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Article Information Abstract 
Research Article The aim of the study is to examine the organizational structure in educational organizations 

according to teachers' opinions. For this purpose, descriptive survey model, one of the 
quantitative research methods, was used in the study. The sample of the study consists of 
233 teachers who work in public primary, secondary and high schools in Beykoz district 
of Istanbul province and reached using the stratified sampling method. The data in the 
study were collected through the Organizational Structure Scale, which was adapted into 
Turkish by Tuysuz (2019). The analysis of the data was carried out using independent 
groups t test and ANOVA test. According to the results obtained in the study, teachers' 
opinions show that the structure in educational organizations is a mixture of mechanical 
and organic structures. According to the other findings of the study, teachers' views on the 
organizational structure do not show a significant difference according to gender, although 
it is determined that teachers with graduate education see educational organizations closer 
to mechanical structure, there is no significant difference between undergraduate and 
graduate education levels. According to another finding of the research, organizational 
structure shows a significant difference according to seniority and school level. 
Accordingly, it was observed that the organizational structure was perceived as more 
organic as seniority increased, and more mechanical as the school level increased. 
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