in a manner that would not
interrupt the educational process. The data were obtained during teachers' free periods, lunch
breaks, and after school hours. Copies of research and application permission letters were
provided to schools that requested them. Gratitude was expressed to the school administrators
and teachers who took part in the research.

2.5. Data Analysis

The data were analyzed using SPSS 23.0, LISREL 8.80 and PROCESS macro for SPSS v3.3.
Before the analyses, outliers, normality, multicollinearity problem and sample size, the
prerequisites of the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM), were examined. In the first stage,
outliers were examined and 11 outliers were removed from the data set (the absolute values of
-3 and 3 were considered based on Z-Score).

In the second stage, the normality of the data was assessed by examining the skewness and
kurtosis values. It was observed that the skewness and kurtosis values fell within the range of -
1.5 to +1.5, indicating a normal distribution of the data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The
skewness and kurtosis values of the variables are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2. The skewness and kurtosis values of the variables.

Scales Skewness Kurtosis
Distributed Leadership -.739 -.234
Accountability towards students -1.145 .606
Accountability towards teachers -1.048 -.506
Accountability towards parents -.650 -.615
Accountability towards superiors -1.117 .263
Accountability -.857 -.256
Coercive Bureaucracy 1.154 927
Enabling Bureaucracy - 747 371

Table 2 indicated that the data were normally distributed since the skewness and kurtosis
coefficients of the variables were between -1.5 and +1.5.

In the third stage, the multicollinearity problem was examined. The fact that the correlation
value between the variables is below .90 indicates that there is no multicollinearity problem
(Cokluk et al., 2010, s.210). In order to investigate whether the multivariate normality was
provided, the scatter diagram matrix was examined and it was found that the variable pairs
formed diagrams similar to ellipse. The findings regarding the correlation between the variables
are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Correlation values between the variables.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
(1) Distributed Leadership 1 586 630 562 527 .683 -.369 457
(2) Accountability towards students 1 .644 .568 .595 .848 -.286 .336
(3) Accountability towards teachers 1 .584 .605 .816 -.295 .345
(4) Accountability towards parents 1 .613 .840 =274 .293
(5) Accountability towards superiors 1 841 -314 .370
(6) Accountability : 1 -.348 .399
(7) Coercive Bureaucracy 1 -.346
(8) Enabling Bureaucracy 1

p<.001

Table 3 revealed that distributed leadership had a positive and moderate relationship with
accountability towards students (r=.586, p<0.01), accountability towards teachers (r=.630,
p<0.01), accountability towards parents (r=.562, p<0.01), accountability towards superiors
(r=.527, p<0.01), the total accountability scale (r=.683, p<0.01) and enabling bureaucracy
(r=.457, p<0.01) and a negative and moderate relationship with coercive bureaucracy (r=-.369,
p<0.01). Accountability towards students correlated positively and moderately with
accountability towards teachers (r=.644, p<0.01), accountability towards parents (r=.568,
p<0.01) accountability towards superiors (r=.595, p<0.01) and enabling bureaucracy (r=.336,
p<0.01), positively and strongly with the total accountability scale (r=.848, p<0.01), and
negatively and weakly with coercive bureaucracy (r=-.286, p<0.01).

Accountability towards teachers had a positive and moderate relationship with accountability
towards parents (r=.584, p<0.01), accountability towards superiors (r=.605, p<0.01), enabling
bureaucracy (r=.345, p<0.01), a positive and strong relationship with the total accountability
scale (r=.816, p<0.01), and negative and weak relationship with coercive bureaucracy (r=-.295,
p<0.01).
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Accountability towards parents had a positive and moderate relationship with accountability
towards superiors (r=.613, p<0.01), a positive and strong relationship with the total
accountability scale (r=.840, p<0.01) a positive and weak relationship with enabling
bureaucracy (r=.293, p<0.01) and a negative and weak relationship with coercive bureaucracy
(r=-.274, p<0.01). Accountability towards superiors correlated positively and strongly with the
total accountability scale (r=.841, p<0.01), positively and moderately with enabling
bureaucracy (r=.370, p<0.01), and negatively and moderately with coercive bureaucracy (r=-
314, p<0.01). The total accountability scale had a negative and moderate relationship with
coercive bureaucracy (r=.348, p<0.01) and a positive and moderate relationship with enabling
bureaucracy (r=.399, p<0.01). The coercive bureaucracy had a negative and moderate
relationship with enabling bureaucracy (r=-.346, p<0.01).

In the fourth stage, the sufficiency of the sample size was examined. It was stated in the
literature that the sample size should be at least five or even ten times the number of the items.
(Bryman & Cramer, 2001; cited in Tavsancil, 2002, p.17). Accordingly, the sample of the study,
in which 444 participants were included, were sufficient since there were a total 38 items in the
study.

Finally, SEM analysis was performed to test the mediating effect of distributed leadership on
the effect of coercive/enabling bureaucracy on accountability. In order for the mediating effect
of distributed leadership to be significant in the effect of coercive/enabling bureaucracy on
accountability, the followings were required:

The effect of the independent variable of coercive/enabling bureaucracy on the mediating
variable of distributed leadership (Path A) and the effect of the mediating variable of distributed
leadership on accountability (Path B) should be significant. The effect of the independent
variable of coercive/enabling bureaucracy on the dependent variable of accountability (Path C)
should be significant.

Finally, when the model is run, the effect of the independent variable of coercive/enabling
bureaucracy on the dependent variable of accountability (Path C) should lose statistical
significance or there should be a significant decrease in the level of this effect (Baron & Kenny,
1986).

Paths in the model are shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3. Paths in the model.

Distributed
Leadership

Coercive/
Enabling
Bureaucracy

Accountability

In the study, the figures presented for the structural equation model were generated using an
online diagram software (diagrams.net).
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2.5.1. Testing the measurement model

The measurement model for Model 1 in the study was tested (Figure 4), and the findings are
presented in Table 4.

Figure 4. The measurement model for Model 1.
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Findings on the testing Model 1 are presented in Table 4.
Table 4. Fit indices for Model 1.
¥2/sd AGFI GFI SRMR CFlI RMSEA NFI NNFI
3.53 .85 .88 0.053 0.97 0.076 0.95 0.96

It was found that Model 1 in the study had acceptable fit indices (Browne & Cudeck, 1993;
Meydan & Sesen, 2011; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; Stiimer, 2000). Thus, in the later stage
the structural equation modelling was tested.

The measurement model for Model 2 in the study was tested (Figure 5), and the findings are
presented in Table 5.
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Figure 5. The measurement model for Model 2.
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Findings on the testing the second measurement model are presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Fit indices for Model 2.
y2/sd AGFI GFI SRMR CFI RMSEA NFI NNFI

3.70 0.85 0.88 0.052 0.97 0.078 0.96 0.97

It was found that the second measurement model in the study had acceptable fit indices (Browne
& Cudeck, 1993; Meydan & Sesen, 2011; Schermelleh-Engel et al., 2003; Suimer, 2000). Thus,
in the later stage the structural equation modelling was tested.

3. FINDINGS
3.1. Findings on Model 1

3.1.1. The mediating role of distributed leadership in the relationship between coercive
bureaucracy and accountability

First, it was found that the coercive bureaucracy had a negative and significant (t=-11.68,
p<0.01) effect (B=-0.69) on accountability. Then, the coercive bureaucracy was found to have
a negative and significant (t=-9.21, p<0.01) effect (B=-0.52) on distributed leadership.
Similarly, it was found that distributed leadership had a positive and significant (t=13.46,
p<0.01) effect (B=0.80) on accountability. These findings indicated that the model was suitable
for the mediation test. Accordingly, the mediating role of distributed leadership in the
relationship between coercive bureaucracy and accountability was examined. The figures
presented for the structural equation model in the study were created using online diagram
software (diagrams.net). Findings on Model 1 are presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Findings on Model 1.

070 —f Vi

0.83—» V2 '\
\0.55

0.62—m» V3

0.59 —M v

0.53

A\

<

056—» V5

0.
0.

0.72—>» V6 07e
IJ. 75 033

“—0.44

+—0.43

Figure 6 showed that before the model was run, there was an almost strong, negative and
significant relationship between coercive bureaucracy and accountability (f=-0.69, p<0.01),
and this relationship decreased after the model (B=-0.13, p<0.05); however this and other
predictive relationships did not lose statistical significance. This finding revealed that
distributed leadership had a mediating role in the relationship between coercive bureaucracy
and accountability. Accordingly, the first four hypotheses of the study were confirmed. The fit
indices of the model were found to be y?/sd =3.53, AGFI=0.85, GFI=0.88, SRMR=0.053,
CFI1=0.97, RMSEA=0.076, NFI=0.95, NNFI=0.96, which was at an acceptable level. Figure 7
shows t values of the model.

Figure 7. T-values of Model 1.
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To investigate the significance of the mediating role of distributed leadership (H4) in the
relationship between coercive bureaucracy and accountability, bootstrap analysis was
conducted using PROCESS v3.3 Model 4. A sample size of 5,000 participants was utilized to
examine the direct and indirect effects (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The results and corresponding
confidence intervals (ClI) are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6. Bootstrap analysis results on predictive effects in Model 1.

Prediction 95 % ClI

Paths Coefficient t p R2 Lower Upper
Coercive Bureaucracy V¥ .-.3283 -8.34 .0000 .14 .-.4056 -.2510
Distributed Leadership
Coercive Bureaucracy V¥ -.0822 -2.98 .0030 .48 -.1364 -,0281
Accountability
Distributed Leadership ¥ 5377 17.35 .0000 4768 .5985
Accountability

Effect 95 % ClI

Diret Effects Coefficient Lower  Upper
Coercive Bureaucracy ¥ -.0822 -2.98 .0030 -.1364 -.0281
Accountability
Indirect Effects
C.B. ¥D. L. ¥ Accountability. -.1765 -.2260 -.1316
Total Effect
Coercive Bureaucracy V -.2587 -7.79 .0000 -.3240 -.1935

Accountability

As shown in Table 6, coercive bureaucracy predicted distributed leadership (f=-.3283, p<.01)
and explained 14% of the variance in distributed leadership. It was also found that coercive
bureaucracy significantly predicted accountability (f=-.0822, p<.01), and distributed leadership
predicted accountability statistically (B= .5377, p<.01). Coercive bureaucracy and distributed
leadership explained approximately 48% of the variance in accountability.

The findings revealed that the direct effect of coercive bureaucracy on accountability (-.0822)
was significant since the 95% confidence interval for the observed values did not encompass
zero, which revealed statistical significance (-.1364<-.0281, t=-2.98, p>0.01).

The indirect effect of coercive bureaucracy on accountability through distributed leadership
(-.1765) was significant since the 95% confidence interval for the observed values did not
encompass zero (-.2260 < -.1316). The sum of the direct and indirect effects of the coercive
bureaucracy on accountability (-.2587) was also significant since the 95% confidence interval
for the observed values did not encompass zero (-.3240 < -.1935, t=-7.79, p<.0.01)

3.2. Findings on Model 2

3.2.1. The mediating role of distributed leadership in the relationship between enabling
bureaucracy and accountability

First, it was found that the enabling bureaucracy had a positive and significant (t= 9.92, p<0.01)
effect (B= 0.54) on accountability. The, enabling bureaucracy was found to have a positive and
significant (t= 10.83, p<0.01) effect (B= 0.57) on distributed leadership. It was also found that
distributed leadership had a positive and significant (t=13.46, p<0.01) effect (B= 0.80) on
accountability. These findings indicated that the model was suitable for the mediation test.
Accordingly, the mediating role of distributed leadership in the relationship between enabling
bureaucracy and accountability was examined. The findings on Model 2 is presented in Figure
8.
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Figure 8. The findings on Model 2.
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Figure 8 showed that there was a moderate, positive, and statistically significant relationship
between enabling bureaucracy and accountability prior to running the model (B= 0.54, p<0.01),
and this relationship lost statistical significance after the model (= 0.07, p>0.05). Other paths
related to the model maintained their significance. This finding shows that distributed
leadership has a full mediating role in the relationship between enabling bureaucracy and
accountability. Accordingly, the last three hypotheses of the study were also confirmed. The fit
indices for the model were as follows: y%/sd=3.70, AGFI=0.85, GFI=0.88, SRMR=0.052,
CFI=0.97, RMSEA=0.078, NFI=0.96, NNFI1=0.97, which was at an acceptable level. The t
values of the Model 2 are presented in Figure 9.

Figure 9. t-values of Model 2.
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Bootstrap analysis was performed using PROCESS v3.3 Model 4 in order to examine whether
the mediating role of distributed leadership (H7) was significant in the relationship between
enabling bureaucracy and accountability in a sample of 5,000 people, and to examine its direct
and indirect effects (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). The findings and confidence intervals (CI) are
presented in Table 7.
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Table 7. Bootstrap analysis results on predictive effects in Model 2.

Prediction 9B % Cl
Paths Coefficient t p R? Lower Upper
Enabling Bureaucracy ¥ Distributed 3117 10.79 .0000 21 2550 3684
Leadership
Enabling Bureaucracy. ¥ Accountability .0626 2.83 .0048 48 .0192 1061
Distributed Leadership ¥ 5298 16.35 4662 5935
Accountability .0000
Effect 95 % CI
Direct Effects Coefficient Lower  Upper
E. B. ¥ Accountability .0626 2.83 .0048 .0192 1061
Indirect Effects
E.B.¥D. L.V Accountability. 1651 1271 .2064
Total Effect
E. B. ¥ Accountability 2278 9.15 .0000 1789 2767

Table 7 revealed that the enabling bureaucracy predicted the distributed leadership (= .3117,
p<.01), and explained 21% of the variance in the distributed leadership.

It was also found that enabling bureaucracy significantly predicted accountability (B= .0626,
p<.01) and distributed leadership significantly predicted accountability (B= .5298, p<.01).
Enabling bureaucracy and distributed leadership explained approximately 48% of the variance
in accountability.

The findings revealed that the direct effect of enabling bureaucracy on accountability (.0626)
%95 was significant since the 95% confidence interval for the observed values did not
encompass zero (.0192<.1061, t=2.83, p>0.01),

The indirect effect of enabling bureaucracy on accountability through distributed leadership
(.1651) was significant since the 95% confidence interval for the observed values did not
encompass zero (.1271 < .2064). The sum of the direct and indirect effects of the enabling
bureaucracy on accountability (.2278) was also significant since the 95% confidence interval
for the observed values did not encompass zero (.1789 < .2767, t=9.15, p<.0.01).

4. DISCUSSION and CONCLUSION

In this study, the relationships between coercive/enabling bureaucracy, distributed leadership
and accountability were examined and the mediating role of distributed leadership in this
relationship was analyzed. The findings revealed that all 7 hypotheses proposed in the study
were confirmed.

First, it was found that coercive bureaucracy had a negative effect on accountability, while
enabling bureaucracy affected accountability positively. A significant negative relationship was
observed between coercive bureaucracy and accountability, while a strong and statistically
meaningful association was found between enabling bureaucracy and accountability. In other
words, an increase in coercive bureaucracy decreased accountability, whereas an increase in
enabling bureaucracy increased accountability. Although there is no study on the relationship
between school structure and accountability, there are some studies investigating common
variables. For example, Kim (2005), Turner (2018) and Arik (2021) reported a strong and
statistically meaningful association between organizational justice and school structure. In
addition, Kalman and Gedikoglu (2014) found that there was a strong and statistically
meaningful association between organizational justice and the accountability of school
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administrators. These findings suggest that the increase in school structure and accountability
increases organizational justice.

Another common variable between school structure and accountability is school climate. While
Jacob (2003) found that there was not a significant relationship between school climate and
school structure, Nathaniel et al. (2016) reported a negative relationship between school climate
and exam-based accountability policies. This finding indicates that the increase in exam-based
accountability policies increases negative perceptions about the school climate.

Organizational cynicism is also a common variable between school structure and
accountability. Demirtag et al. (2016) and Karaoglan (2019) found that there was a positive
association between organizational cynicism and bureaucratic school structure. However,
Argon et al. (2015) reported a negative relationship between organizational cynicism and
accountability practices in the Turkish National Education System. Accordingly, it can be
argued that the increase in the bureaucratic school structure increases organizational cynicism,
while the increase in accountability practices reduces organizational cynicism.

Furthermore, the analysis revealed that coercive bureaucracy had a negative impact on
distributed leadership, while enabling bureaucracy exerted a positive influence on distributed
leadership. Consequently, a negative and significant relationship between coercive bureaucracy
and distributed leadership was established, along with a positive and significant relationship
between enabling bureaucracy and distributed leadership. In other words, the increase in the
coercive bureaucracy decreased the distributed leadership behaviors, whereas the increase in
the enabling bureaucracy increased the distributed leadership behaviors. Accordingly, coercive
bureaucracy had a negative effect on distributed leadership, while enabling bureaucracy
affected distributed leadership positively. Similar to the present study, Olda¢ and Kondakg1
(2020) found a positive association between enabling bureaucracy and distributed leadership,
and a negative relationship between coercive bureaucracy and distributed leadership.

While limited research exists specifically on the relationship between school structure and
distributed leadership, several studies have explored these variables independently. For
example, Messick (2012), Mitchell (2019) and Alev (2019) found a strong and statistically
meaningful association between organizational citizenship and school structure. Furthermore,
Jofreh et al. (2012) and Cakir (2019) revealed a strong and statistically meaningful association
between organizational citizenship and distributed leadership. Tese findings indicates that the
increase in school structure and distributed leadership increases organizational citizenship.

A common variable related to school structure and distributed leadership is academic optimism.
McGuigan and Hoy (2006), Messick (2012), Ozdemir and Kiling (2014), Anderson et al.
(2018), and Calik and Tepe (2019) reported a positive and significant relationship between
academic optimism and school structure. In addition, Mascall et al. (2008), Atas Akdemir
(2016), and Cansoy and Parlar (2018) found a strong and statistically meaningful association
between academic optimism and distributed leadership. These findings reveal that the increase
in school structure and distributed leadership increases academic optimism.

Job satisfaction is another common variable related to school structure and distributed
leadership. In this sense, Bozkus et al. (2019) found a weak and positive relationship between
job satisfaction and enabling school structure. In addition, Eres and Akyiirek (2016) also
reported a positive association between job satisfaction and distributed leadership
characteristics of school principals. These findings indicate that the increase in school structure
and distributed leadership increases job satisfaction.

Another common variable related to school structure and distributed leadership is
organizational citizenship. In this sense, Mitchell (2019) found a strong and statistically
meaningful association between organizational citizenship and enabling school structure.
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However, Jofreh et al. (2012) and Cakir (2019) revealed a strong and statistically meaningful
association between distributed leadership and organizational citizenship. These findings
suggest that the increase in school structure and distributed leadership increases organizational
citizenship.

Another common variable related to school structure and distributed leadership is teacher self-
efficacy. Kiling et al. (2016) found a strong and statistically meaningful association between
teacher self-efficacy and school structure. Similarly, Kurt (2016) and Halim and Ahmad (2016)
reported a strong and statistically meaningful association between teacher self-efficacy and
distributed leadership. These findings show that the increase in school structure and distributed
leadership increases teacher self-efficacy.

Organizational trust is another variable related to school structure and distributed leadership. In
this sense, Geist (2002) and Cokyigit (2020) found a strong and statistically meaningful
association between organizational trust and school structure. In addition, Adigiizelli (2016),
Cicek (2018) and Yilmaz (2014) revealed a strong and statistically meaningful association
between organizational trust and distributed leadership. These findings indicate that the
increase in school structure and distributed leadership increases organizational trust.

Organizational support is another variable related to school structure and distributed leadership.
Cokyigit (2020) found a strong and statistically meaningful association between organizational
support and school structure. Similarly, Yilmaz (2014) revealed a strong and statistically
meaningful association between organizational support and distributed leadership. These
findings show that the increase in school structure and distributed leadership increases
organizational support.

School effectiveness is another variable related to school structure and distributed leadership.
In this issue, Gray (2016) and Calik and Tepe (2019) reported a strong and statistically
meaningful association between school effectiveness and school structure. Also, Atilkan (2019)
found a strong and statistically meaningful association between school effectiveness and
distributed leadership. These findings indicate that the increase in school structure and
distributed leadership increases school effectiveness.

Who will be held accountable in schools, which issues will be accounted for, and who will be
accountable have been the most debated issues. Argon (2015) found that teachers and
administrators attributed the same meaning to accountability stating that everyone working in
schools should be accountable. In addition, Kogak and Nartglin (2018) stated that besides
teachers, school administration, parents and students should be accountable at schools. Based
on these findings, it can be argued that all stakeholders should be held responsible for school
accountability, which is actually related to distributed leadership. It is known that the effective
performance of school leadership, which has become quite complex and difficult nowadays, is
possible by distributing leadership authorities. Therefore, school administrators can distribute
their authority to employees in order to spread accountability throughout the school and in turn
position them as stakeholders of accountability. In other words, it can be said that it is consistent
to hold the employees, who can participate in the decisions taken or take the initiative,
accountable for their actions. In this sense, Behn (2003b, p.68) stated that if organizational
managers do not distribute some of their authority to their assistants in managerial issues and if
they want that every action should be asked to them, they cannot hold their assistants
accountable.

Third, it was found that distributed leadership positively affected accountability. In other words,
the increase in distributed leadership increased accountability. It was concluded in this study
that there was a significant relationship between school administrators’ distributed leadership
behaviors and their accountability behaviors. EImore (2005, p.141) states that accountable
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leadership is actually distributed leadership and as schools are successful in ensuring internal
accountability and schools have become places where leadership is distributed based on
expertise, if schools ensures internal accountability and developing practices to improve it.
Performance-based accountability and good management practices in schools generally require
that particular individuals are held accountable for the guidance, management and ultimately
performance of the organization. In this sense, administration leaders should aim primarily to
develop the knowledge and skills of the people in the organization, create a culture of common
expectation around the use of these skills and knowledge, keep the organization as a whole to
be productive, and hold individuals accountable for contributing to the collective result
(Elmore, 2000, p.15). Accordingly, school administrators should provide employees the
opportunity to use their knowledge and skills in the school environment and empower them,
and in turn position them as the addressee of school accountability. The decentralized approach
to accountability proposes that the role of school leaders is to empower parents and teachers
and encourage them to share the power previously used by the school principal (Leithwood,
2001, p.3).

Although there is no study examining the relationship between distributed leadership and
accountability of school administrators, studies, in which related variables were examined,
support the positive relationship between distributed leadership and accountability. In this
sense, Yetim (2015), Akdemir and Ayik (2017) and Aboudahr and Jiali (2019) showed that that
there was a strong and statistically meaningful association between organizational commitment
and distributed leadership. Besides, Yigit (2017) found a strong and statistically meaningful
association between organizational commitment and accountability. The findings unveiled a
noteworthy positive association between organizational commitment and both distributed
leadership and accountability, which supports the significant positive relationship between
distributed leadership and accountability behaviors of school administrators.

Another variable related to distributed leadership and accountability is school
improvement/academic quality and mathematics achievement. In this sense, Heck and
Hallinger (2009) concluded that distributed leadership had a direct effect on the change in the
academic capacity of schools and indirect effects on students’ mathematical development.
Furthermore, Chang's (2011) found that distributed leadership had an indirect effect on student
achievement. In addition, Rockoff and Turner (2010) showed that the pressure of accountability
significantly increased student achievement in English and especially mathematics courses in
low-performing schools. Also, it was found in the same study that the satisfaction of the parents
of the children in these schools with the academic quality increased significantly. Based on
these findings, the significant relationship between school development/academic quality and
mathematics achievement and distributed leadership and accountability supports the significant
positive relationship between distributed leadership and accountability behaviors of school
administrators.

Another variable related to distributed leadership and accountability is job stress. In this sense,
Rabindarang et al. (2014) reported a significant and negative relationship between job stress
and distributed leadership. Accordingly, it can be said that the increase in distributed leadership
behaviors reduces job stress. In addition, Nathaniel et al. (2016) found that there was a positive
association between job stress and exam-based accountability policies. Based on this finding,
it can be said that the increase in exam-based accountability policies increases job stress.
Similarly, Mitani's (2018) found that No Child Left Behind sanctions were positively correlated
with job stress, turnover rates, and transfer rates of school principals. Based on these results,
the significant and negative relationship between job stress and distributed leadership, and the
significant positive relationship between job stress and accountability do not support the
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significant positive relationship between distributed leadership and accountability behaviors of
school administrators found in the present study.

Another variable related to distributed leadership and accountability is school climate. Harrison
(2005) stated that distributed leadership led to a positive learning environment and paved the
way for teachers and students to be satisfied with the school. In addition, Comak (2021) found
that there was a positive association between school climate and distributed leadership. These
findings suggest that the increase in distributed leadership behaviors increases the positive
perceptions of the school climate. On the other hand, Nathaniel et al. (2016) found that there
was a negative relationship between school climate and exam-based accountability policies.
Accordingly, it can be said that the increase in exam-based accountability policies plays a role
in the negative perceptions regarding the school climate. These studies revealed that the
significant positive relationship between school climate and distributed leadership, and the
significant and negative relationship between school climate and accountability are not lime
with the significant positive relationship between distributed leadership and accountability
behaviors of school administrators.

5. LIMITATIONS and SUGGESTIONS

Based on the results of this study, the following suggestions were made to educators, policy
makers and researchers:

While this study provides significant insights, it only includes a sample of teachers from a single
province in eastern Turkey. Therefore, the findings cannot be generalized to other provinces or
regions. It is necessary to conduct further studies in different educational contexts to support
and replicate the current findings. Additionally, more research is required to clarify the
relationships between the variables discussed in the study. Researchers are advised to carry out
similar studies in diverse educational contexts using different quantitative methods to uncover
the relationships between school structure, distributed leadership, and accountability behaviors
of school administrators more precisely. Conducting comparable studies in diverse cultural
settings may also help to extend or limit research findings to wider contexts. In addition, this
study involved teachers, and the findings were limited to the items in the data collection tools.
Another limitation of this study is its cross-sectional design, which prevents it from establishing
cause-effect relationships and limits it to being purely descriptive. Therefore, longitudinal
studies are needed for more reliable results. However, based on the study's findings, it is crucial
for school administrations to encourage teachers to take on responsibilities beyond their
classrooms, alongside their teaching roles, and operate within the limits of their expertise.
Potential stumbling blocks to a more democratic, participatory and free administrative structure
of schools should be removed and professional development programs should be organized for
school administrators. An education policy that will encourage school administrators to
distribute their duties and responsibilities with teachers based on their knowledge, experience
and expertise should be implemented. A performance evaluation approach in which all school
stakeholders are responsible and accountable for the success performance of schools should be
adopted. In this sense, a performance evaluation approach should be adopted in which teachers
can have a say in the decision-making mechanisms and take responsibility in schools.
Accordingly, legal measures should be taken.
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