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The aim of this study is to determine the leader accountability and ethical climates
perception levels and the relationship between accountability dimension of ethical
leadership behaviors and ethical climate in universities. The research was designed
in quantitative model, correlational and single-subject research was conducted.
The population of the research was composed of academicians from engineering
faculties in universities of Marmara Region. In the research, a survey form
involving “Personal Information Form”, “Leader Accountability Scale” and
“Ethical Climate Scale” was used as the data collection tool. Data was collected
via Survey Monkey. Data analysis was performed with descriptive statistics,
appropriate difference tests, and regression analyses According to results, leader
responsibility, answerability and openness behaviors are perceived in moderate
level. “Laws and codes” and “Rules” ethical climates were most perceived climate
types while the “organizational interest” and “caring”. Ethical climate types
perception levels differ significantly according to status (state/foundation) of
university. Furthermore, it was revealed that there is a moderate level relationship
between perception level of leader accountability behaviors and perception level
of ethical climate. The perception level of ethical climate predicts the perception
level of “responsibility” behavior of leader. Furthermore, it is determined that
perception level of “laws and codes”, “caring” and “instrumental” ethical climates
predict the perception level of leader accountability.
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Introduction

With the realization of the importance of ethics in management science, it has become important
to examine the individual and organizational factors that cause ethical or unethical behaviors of
employees. According to the ethical climate theory (Victor and Cullen, 1987, 1988), the perceived
organizational ethical climate reflects the beliefs about what behavior is right in the organization and
affects employees' ethical decision-making and ethical behaviors (Sims, 1992). Employees learn how to
behave, what values are important and rewarded through both formal and informal socialization (Victor
and Cullen, 1987). A positive perception of ethical climate significantly affects employees'
organizational commitment, job satisfaction and psychological well-being positively and prevents the
occurrence of dysfunctional behaviors (Martin and Cullen, 2006). The ethical climate theory (Victor
and Cullen, 1988) puts forward six basic types of organizational ethical climate. These are individual
interest, organizational interest, caring, independence, rules and laws/codes climates. Among these
climate types, individual interest ethical climate type has been found to cause the most unethical
behavior (Wimbush and Shepard, 1994). Self-interest refers to the perception of employees in the
organizational climate that decisions are made primarily in line with their own personal interests (Victor
and Cullen, 1988). Which factors are effective in the formation of ethical climate in organization has
been a subject of study since the 1950s. The main factors that play a role in the formation of ethical
climate are classified as organizational structure, external context of the organization, and strategic and
managerial orientations (Martin and Cullen, 2006). According to Mayer et al. (2009), ethics starts at the
top management level and moves down to lower levels of management to influence employee behavior.
It has been observed that when there is ethical leadership in management, undesirable behaviors in the
organization decrease (Gill et al., 2015, Kuenzi et al., 2009, Mayer et al., 2010, cited in Guarin, 2019).
Ethical leadership theory reveals that the ethical behavior of leaders influences the ethical decisions and
actions of employees (Brown and Trevino, 2006). Ethical leadership exerts its influence through social
learning (Bandura 1977, 1986, as cited in Steinbauer, 2014). Ethical leaders set the ethical tone in an
organization by demonstrating, communicating and reinforcing appropriate behaviors. They treat
followers fairly, lead by example, manage moral values strongly, and have an internalized moral
perspective that enables idealized influence practices (Brown et al., 2005, Walumbwa et al., 2008; cited
in Steinbauer, 2014). Ethical leaders are those who use their power for the benefit of others and the
organization (Gini, 1998; Kanungo, 2009; Randall, 2012), exhibit appropriate attitudes and behaviors
in interpersonal relationships (Brown et al., 2005), and are honest and accountable (Nei et al., 2018).
Leader accountability, one of the dimensions of accountability, is an important ethical behavior (Foy,
2019, Nei et al., 2018). Wood and Winston (2007), who introduced the theory of leader accountability,
identified three basic dimensions of leader accountability. These are consent, openness and
answerability in accepting responsibilities. Today, leaders are encouraged to exhibit ethical behaviors
through accountability and leader accountability is considered as one of the main ways to improve
business ethics (Petrick and Quinn, 2001). Although empirical measurement of leader accountability is
gaining importance, it is seen that there are very few studies in this field and there is a gap in the literature
on the relationship between leader accountability and ethical climate. University education is expanding
globally in terms of factors such as the increase in the number of students, diversification of service
providers, and the use of technology in education and training. With this expansion, some risks arise for
higher education, which has evolved from an elite structure to a mass structure. With the massification
of higher education institutions, practices that require questioning the ethical and moral values of
institutions have started to be frequently encountered. These include unethical practices, the
transformation of universities from autonomous academic institutions to business-oriented institutions,
softening of standards in student assessments, questionable education providers, fraud in international
education and, in some cases, in student recruitment (Prisacariu and Shash, 2016). The low ranking level
of Turkish universities cwur.org/2018-19. php), low number of articles and citations, high plagiarism
rates (Toprak, 2016, Yalgintas and Selcuk, 2016; Yalgintag, 2017), academic and administrative
autonomy problems of universities (Biger, 2006; Celik and Giir, 2014; Oztiirk, 2004), mobbing
(Civilidag, 2011; Cogenli, 2013; Konakli, 2011; Tanriverdi, 2016) have emerged as the main problems
of universities in Turkey in recent years.

It is very important that universities, which are expected to train highly qualified and creative
human power, have a structure that is innovative in terms of academic and institutional functioning, that
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follows changes and quickly adapts itself to these changes, and that can compete with world universities
(Erdogan, 2014, Tekeli, 2012; Yamamato, 2018).

Determining the relationship between leader accountability behaviors and ethical climate in
universities is the main aim of this study. The sub-problems of the study are as follows:

1. What is the level of perception of academicians about the leader accountability
behaviors in universities? Do academicians’ perceptions of leader accountability differ
according to state/foundation status of the university? Does the state/foundation status
of the university predict the level of leader accountability behaviors?

2. What is the level of perception of academicians about the ethical climate types in
universities? Do academicians’ perceptions of ethical climate differ according to
state/foundation status of the university? Does the state/foundation status of the
university predict the level of ethical climate?

3. Isthere a statistically significant relationship between leader accountability and ethical
climate perception levels?

Method
Design of the Research

The aim of the study is to determine the relationship between leader accountability behaviors
and ethical climate perceptions of academicians, the study was designed in the correlational survey
model. The relationships between the level of leader accountability and ethical climate perceived by
academicians were examined.

Population and Sample

The population of the study consists of faculty members, lecturers and research assistants
working in the engineering faculties of state and foundation universities in the Marmara Region.
According to YOK (Higher Education Council of Higher Education) statistics for the 2017-2018
academic year, a total of 3691 academicians work in the engineering faculties of 56 universities with
engineering faculties in the Marmara Region. Of these, 2431 are employed in public universities and
1260 in foundation universities.

. In order to determine the sample size, the following minimum sample calculation formula
(Ozdamar, 2003) was used for the universe with a certain main population size and the sample size was
found to be 348 with a margin of error of e=5 at 95% confidence interval.

ne—__Npa
d?(N — 1) + t2pq
“n” : number of academicians
“q”: probability (0.5)
“f: at a given significance level, the theoretical value found according to the t table
“t” =1,96 (value found in t-table: a=0.05 i¢in 1.96)
“d”: accepted sampling error according to the frequency of occurrence of the event (.05)

Y= 3691.(1,96).(1,96).0,5.0,5
0,05.0,05(3691—1)+1,96.1,96.0,5.0,5

= 348

A survey link was sent to the entire population via Survey Monkey program. The total number
of participants was 412. 35,2% of the participants were female and 64,5% were men. 319 of them were
working in public universities and 93 in foundation universities. 15.8 % of participants were between
20-30 years old; 37.55 were between 31-40 years old, 22.9% were between 41-50 years old, 14.6% were
between 51-60 years old and 5.8% were between 61-70 years old. 70.8% were PhD graduate, 21.9%
PhD students. 20.04% of participants were professors, 15.8% were associate professors, 24.1% were
doctor faculty members, 21.9% were research assistants and 12.9% were lecturers. The percentage of
participants with managerial positions was 24.8.
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The frequency and percentage of the administrators that the participants chose to evaluate in
terms of leader accountability behaviors is given in Table 1. As seen in Table 1, the administrators that
the participants chose to evaluate in terms of leader accountability behaviors the most were the
department head (37.6) and the dean with (25.2). The least evaluated administrators were the coordinator
with (4.10), the institute director (4.34%), and the rector (3.88%).

Table 1. Frequency and percentage of the administrator evaluated by participants

Administrator Frequency %

Rector 66 16.1
Head of department 155 37.7
Dean 104 25.3
Dean deputy 3 0.7
Rector deputy 9 2.2
Coordinator 9 2.2
Institute director 11 2.7
Other 29 7.1
Not answered 26 6.0
Total 412 100

The responses of the participants to the "Other" option are as follows: "Trustees and senior
management"” (6.8%); "General, all administrators™ (37.9%); "Administrative units" (3.4%); "Head of
department” (10.34%); "Faculty member" (13. 79%); "Executive" (3.4%); "Rectorate" (3.4%); "Rector,
dean, department head" (N=2); "Supervisor" (3.4%); "Dean, department head, department head",
(3.4%); "doctor faculty member" (3.4%); "Thesis advisor" (3.4%). It is seen that the participants mostly
chose to evaluate the manager in the position of "Head of Department” (37.7%).

Data Collection Tools

As data collection tool a questionnaire form was composed of 3 sections: “Personal information
form”, "Leader Accountability Scale" and "Ethical Climate Scale".

The “Leader Accountability Scale” was used to determine the leader accountability perception
levels of academicians. This scale consists three subscales ("openness”, "answerability" and
"responsibility” subscales) developed by Wood and Winston (2005). Scale was adapted into Turkish
and validity and reliability study was conducted by Oztiirk and Celep (2009). The validity and reliability
study was conducted with a sample of 143 primary school teachers in Istanbul. Cronbach's alpha value
for the answerability dimension was .90, Cronbach's alpha value for the openness dimension was .90
and Cronbach's alpha value for the responsibility dimension was .93. Cronbach's alpha reliability
coefficient is between 0.00-1.00 (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2007).

As a result of the exploratory factor analysis conducted for the 15-item "Responsibility"
subscale, it was seen that the factor loadings of items 1 and 8 of the scale were below .30 and these two
items were removed. With the removal of these items, it was seen that all items were gathered under a
single factor and the factor loadings were above .30. The total variance explained is 71.19%.

The exploratory factor analysis for the 20-item "Openness" subscale showed that item 19 had
factor loadings of .51 under factor 1 and .31 under factor 2. The difference between the two loadings of
the items should be at least .10. With the 14th item removed, it was seen that all items of the scale were
gathered under a single factor and the factor loadings were above .30.

For the 15-item "Answerability" subscale, exploratory factor analysis was conducted and it was
seen that the factor loadings of all items were above .30 and the items were gathered under a single
factor.

Cronbach's Alpha reliability analysis was conducted to determine the reliability coefficient of
the scores obtained from the "leader accountability™ scale. Cronbach's Alpha reliability coefficients for
the sub-dimensions of the scale were found to be .96 for the Responsibility sub-dimension, .97 for the
Answerability sub-dimension and .98 for the Openness sub-dimension. It was concluded that the
reliability coefficient of the Leader Accountability scale and its sub-dimensions were high and the scale
was reliable for the research group Biiyiikoztiirk (2007).
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“Ethical Climate Scale” was used to determine the ethical climate perception levels of
academicians. The ethical climate scale developed by Victor and Cullen (1987, 1988) theoretically
consists of nine dimensions. The "ethical climate scale" has been used in many studies since 1987. Five
climate types were empirically found to provide the most data (Ozen and Dukan, 2016; Viacey and
Barnett 1996; El¢i and Alpkan, 2006; Kili¢, 2013). Self-interest and organizational interest climates
were classified as "instrumental climate"; friendship and team benefit climates were classified as "caring
climate”, while social responsibility and efficiency dimensions were not included in the classification
(Martin and Cullen, 2006). In this study, the ethical climate scale by Kili¢ (2013) was used. Exploratory
factor analysis was conducted to analyze the construct validity of the scale.

As a result of the analysis, the factor loadings of item "In this organization, employees who
increase their individual gains (interests) are considered successful by other employees" in the
"Individual Interest” climate dimension; the item "In this organization, employees who increase their
individual gains are considered successful by other employees” in the "Organizational Interest"
dimension and the item "In this organization, a job or practice that starts to harm the interests of the
organization is not welcomed by the employees" in the "Organizational Interest" dimension; "In this
institution, employees are always expected to do things that will benefit citizens and society" in the
"Social Responsibility” dimension; "In this institution, employees' level of compliance with legal and
professional standards is considered the most important performance criterion" in the "Professionalism"
dimension were found to be below ,30. With the removal of those items, it was seen that the factor
loadings of all items were above .30 and were gathered under 6 factors and these six factors explained
61.50% of the total variance.

Analysis of Data

SPSS program was used to analyze the data. Descriptive statistical methods (Number,
Percentage, Mean, Standard Deviation) and relational analysis (regression analysis, correlation analysis)
were used to analyze the data. After the normal distribution tests were applied, a t-test was conducted to
examine the levels of leader accountability and ethical climate perceptions of academicians in terms of
the state/foundation status of the university The calculation developed by Cohen (1988) was used to
calculate the effect size. Cohen put forward the following ranges regarding the strength of the effect size

(d):
d<0.2 small effect size
d>0.5 medium effect size
d>0.8 large effect size

Correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between leader accountability
and ethical climate. Pearson correlation analysis was used to examine the relationships between the
dimensions of the scales, and regression analysis results were included for the relationships between the
sub-dimensions of the factors.

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between perceived
leader accountability behaviors and perceived organizational ethical climate types. Correlation analysis
reveals whether there is a linear relationship between two numerical measurements, and if so, what is
the direction and severity of this relationship. Pearson correlation coefficient is preferred if the data are
normally distributed, and Spearman Rank correlation coefficient is preferred if the data are not normally
distributed (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2007).

For a valid correlation coefficient the p value must be less than 0.05. A negative (inverse)
correlation occurs when the correlation coefficient is less than 0. This is an indication that both variables
move in the opposite direction. If the coefficient is a positive number, the variables are directly
related (i.e., as the value of one variable goes up, the value of the other also tends to do so). Values
always range from -1 for a perfectly inverse, or negative, relationship to 1 for a perfectly positive
correlation. Values at, or close to, zero indicate no linear relationship or a very weak correlation
(Biiytikoztiirk et al., 2010). In the correlation analysis, the Bonferroni method was used to minimize
Type 1 error (Green and Salkind, 2004), and the significance level (0.05) was based on the value of
0.004 obtained by dividing the calculated correlation number (11).

112



Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research 2023, Vol 9, Issue 2, 108-121 Neriman OZTURK, Banu ERGIN

Regression analysis describes the process of explaining the relationship between two or more
variables that have a relationship between them with a mathematical equation by separating one of them
as a dependent variable and the others as independent variables. In regression analysis;

v’ If the dependent variable is one and the independent variable is one, the method is called Simple
Regression Analysis,

v Multiple Regression Analysis if the dependent variable is one and the independent variable is
two or more,

v' If the dependent variable is two or more, it is called Multivariate Regression Analysis
(Biiyiikoztiirk, 2007).

Effect size is generally defined as the magnitude of the difference between the null hypothesis
and the alternative hypothesis. This is an indicator of the practical significance of the research results.
The effect size was calculated using Cohen's f2 statistic. The f2 value is calculated as follows:

R2
2
I =1ip
Cohen’s (1988) effect size values:
> 0.02< £2<0.15 small effect size
> 0.15<f%<0.35 medium effect size
> 0.35<f2-> large effect size
Results

Leader Accountability Perception Levels

Descriptive statistical analyses and t-test results for the leader accountability dimensions of

"answerablity", "responsibility" and "openness" are given.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the leadership accountability perception levels of academicians

Scale Dimensions University type N X Ss
Openness State 319 3.21 1.14
Foundation 93 3.68 1.09
Total 412
Leader Accountabiity Answerability  State 319 3.15 1.10
Foundation 93 3.64 1.05
Total 412
Responsibility  State 319 3.08 1.11
Foundation 93 3.62 1.03
Total 412

As could be seen in Table 2, leader accountability behaviors are perceived at a high level (X =
3.40- 4.19) for "Responsibility", "Answerability" and "Openness" dimensions in foundation universities
and at a medium level (X = 2.60- 3.39) in state universities. A t-test was conducted to determine whether
the difference between the mean levels of perceived leader accountability behaviors for all three sub-
dimensions according to the state/foundation status of the university was significant (Table 3, Table 4,
Table 5).

Table 3. The comparison of the leader openness behaviors perception levels of academicians regarding university
status variable (the results of t-test)

Sub-scale Dimension N X Ss df t p d

Openness State 319 3.21 1.14 155 -3.62 .00 0.60
Foundation 93 3.68 1.09

According to the results of the t-test conducted to determine whether the difference between the
mean levels of leader openness behaviors was statistically significant or not, the difference was found
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to be significant (p<.05). When the effect value was calculated, a value of 0.60 was obtained. This value
indicates that the effect size of the difference between the two groups is moderate.

Table 4. The comparison of the leader answerability behaviors perception levels of academicians regarding
university status variable (the results of t-test)

Status N X Ss df t p d

Answerability ~ State 319 3.15 1.10 156 -3.89 .00 0.65
Foundation 93 3.64 1.05

As could be seen in Table 4, the level of perception of the leader's answerability behaviors
differs significantly according to the state/foundation status of the university where the participants work
(p<.05). When the effect size was calculated, a value of 0.65 was obtained. It is seen that the effect size
of the difference between the two averages is at a medium level.

Table 5. The comparison of the leader responsibility behaviors perception levels of academicians regarding
university status variable (the results of t-test)

Sub Scale Status N X Ss df t P d

Responsibility State 319 3.08 1.11 159 -435 .00 72
Foundation 93 3.62 1.03

*p<.05

As could be seen in Table 5, the level of perception of leader's responsibility behaviors differs
significantly according to the state/foundation status of the university (p<.05). When the effect size was
calculated, d=0.72 was obtained. Accordingly, it is seen that the effect size of the difference between
the averages of "Responsibility"” behaviors of academicians working in state and foundation universities
is high.

Regression analysis was conducted to reveal whether the type of university (state/foundation) is
a significant predictor of leader accountability level and the results are presented in Table 6.

Tablo 6. Results of regression analysis for predicting leader accountability level regarding university status

Predictor variables B SH B t p R R? AR? F f?
Constant 2.68 0.16 394 16.74 .00 A9 .03 .03 15.57
un.type 48 0.12 19 .03
*p<0.05

Table 6 shows that the state/foundation status of the university is a significant predictor of the
perceived level of leader accountability (R?=0.03; F=15.57; p<0.05). It can be said that 0.03% of the
total variance of leader accountability level is explained by the type of university. The effect size was
calculated using Cohen's f2statistic. As a result of the calculation, the f?value was found to be 0.03.
Accordingly, it is seen that the effect value is small and the effect of university type on predicting the
level of leader accountability is at a low level.

Ethical Climate Types Perception Levels

In the analyses conducted to seek an answer to the question "What are the perceived types of
ethical climate in engineering faculties of universities?", it was found that the perceived types of ethical
climate were as follows: "Individual interest" climate at medium level (X =3. 35), "Organizational
interest” climate at medium level (X '=2.95), "Friendship" climate at medium level (X=2.94),
"Independence” climate at medium level (X =3.08), "Rules" climate at high level (X =3. 40), "Laws and
Codes" climate was perceived at a high level (X =3.59). In the analyses made for the perceived ethical
climate types, "Individual Interest”" climate at a medium level (X =3.35), "Organizational Interest"
climate at a medium level (X =2. 95), "Friendship" climate at medium level (X =2.94), "Independence"
climate at medium level (X =3.08), "Rules" climate at high level (X =3.40), "Laws and Codes" climate
at high level (X =3.59).
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Table 7. Descriptive statistics for ethical climates types perception levels

Scale Dimensions Un.type N X Ss
Individual Interest State 319 3.44 1.12
Foundation 93 3.07 1.08
Total 412 3.35
Organizational Interest ~ State 319 2.89 74
Foundation 93 3.16 .81
Total 412 2.95
Friendship State 319 2.86 .84
Foundation 93 3.21 .87
Total 412 2.94
Ethical climate Independence State 319 3.10 .89
Foundation 93 3.00 .88
Total 412 3.08
Rules State 319 3.28 .97
Foundation 93 3.80 .93
Total 412 3.40
Laws and codes State 319 3.51 91
Foundation 93 3.85 .93
Total 412 3.59

A t-test was conducted to determine whether the difference between the perceived ethical
climate types in public and foundation universities was significant (Table 8). Accordingly, the difference
between the averages of "Individual Interest”, "Friendship”, "Organizational Interest”, "Rules" and
"Laws and Codes" was found to be significant (p<0.05), but not significant for "Independence" ethical
climate type (p|>0.05).

Table 8. Independent t-test results of percieved ethical climate types according to university type variable

Dimension University type N X Ss df t p d

Individual interest State 319 3.44 1.12 153 2.86 .00 0.48
Foundation 93 3.07 1.08

Organizational interest ~ State 319 289 74 142 -3.21 .00 0.67
Foundation 93 3.16 .81

Friensdship State 319 2.86 .84 145 -3.45 .00 0.58
Foundation 93 3.21 .87

Independence State 319 3.10 .89 149 .96 .33 -
Foundation 93 3.00 .88

Rules State 319 3.28 .97 153 -4.69 .00 0.77
Foundation 93 3.80 .93

Laws and codes State 319 3.51 91 146 -3.10 .00 0.60

Foundation 93 3.85 .93

*p<0.05

It is seen that the effect size for the difference between the groups for "Individual Interest",
"Organizational Interest”, "Friendship" and "Laws and Codes" ethical climate types is moderate, while
the effect size for the difference between the groups for "Rules” ethical climate type is high (d=.77).

Simple linear regression analysis was conducted to reveal the effect of the state/foundation
status of the university on the perceived level of ethical climate.

Tablo 9. Results of regression analysis for predicting ethical climate level regarding university status

Predictor VariablesB ~ SH B t p R R2 AR? F f?
Constant 291 069 4233 .00 .00 16 .02 0.02 1202
un.status .18 .05 3.46 .02

*p<0.05
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Table 9 shows that the state/foundation status of the university is a significant predictor of the
perceived ethical climate level (R>=0.02; F=12.02; p<0.05). It can be said that 0.02% of the total
variance related to the level of ethical climate is explained by the status of university. Cohen's f2 statistic
value was found to be 0.02. According to this, it is seen that the effect value is small and the prediction
effect of the status of university on the level of ethical climate is at a low level.

Examining Leader Accountability-Ethical Climate Relationship

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between perceived
leader accountability behaviors and perceived organizational ethical climate types.

Tablo 10. Correlation between leader accountability behaviors and ethical climate types

Leader Accountability Responsibility Opennes  Answerability
r .58 .59 .55 .55
Laws and codes p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r 54 .56 51 .52
Friendship p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r -.05 -.05 -.06 -.06
Independence p .08 .09 .06 1.22
N 412 412 412 412
r 42 45 .38 40
Organizational P .00 .00 .00 .00
interest N 412 412 412 412
r -.46 -46 -.45 -43
Individual P .00 .00 .00 .00
interest N 412 412 412 412
r .56 .56 .53 .54
Rules P .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r 48 .50 44 A7
Ethical climate P .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412

*p< 0.05

Table 10 shows the correlation results between the variables in the study. Accordingly, it is seen
that there is a significant, positive, medium level relationship between the level of perceived leader
accountability behaviors and the level of perceived organizational ethical climate (r=.48; p .00).

When the correlation between perceived ethical climate level and perceived ethical climate types
is examined, the highest correlation is revealed between “Rules” climate and perceived organizational
ethical climate level (r=.78), followed by “Laws and Codes” climate (r=.76). There is a strong positive
correlation between “Organizational Interest” and “Ethical climate” level (r=. 70), there is a strong
positive correlation between “Friendship” and “Ethical climate” level (r=.67), there is a moderate
positive correlation between “Independence” and “Ethical Climate” level (r=.34), and there is a low
negative correlation between “Individual Interest” climate type and perceived ethical climate level (-
.16).

In general, it is understood that "openness (r=.98)", "answerability (r=.97)" and "responsibility
(r=.96)" behaviors play a significant role in increasing the perception level of leader accountability
behaviors.
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Table 11. Results of regression analysis for predicting leader accountability level regarding ethical climate types

Predictors B SH B t p R R? AR? F f?
Constant 1.57 .35 4.44 4.47 .00 .65 42 41 .95 72
Individual -.16 .05 -14 -3.07 .00
interest
Organizational -.12 .07 -.09 -1.68 .09
interest
Independence  -.03 .04 -.03 -.78 43
Friendship 37 .09 .28 4.05 .00
Rules -.05 .07 -.04 -73 46
Laws and 51 .06 43 7.84 .00
codes
*p<0.05

The theoretical model in determining the dependent and independent variables is based on
literature review. The results of the linear regression analysis on the extent to which ethical climate types
predict the level of leader accountability are presented in Table 11. As could be seen in Table 11 the
variance explained by ethical climate types on the level of leader accountability is significant (F=49.95,
p<0.05). Accordingly, when “individual interest", "organizational interest", "independence”,
"friendship”, "rules™, "laws and codes" ethical climate types are taken together, they explain 42.5% of
the total variance related to the level of leader accountability behaviors (R?=.42; Adjusted R?=.41;
p<0.05). The effect size was calculated using Cohen'sf? statistic. As a result of the calculation, the

f*?value was found to be 0.72. This value is close to the high level (Cohen, 1988).

When the parameters related to the regression model are examined, the standardized regression
coefficients § show that the order of importance of ethical climate types on the level of explaining the
level of leader accountability is; "laws and codes" (B=.43; t=7. 84; p<.05), "friendship" (p=.28; t=4.05;
p<.05), "individual interest" (p=-.14; t=-3.07; p<.05), "organizational interest" (=-0.96; t=-1.68;
p>.05), "rules" (B=,-0.46; t=-.73; p>.05), "independence" (=-.03; t=-.78; p>.05). When the t-test results
regarding the significance of the regression coefficients are analyzed, it is seen that "laws and codes",
"friendship", "self-interest" climate types are the variables predicting the level of leader accountability
(p<.05).

According to the regression analysis results, the regression equation for explaining the level of
leader accountability is as follows:

Leader Accontability =1,57- 0,16(Individual Interest)- 0,12(Organizational Interest) —
0,37(Independence) + 0,37(Friendship) — 0,05(Rules) + 0,51(Laws and Codes)

As a result of multiple linear regression analysis, it was found that "laws and codes" ethical
climate type and "friendship" ethical climate type had a significant and positive effect on leader
accountability behaviors, "individual interest" ethical climate type had a significant and negative effect

on leader accountability behaviors, "organizational interest", "independence" and "rules" climates did
not have a significant effect on leader accountability behaviors.

Tablo 12. Results of regression analysis for predicting ethical climate level regarding leader accountability
behaviors

Predictors B SH B t p R R? AR? F f?
Constant 2.55 .06 4150 .00 .652 .25 24 43.50
Responsibility .22 .04 .56 4.70 .00

Openness -.10 .06 -.27 -1.77 .07 .33

Answerability .08 .05 .20 13 .06

*p<0.05

Table 12 shows that the variance explained by leader accountability behaviors on the level of
ethical climate is significant (F=43,501, p<0.05). Accordingly, "responsibility”, "openness" and
"answerability" behaviors together explain 25.4% of the total variance of ethical climate level (R2=.25;
Adjusted R2=.24; p<0.05). When the parameters related to the regression model are examined, the
standardized regression coefficients p show that the order of importance of leader accountability
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behaviors on the level of explaining the level of ethical climate is; "responsibility" (p=.56; t=4.70;
p<.05), "openness" (B=-.27; t=-1.77; p>.05), "answerability" (B=-.20; t=.13; p>.05). The effect size was
calculated using Cohen's /2 statistic. As a result of the calculation, the A2 value was found to be 0.33.
It is seen that this value is a moderate value (Cohen, 1988). When the t-test results regarding the
significance of the regression coefficients are analyzed, it is seen that "responsibility” is the variable
predicting the level of ethical climate (p<.05).

According to the regression analysis results, the regression equation for explaining the level of
leader accountability is as follows:

Ethical Climate=2,55 +0,27(Responsibility) — 0,10(Openness) + 0,83(Answerability)
As aresult of multiple linear regression analysis, it was seen that leader responsibility behaviors

had a positive and significant effect on ethical climate, while openness and answerability behaviors did
not have a significant effect (Figure 1).

1
LEADER ETHICAL CLIMATE |
ACCOUNTABILITY TYPES i
BEHAVIORS
- Ethical Leader

Accountability

Climate Level

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
Level i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

RESPONSIBILITY

OPENNESS

Figure 1. Leader accountability-ethical climate relationships

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

In this study, the main purpose of which is to examine the relationship between leader
accountability behaviors and ethical climate in universities based on the opinions of academicians it was
observed that there were significant differences between public and foundation universities in terms of
both perceived ethical climate and leader accountability behaviors. According to the findings, "laws and
codes" climate type is perceived at a high level in both university types. It is noteworthy that "self-
interest” climate type is perceived at a high level in public universities. "Self-interest" climate type is a
climate type in which employees prioritize their own interests above everything else and act according
to their own interests even to the detriment of others. Research has shown that the "self-interest"” climate
type is the climate type that causes unethical behaviors the most (Wimbush et al., 1997, as cited in
Appelbaum, 2005). It seems to be a contradiction that both the "laws and codes" climate and the "self-
interest” climate type are perceived at high levels in state universities. Accordingly, there is a perception
that decisions are made according to universal external references such as laws and professional rules,
and at the same time there is a perception that personal interests are at the forefront in decision making.
Accordingly, it can be said that academics at state universities have a perception that the operation of
laws, codes and rules is carried out by giving priority to certain individuals and groups, and that personal
relationships are at the forefront.

The difference between the averages of perceived ethical climate types in public and foundation
universities is not significant for "Independence"” climate type, but it is significant for other climate
types. When the effect size of the difference is calculated, it is seen that the effect size of the difference
was high for the "Rules"” climate type and medium for the other ethical climate types. As a result of the
regression analysis, it was concluded that the status of the university is a significant predictor of the
perceived ethical climate type, but the effect size (f2) was low. In the literature, it is seen that the for-
profit / not-for-profit status of the organization is included as a factor affecting the ethical climate (Simha
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and Cullen, 2011; Laratta, 2011; Moore, 2012; Law, 2016), in this respect, it can be said that the findings
obtained from this study support the findings obtained from previous studies.

It was observed that academicians working at state universities perceived leader accountability
behaviors at a medium level for all three sub-dimensions (responsibility, openness, answerability), while
academicians working at foundation universities perceived leader accountability behaviors at a high
level. The difference between the mean perceptions of leader accountability of academicians working
at public and foundation universities was significant for all three behaviors, and the effect size of the
difference was found to be high for responsibility behaviors and medium for openness and answerability.
It was concluded that university type was a significant predictor of perceived leader accountability, but
the effect size (f2) was low.

Another important result of the study is that leader accountability level predicts ethical climate
and ethical climate types predict leader accountability behaviors. As a result of the regression analysis,
it was revealed that "Code of Laws" climate, "Friendship" climate and "Self-Interest" climate types
predicted perceived leader accountability behaviors level. In other words, high level perception of "Code
of Laws" climate (f=.431, p<.001) and "Friendship" climate (p=.28, p<.05+) predicts high level
perception of leader accountability, while high level perception of "Individual Interest" climate (p=-.145
p<.001) predicts low level perception of leader accountability behaviors.

On the other hand, the level of perceived leader accountability can also affect the level of
perceived ethical climate. The findings show that the level of perceived leader accountability behaviors
predicts the level of perceived ethical climate. Wood and Winston (2007) defined the responsibility
dimension of leader accountability as "willingness to lead, make decisions and take actions for the
benefit of the organization". Pless (2007) identified six key characteristics that form the moral
foundation for accountability in leaders: being a visionary, building strong relationships (networker),
being a change agent, being a storyteller, being a servant, having strong values, and being an active
member of the community. According to Schlenker, Britt, Pennington, Murphy, Weigold, and Doherty
(as cited in Thompson, 2013), who are leading theorists of individual accountability, felt responsibility
is the most important element of the accountability process. In this context, it can be said that the findings
of this study support the previous research findings. It can be said that by defining the responsibility
behaviors of leaders within the organization, especially by reinforcing behavior sets such as working for
the benefit of the organization, keeping the interest of the organization above all else, and taking
responsibility for the consequences of their actions, it can positively affect the perception of ethical
climate.

There is no study in the literature that directly reveals the effect of leader accountability
behaviors on ethical climate. However, many studies have shown that leader behaviors are among the
most important factors affecting the ethical climate. According to the ethical leadership theory, leaders
who exhibit ethical leadership influence their employees. In order for leaders to be seen as attractive,
trustworthy and legitimate role models by their employees, their behaviors should be evaluated as the
right behaviors by the followers (Brown et al., 2005). When leader accountability is considered as an
ethical behavior, it is seen that the findings obtained in the study support previous research findings
(Bandura, 1986, Brown et al., 2005, Shin et al., 2015, Thompson, 2013) that reveal the relationship
between leader ethical behaviors and ethical climate. In this respect, it can be said that the findings
support the results of previous research.

In relation to ethical leadership, leader behaviors are usually expressed in abstract terms such as
"honest”, "trustworthy”, "role model" behaviors. Leader accountability is expressed as proactive
behaviors in establishing trust in the leader. From this point of view, this study is important in terms of
revealing that leader accountability behaviors, that is, the perception by followers of the leader's
willingness to lead, decide and take action for the benefit of the organization, predicts the level of
perceived ethical climate.

Suggestions
» In establishing leader accountability mechanisms, it would be useful to work on
establishing mechanisms not only for organizational/formal/ accountability

mechanisms but also for individual and downward accountability. For this purpose, it
may be useful to open communication channels, to create ways for employees to
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question, criticize and complain about management decisions, to ensure broad
participation of employees in decisions, to ensure that leaders explain the reasons for
their actions and decisions, and to ensure that they take responsibility for the
performance results achieved.

» Inorder to develop the "Laws and Codes" ethical climate type in universities, ways such
as making the laws and codes clear, making them known to everyone, basing the
decisions taken on the laws and codes and explaining the reasons for the decisions,
creating and sharing codes at the level of departments in universities, explaining the
importance of acting in accordance with the laws and codes to everyone and making it
clear that the message that the contrary will not be accepted by the senior management
can be followed.

» The least unethical behavior occurs in the "Friendship™ climate. Ethics training
programs can be developed to improve the climate of “friendship”, and values such as
cooperation, teamwork, supporting each other and caring for each other's well-being
can be brought to the forefront at the institutional level.

» The research was conducted in engineering faculties of universities. There is a need to
investigate the phenomena of leader accountability, ethical climate and organizational
power distance in other faculties as well.

» There is a need for in-depth qualitative research on the factors that are effective in the
perception of the "self-interest™ ethical climate type at high levels in public universities.
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Giris

Y onetim biliminde etik konusunun 6neminin fark edilmesiyle birlikte, ¢calisanlarin etik veya etik
dis1 davraniglarina neden olan bireysel ve orgiitsel etkenlerin incelenmesi 6nem kazanmigtir. Etik iklim
teorisine gore (Victor ve Cullen, 1987, 1988), algilanan orgiitsel etik iklim, orgiitte hangi davranisin
dogru olduguna dair inanglar1 yansitir ve ¢alisanlarin etik karar vermeleri ve etik davranislar ortaya
koymalarini etkiler (Sims, 1992). Calisanlar hem formal hem de informal sosyalizasyon yoluyla nasil
davranacaklarini, hangi degerlerin 6nemli oldugunu ve ddiillendirildigini 6grenirler (Victor ve Cullen,
1987). Olumlu etik iklim algis1 ¢alisanlarin orgiitsel baglilik, is memnuniyeti ve psikolojik iyi oluslarim
anlaml sekilde olumlu etkilerken, islevsiz davraniglarin olusmasini engellemektedir (Martin ve Cullen,
2006). Etik iklim teorisi (Victor ve Cullen, 1988), alt1 temel orgiitsel etik iklim tipi ortaya koymaktadir.
Bunlar bireysel ¢ikar, orgiitsel ¢ikar, onemseme, bagimsizlik, kurallar ve kanunlar/kodlar iklimleridir.
Bu iklim tiplerinden bireysel ¢ikar etik iklim tipinin en fazla etik dis1 davranisa neden olan iklim tipi
oldugu goriilmiistiir (Wimbush ve Shepard, 1994). Bireysel ¢ikar 6rgiit ikliminde ¢alisanlarin, kararlarin
oncelikli olarak kisisel ¢ikarlar dogrultusunda alindigina dair algty1 ifade etmektedir (Victor ve Cullen,
1988). Etik iklimin olusumunda hangi faktorlerin etkili oldugu 1950°li yillardan itibaren incelenen bir
konu olmustur. Etik iklimin olusumunda rol oynayan belli bash faktorler, drgiitsel yapi, orgiitiin dig
baglami ve stratejik ve yonetsel yonelimler olarak siiflandirilmistir (Martin ve Cullen, 2006). Mayer
vd. (2009) ’e gore etik, list yonetim diizeyinde baslar ve ¢alisan davraniglarini etkilemek i¢in daha diistik
yonetim diizeylerine iner. Yonetimde etik liderlik s6z konusu oldugunda orgiitte istenmeyen
davraniglarin azaldig1 goriilmiistiir (Gill vd., 2015, Kuenzi vd., 2009, Mayer vd., 2010, akt. Guarin,
2019). Etik liderlik teorisi, liderlerin etik davramislarinin ¢aliganlarin etik karar ve eylemlerini
etkiledigini ortaya koymaktadir (Brown ve Trevino, 2006). Etik liderlik, etkisini, sosyal 6grenme
yoluyla (Bandura 1977, 1986, akt. Steinbauer, 2014) kullanir. Etik liderler, uygun davraniglari
sergileyerek, ileterek ve pekistirerek bir organizasyondaki etik tonu belirlerler. Takipgilerine adil
davranirlar, 6rnek teskil ederler, moral degerleri kuvvetli bir sekilde yonetirler ve ideallestirilmis etki
uygulamalarini saglayan igsellestirilmis bir ahlaki perspektife sahiptirler (Brown vd., 2005, Walumbwa
vd., 2008; akt. Steinbauer, 2014). Etik liderler, giiciinii digerlerinin ve 6rgiitiin yararina kullanan (Gini,
1998; Kanungo, 2009; Randall, 2012), kisiler arasi iligkilerde uygun tutum ve davranig sergileyen
(Brown vd., 2005), diiriist ve hesap veren liderlerdir (Nei vd., 2018). Hesap verebilirlik boyutlarindan
biri olan lider hesap verebilirligi, 6nemli bir etik davranig olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Foy, 2019, Nei
vd., 2018). Lider hesap verebilirligi teorisini ortaya koyan Wood ve Winston (2007), ii¢ temel lider
hesap verebilirlik boyutu tanimlamiglardir. Bunlar, sorumluluklarin kabulii konusunda riza gdsterme,
aciklik ve cevap verebilirliktir. Giiniimiizde hesap verebilirlik yoluyla liderlerin etik davraniglar
sergilemeleri desteklenmeye calisiimakta ve lider hesap verebilirligi, is etigini gelistirmenin temel
yollarindan biri olarak kabul edilmektedir (Petrick ve Quinn, 2001). Liderin hesap verebilirliginin
ampirik olarak Ol¢iilmesi 6nem kazanmakla birlikte bu alanda ¢ok az ¢alisma oldugu, lider hesap
verebilirligi ile etik iklim iligkisine dair ise literatiirde bosluk oldugu goriilmektedir. Universite egitimi
kiiresel diizeyde Ogrenci sayilarmin artmasi, hizmet saglayicilarin gesitlenmesi, egitim 6gretimde
teknolojinin kullanilmas1 gibi unsurlar bakimindan genislemektedir. Bu genisleme ile elit bir yapidan
kitlesel bir yapiya evrilen yiiksekogretim i¢in bazi riskler dogmaktadir. Bunlar, standartlarda diisiis,
yaglanan akademik iggiicii, planlama eksikligi ve yetersiz kaynaklar olarak siralanabilir. Bu alanda az
arastirilan konularin basinda etik ve moral degerler gelmektedir. Yiiksekdgretim kurumlariin
kitlesellesmesi ile kurumlarin etik ve moral degerlerinin sorgulanmasmi gerektiren uygulamalara
siklikla rastlanmaya baslanmistir. Bunlar, etik olmayan uygulamalar, iiniversitelerin 6zerk akademik
kurumlardan isletme odakli kurumlara donilismeleri, 6grenci degerlendirmelerinde standartlarin
yumusatilmasi, siipheli egitim saglayicilari, uluslararasi egitim alaninda ve bazi durumlarda 6grenci
alimlarinda yapilan hileler olarak siralanabilir (Prisacariu ve Shash, 2016). Diinya {iniversite
siralamalarinda Tirk tiniversitelerinin {ist siralarda yer alamamasi (cwur.org/2018-19.php), makale ve
atif say1sinin diigiik olmas, intihal oranlarimin yiiksek olmasi (Toprak, 2016, Yalgintas ve Selguk, 2016,
Yalgintas, 2017) iiniversitelerin akademik ve ydnetsel 6zerklik sorunlar (Biger, 2006, Celik ve Giir,
2014; Oztiirk, 2004) mobbing (Civilidag, 2011, Cdgenli, 2013, Konakl1, 2011, Tanriverdi, 2016) gibi
konular son yillarda Tiirkiye’de iiniversitelerin baslica sorunlari olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Yiiksek
nitelikli ve yaratici insan giiciinii yetistirmesi beklenen {iniversitelerde akademik ve kurumsal isleyis
anlaminda yenilik¢i, degisimleri takip eden ve hizli bir sekilde kendini bu degisimlere uyarlayan, diinya
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tiniversiteleri ile rekabet edebilen bir yapiya sahip olmasi ¢ok dnemlidir (Erdogan, 2014, Tekeli, 2012;
Yamamato, 2018).

Universitelerde lider hesap verebilirlik davranislari ile etik iklim iliskilerinin incelenmesi bu
caligmanin problemini olusturmaktadir. Calismanin alt problemleri sunlardir:

1. Universitelerde lider hesap verebilirlik davranislar1 ne diizeyde algilanmaktadir? Kurumun
devlet/vakif olma durumuna gore anlamli bir fark var midir? Kurumun devlet/vakif olma
durumu lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglar diizeyini yordamakta midir?

2. Universitelerde etik iklim tipleri ne diizeyde algilanmaktadir? Kurumun devlet/vakif olma
durumuna gore anlamli bir fark var midir? Kurumun devlet/vakif olma durumu etik iklim
diizeyini yordamakta midir?

3. Algilanan lider hesap verebilirligi ile etik iklim arasinda anlamli bir iliski var midir?

Yontem
Arastirmanin Modeli

Arastirmanin amaci, liniversitelerde gorev yapan akademisyenlerin goriislerine dayali olarak
lider hesap verebilirlik davranislari-etik iklim iliskilerini incelemek oldugundan arastirmada iliskisel
tarama modeli kullanilmistir. Universite calisanlarinin algiladiklar: lider hesap verebilirlik diizeyi ve
etik iklim diizeyi ile aralarindaki iligkiler incelenmistir.

Arastirma Grubu

Aragtirmanin evreni, Marmara Bolgesi’'nde bulunan devlet ve vakif {tniversitelerinin
miihendislik fakiiltelerinde gérev yapan 6gretim iiyeleri, 6gretim gorevlileri ve aragtirma gorevlileridir.
2017-2018 egitim 6gretim yili YOK istatistiklerine gére Marmara Bolgesi icerisinde, miihendislik
fakiiltelerine sahip toplam 56 iiniversitenin miihendislik fakiiltelerinde toplam 3691 akademisyen gorev
yapmaktadir. Bunlardan 2431’1 devlet iniversitelerinde 1260’1 da vakif iniversitelerinde gorev
yapmaktadir.

Orneklem biiyiikliigiinii belirlemek i¢in ana kiitle biytkligi belli olan evren i¢in asagidaki
minimum 6rneklem hesaplama formiilii (Ozdamar, 2003) kullanilmis ve &rneklem biiyiikligi %95
giiven araliginda e=5 hata payi ile 348 olarak bulunmustur.

B Nt?pq
TTEN—D 1 t2pq

[{3% 1]

n” : 0rnekleme alinacak akademisyen sayisi

@ 99,

q”: incelenen olayin gergeklesme olasiligi (0.5)
“f: belirli bir anlamlilik diizeyinde, t tablosuna goére bulunan teorik deger
“t” =1,96 (t tablosundan bulunmustur: 0=0.05 i¢in 1.96)

“d”: olayin goriis sikligina gore kabul edilen 6rnekleme hatasi (.05)

3691.(1,96).(1,96).0,5.0,5

X = = 348
0,05.0,05(3691—1)+1,96.1,96.0,5.0,5

Katilmcilarin %35.2°s1 kadin, %64.5’1 erkektir. Devlet {iniversitelerinde goérev yapanlarin
sayis1 319, vakif tiniversitelerinde gorev yapanlarin sayist 93’tlir. Katilimeilarin %15.8’1 20-30 yas
araliginda; %37.5’1 31-40, %22.9’u 41-50, %14.6’s1 51-60 ve %5.8’1 61-70 yas araliginda yer
almaktadir. %70.8’1 doktora mezunu, %21.9’u doktora 6grencisidir. Arastirmaya katilanlarin %20.04’
profesor, %15.8°1 dogent, %24.1°1 doktor 6gretim liyesi, %21.9’u arastirma gorevlisi ve %12.9’u
okutmandir. Yoneticilik gorevine sahip olan katilime1 orani %24.8°dir.

Katilimcilarin lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglart bakimindan degerlendirmeyi sectikleri
yoneticiye dair dagilim Tablo 1°de yer almaktadir. Tablo 1’de de goriildiigii gibi katilimcilarin en fazla
degerlendirmeyi sectikleri yoneticinin %37.6 ile bolim baskan1 ve %?25.2 ile dekan oldugu
goriilmektedir. En az degerlendirilen yoneticilere bakildiginda %4.10 ile koordinator, %4.34 ile enstitii
miidiiri, %3.88 ile rektor oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin degerlendirdikleri yoneticiye iliskin frekans ve yiizde degerleri

Degerlendirilen yonetici Frekans %
Rektor 66 16.1
Boliim Baskani 155 37.7
Dekan 104 25.3
Dekan Yardimcisi 3 0.7
Rektor Yardimcist 9 2.2
Koordinator 9 2.2
Enstiti Midiri 11 2.7
Diger 29 7.1
Bos 26 6.0
Toplam 412 100

“Diger” se¢enegine katilimcilarm verdikleri yanitlar su sekildedir: “Miitevelli ve {ist yonetim”
(%6.8); “Genel, tiim yoneticiler” (%37.9); “Idari birimler” (%3,4) ; “Anabilim dali bagkam” (%10.34);
“Ogretim iiyesi” (%13.79); “Yiiriitiicii” (%3.4); “Rektorlik” (%3.4); “Rektdr, dekan, boliim baskan1”
(N=2); “Supervisor” (%3.4); “Dekan, Boliim baskan1, Anabilim dal: baskan1”, (%3.4); “Dr. Ogr. Gér”
(%3.4); “Tez danismani1” (%3.4). Katilimcilarin en fazla “Boliim Bagkani1” (%37.7) pozisyonundaki
yoneticiyi degerlendirmeyi sectikleri goriilmektedir.

Veri Toplama Araglart

Arastirmada veri toplama araglar1 olarak “Lider Hesap Verebilirligi” ve “Etik Tklim” élgekleri
kullanilmigtir.

Bu aragtirmada, lider hesap verebilirligin 6l¢iilmesinde, Wood ve Winston’in (2005) gelistirmis
olduklar1 “agiklik”, “cevap verebilirlik” ve “sorumluluk” alt dlgekleri kullanilmistir. Olgegin Tiirkgeye
uyarlanarak gecerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismas1 Oztiirk ve Celep tarafindan (2009) yapilmistir. Gegerlik
giivenirlik calismasi Istanbul’da ilkdgretim okullarinda yapan 143 dgretmenden olusan drneklem ile
gercgeklestirilmistir. Cevap verebilirlik boyutu i¢in Cronbach’s alpha degeri .90; aciklik boyutu igin
Cronbach’s alpha degeri .90 ve sorumluluk boyutu i¢in Cronbach’s alpha degeri .93 bulunmustur.
Cronbach alfa giivenirlik katsayisi 0.00-1.00 arasinda deger almaktadir (Biiytikoztiirk, 2007).

15 maddeden olusan “Sorumluluk™ alt dl¢egi i¢in yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda
6lcegin 1. ve 8. maddelerinin faktor yiiklerinin .30’un altinda deger aldig1 goriilmiis ve bu iki madde
cikarilmigtir. Bu maddelerin ¢ikarilmasi ile tiim maddelerin tek bir faktor altinda toplandigi ve faktor
yiiklerinin .30’un iizerinde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Agiklanan toplam varyans %71.19°dur.

20 maddeden olusan “Aciklik™ alt 6l¢egi igin yapilan agimlayici faktor analizi sonucunda 19.
maddenin 1. faktor altinda .51, 2.faktér altinda .31 faktor yiiklerine sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Maddelerin iki yiik degeri arasindaki farkin en az .10 olmasi gerekir. 14. maddenin ¢ikarilmasi ile
Olgegin tiim maddelerin tek bir faktor altinda toplandigi ve faktor yiiklerinin .30’un {izerinde oldugu
gorilmistiir.

15 maddeden olusan “Cevap Verebilirlik” alt 6l¢egi icin agimlayici faktdr analizi yapilmis ve
tiim maddelerin faktor yiikii degerlerinin .30’un iizerinde oldugu ve maddelerin tek faktor altinda
toplandig1 goriilmiistiir.

“Lider hesap verebilirligi” 6lgeginden elde edilen puanlarin giivenirlik katsayisini belirlemek
amacityla Cronbach Alfa giivenirlik analizi yapilmistir. Olgegin alt boyutlarina iliskin Cronbach Alfa
giivenirlik katsayilari Sorumluluk alt boyutu i¢in .96; cevap verebilirlik alt boyutu i¢in .97 ve agiklik alt
boyutu i¢in .98 olarak bulunmustur. Lider Hesap Verebilirligi olcegi ile alt boyutlarmin giivenirlik
katsayisinin yiiksek oldugu, Ol¢egin aragtirma grubu igin giivenilir oldugu sonucuna varilmigtir
Biiyiikoztirk (2007).

Arastirmada etik iklim algilarmin diizeyini dlgmek icin “Etik iklim Olgegi” kullanilmistir.
Victor ve Cullen (1987, 1988) tarafindan gelistirilen etik iklim 6lgegi teorik olarak dokuz boyuttan
olusmaktadir. “Etik iklim 6lgegi”, 1987 yilindan bu yana pek ¢ok ¢aligmada kullanilmistir. Ampirik
olarak en cok veri saglayan bes iklim tiirii ortaya konmustur (Ozen ve Dukan,2016; Viacey ve Barnett
1996; El¢i ve Alpkan, 2006; Kilig,2013). Kisisel ¢ikar ve orgiitsel ¢ikar iklimleri “aragsal iklim” olarak;
arkadaglik ve takim yarar iklimleri “6zen gdsterme iklimi” olarak siniflandirilmis, sosyal sorumluluk
ve verimlilik boyutlar1 ise siniflamada yer almamistir (Martin ve Cullen, 2006). Bu calismada Kilig
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(2013)’m calismasinda kullandig etik iklim &lgegi kullamlmustir. Olgegin yapr gecerliligi analizi i¢in
acimlayici faktor analizi yapilmistir. Yapilan analiz sonucunda “Bireysel Cikar” iklim boyutunda yer
alan “Bu kurumda, bireysel kazanimlarini (gikarlarini) artiran g¢alisanlar, diger ¢alisanlarca basarili
sayilirlar”; maddesi; “Orgiitsel Cikar” boyutunda yer alan “Bu kurumda bireysel kazanimlarini artiran
calisanlar, diger ¢alisanlarca basarili sayilirlar” ve “Bu kurumda kurumun ¢ikarlarina zarar vermeye
baglayan bir is ya da uygulama caliganlar tarafindan hos karsilanmaz”; “Sosyal Sorumluluk” boyutunda
yer alan “Bu kurumda calisanlardan daima vatandasin ve toplumun lehine olacak isler yapmalar:
beklenir” maddesi; “Profesyonellik” boyutunda yer alan “Bu kurumda ¢alisanlarin yasal ve mesleki
standartlara uyma diizeyleri en 6nemli performans olgiitii olarak kabul edilir’” maddelerinin faktor
yiiklerin .30’un altinda oldugu gériilmiistiir. Maddelerin ¢ikarilmasi ile tim maddelerin faktor yiiklerinin
.30’un {izerinde oldugu ve 6 faktor altinda toplandigi ve bu alt1 faktdriin toplam varyansin %61.50’sini
acikladig1 gorilmiistiir.

Verilerin Analizi

Verilerin analizinde SPSS programi kullanilmistir. Veriler analiz edilirken betimsel istatistiksel
yontemler (Sayi, Yiizde, Ortalama, Standart Sapma) ve iliskisel analizler (regresyon analizi, korelasyon
analizi) kullanilmistir. Normal dagilim testleri uygulandiktan sonra iniversite ¢alisanlarinin lider hesap
verebilirligi ve etik iklim algilan1 diizeylerinin gorev yaptiklar kurumun devlet/vakif olma durumu
acisindan incelenmesi i¢in t- testi yapilmustir. T-testte grup ortalamalar1 arasindaki farkin anlamli olmasi
durumunda farkin farkin anlamliligin ne diizeyde etkili oldugunu ortaya koymak tizere etki biiytikligii
hesaplanmigtir. Etki biiylikliigliniin hesaplanmasinda Cohen (1988) tarafindan gelistirilen hesaplama
kullanilmistir. Cohen etki degerinin (d) giicii ile ilgili su araliklar ortaya koymustur:

d<0.2 olmasi durumunda etki degeri zayif
d>0.5 olmasi durumunda etki degeri orta
d>0.8 olmas1 durumunda etki degeri yiiksek

Lider hesap verebilirligi-etik iklim arasindaki iliskilerin incelenmesi igin korelasyon analizi
yapilmustir. Olgeklerin boyutlar1 arasindaki iligkileri incelemek i¢in Pearson Momentler Carpimina,
faktorlerin alt boyutlar arasindaki iligkilere yonelik regresyon analizi sonuglarina yer verilmistir.

Algilanan lider hesap verebilirlik davranislari ile algilanan orgiitsel etik iklim tipleri arasinda
iligkilerin belirlenmesine yonelik Pearson korelasyon analizi yapilmistir. Korelasyon analizi iki sayisal
6lciim arasinda dogrusal bir iliski olup olmadigini varsa bu iliskinin y6niiniin ve siddetinin ne oldugunu
ortaya koymaktadir. Verilerin normal dagilima sahip olmasi durumunda Pearson korelasyon katsayisi,
verilerin normal dagilmadigi durumda ise Spearman Rank korelasyon katsayisi tercih edilir
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2007).

Bir korelasyon katsayisinin yorumlanabilmesi i¢in p degerinin 0,05’den daha kii¢iik olmas1
gerekir. Korelasyon katsayisi negatif ise iki degisken arasinda ters iliski vardir, yani "degiskenlerden
biri artarken digeri azalmaktadir" denir. Korelasyon katsayisi pozitif ise "degiskenlerden biri artarken
digeri de artmaktadir" yorumu yapilir. Korelasyon katsayisi degerleri yorumlanirken 0,10 korelasyon
katsayis1 kiiglik, 0.3 korelasyon katsayis1 orta ve 0.5 korelasyon katsayisi biiyiik olarak kabul
edilmektedir (Biyiikoztiirk vd., 2010). Korelasyon analizinde Tipl hatayr minimalize etmek i¢in
Bonferroni metodu kullanilarak (Green ve Salkind, 2004), anlamlilik diizeyi (0.05) hesaplanan
korelasyon sayisina (11) boliinerek elde edilen 0,004 degeri esas alinmigtir.

Regresyon analizi, aralarinda iligki olan iki veya daha fazla degiskenden birinin bagimli
degisken, digerlerinin bagimsiz degiskenler olarak ayrimi ile aralarindaki iligkinin bir matematiksel
esitlik ile agiklanmasi siirecini anlatir. Regresyon analizinde;

v' Bagiml degisken bir, bagimsiz degisken bir ise, yonteme Basit Regresyon Analizi,
v' Bagimh degisken bir, bagimsiz degisken iki veya daha fazla ise Coklu Regresyon Analizi,
v' Bagmml degisken iki ya da daha fazla ise Cok Degiskenli Regresyon Analizi denir
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2007).
Etki biiyiikliigii, genel olarak, yokluk hipotezleri ile alternatif hipotezler arasindaki farkin
bliytkligi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu da, arastirma sonuglarinin pratikteki anlamliliginin bir
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gostergesi niteligindedir. Etki degeri Cohen’in 2 istatistigi kullanilarak hesaplanmistir. f2 degeri su
sekilde hesaplanmaktadir:
R2
2
=g

Cohen’in (1988) etki biiylikligii siniflamasina gore ;
> 0.02< £2<0.15 kiiciik etki
> 0.15<f%<0.35 orta etki
> 0.35<f2-> biiyiik etki

Bulgular
Lider Hesap Verebilirlik Diizeyi

Lider hesap verebilirligi boyutlar1 olan “cevap verebilirlik”, “sorumluluk” ve “a¢iklik” icin
betimsel istatistik analizleri ile t-testi sonuglar1 asagida sunulmustur.

Tablo 2. Lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyine iliskin betimsel istatistikler

Olgek Boyutlar Universite tiiri N X Ss
Aciklik Devlet 319 3.21 1.14
Vakif 93 3.68 1.09
Toplam 412
Lider hesap Cevap verebilirlik Devlet 319 3.15 1.10
Verebilirligi Vakif 93 3.64 1.05
Toplam 412
Sorumluluk Devlet 319 3.08 1.11
Vakif 93 3.62 1.03
Toplam 412

Tablo 2’de gorildiigii gibi vakif {iniversitelerinde lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglart
“Sorumluluk”, “Cevap Verebilirlik” ve “Ag¢iklik” boyutlari i¢in yiiksek diizeyde (X= 3.40- 4.19) , devlet
{iniversitelerinde ise orta diizeyde (X= 2.60- 3.39) algilanmaktadir. Universitenin devlet/vakif olma
durumuna gore her ii¢ alt boyut i¢in algilanan lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglart diizeyi ortalamalari
arasindaki farkin anlamli olup olmadigim ortaya koymak iizere t-test yapilmistir (Tablo 3, Tablo 4,
Tablo 5)

Tablo 3. Universitenin devlet/vakif olma durumuna gére algilanan lider aciklik davranislarma iliskin t-testi
sonuglari

Olgek Boyut N X Ss df t p d
Acgiklik Devlet 319 3.21 1.14 155 -3.62 .00 0.60
Vakif 93 3.68 1.09

Lider aciklik davranislari diizeyi ortalamalar1 arasindaki farkin istatistiksel olarak anlamli olup
olmadigini ortaya koymak iizere yapilan t-testi sonuglarina gore fark anlamli bulunmustur (p<.05). Etki
degeri hesaplandiginda 0.60 degeri elde edilmistir. Bu deger iki grup arasindaki farkin etki
biiyiikliigliniin orta diizeyde oldugunu ifade etmektedir.

Tablo 4. Universitenin devlet/vakif olma durumuna gére algilanan lider cevap verebilirlik davranislarima iliskin t-
testi sonuglart

Boyut Universite tiiri N X Ss df t p d
Cevap Devlet 319 3.15 1.10 156 -3.89 .00 0.65
verebilirlik Vakif 93 3.64 1.05

Tablo 4’te goriildiigi gibi katilimcilarin gorev yaptiklart iiniversitenin devlet /vakif olma
durumuna gore liderin cevap verebilirlik davranislari algilama diizeyleri anlamli bir sekilde
farklilasmaktadir (p<.05). Etki biiyiikliigii hesaplandiginda 0.65 degeri elde edilmistir. Iki ortalama
arasindaki farkin etki degerinin orta diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 5. Universitenin devlet/vakif olma durumuna gore algilanan lider sorumluluk davranislarina iliskin t-testi
sonuglart

Boyut Universite tiiri N X Ss df ¢t P d

Sorumluluk Devlet 319 308 111 159  -435 .00 72
Vakif 93 362 1.03

*p<.05

Tablo 5’te goriildiigi gibi katilmcilarin gorev yaptiklart iiniversitenin devlet /vakif olma
durumuna gore liderin sorumluluk davranislar algilama diizeyleri anlamli bir sekilde farklilagmaktadir
(p<.05). Etki biyiikliigii hesaplandiginda d=0.72 degeri elde edilmistir. Buna goére devlet ve vakif
tiniversitelerinde gorev yapan akademisyenlerin “Sorumluluk” davraniglart ortalamalari arasindaki
farkin etki biyiikliigiiniin yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir.

Universite tiiriiniin (devlet/vakif) lider hesap verebilirlik diizeyinin anlamli bir yordayicisi olup
olmadigini ortaya koymaya yonelik regresyon analizi yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.

Tablo 6. Universitenin devlet/vakif olma durumunun lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyini yordamasina iliskin
regresyon analizi sonuglari

Degisken B SH B t p R R? AR? F f?
Sabit 2.68 0.16 394 16.74 .00 .19 .03 .03 15.57
Universite tiiri .48 012 .19 .03
*p<0.05

Tablo 6’da tniversitenin devlet/vakif olma durumunun algilanan lider hesap verebilirligi
diizeyinin anlamli bir yordayicist oldugu gériilmektedir (R?=0.03; F=15.57; p<0.05). Lider hesap
verebilirligi diizeyine iliskin toplam varyansin %0.03’linlin {iniversitenin tiirii ile aciklandig1
soylenebilir. Etki degeri Cohen’in f2 istatistigi kullanilarak hesaplanmustir. Yapilan hesaplama sonucu
f?degeri 0,03 bulunmustur. Buna gore etki degerinin kiiciik oldugu, iiniversite tiiriiniin lider hesap
verebilirligi diizeyini yordama etkisinin diisiik diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Algilanan Etik iklim Tipleri Diizeyleri

“Universitelerin miihendislik fakiiltelerinde algilanan etik iklim tipleri nelerdir?” sorusuna yanit
aramak i¢in yapilan analizlerde algilanan etik iklim tiplerinin sirastyla; “Bireysel Cikar” ikliminin orta
diizeyde (X =3.35), “Orgiitsel ¢ikar” ikliminin orta diizeyde (X=2.95), “Arkadaslik” ikliminin orta
diizeyde (X=2.94) “ Bagimsizhk” ikliminin orta diizeyde (X=3.08), “Kurallar” ikliminin yiiksek
diizeyde (X =3.40) “Kanunlar ve Kodlar” ikliminin yiiksek diizeyde (X =3.59) algilandig1 goriilmiistiir.
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Tablo 7. Universitelerde algilanan etki iklim tiplerine iliskin betimsel istatistikler

Olgek Boyut Universite tiiri = N X Ss
Bireysel ¢ikar Devlet 319 344 112
Vakif 93 3.07 1.08
Toplam 412 3.35
Orgiitsel ¢ikar Devlet 319 289 74
Vakif 93 3.16 81
Toplam 412 2.95
Arkadaglik Devlet 319 2.86 .84
Vakif 93 3.21 .87
Toplam 412 2.94
Etik iklim Bagimsizlik Devlet 319 3.10 .89
Vakif 93 3.00 .88
Toplam 412 3.08
Kurallar Devlet 319 3.28 97
Vakif 93 3.80 .93
Toplam 412 3.40
Kanunlar kodlar Devlet 319 3.51 91
Vakif 93 385 .93
Toplam 412 3.59

Devlet ve vakif iiniversitelerinde algilanan etik iklim tiplerine iliskin farkin anlamli olup
olmadigin1 ortaya koymaya yonelik t-testi yapilmistir (Tablo 8). Buna gore “Bireysel Cikar”,
“Arkadaslik”, Orgiitsel Cikar”, “Kurallar” ve “Kanunlar Kodlar” ortalamalar1 arasindaki farkin anlaml
oldugu (p<0.05), “Bagimsizlik” etik iklim tipi i¢in anlamli olmadig1 goriilmiistiir (p[>0.05).

Tablo 8. Universitenin devlet/vakif olma durumuna gére algilanan etik iklim tiplerine iliskin t-test sonuglart

Boyut Universite tiirii N X Ss df  t p d

Bireysel ¢ikar Devlet 319 344 112 153 2.86 .00 .48
Vakif 93 3.07 1.08

Orgiitsel ¢ikar Devlet 319 2.89 74 142 -3.21 .00 0.67
Vakif 93 3.16 .81

Arkadaghk Devlet 319 2.86 .84 145 -3.45 .00 0.58
Vakaf 93 3.21 .87

Bagimsizlik Devlet 319 3.10 .89 149 .96 .33
Vakaf 93 3.00 .88

Kurallar Devlet 319 3.28 .97 153 -4.69 .00 0.77
Vakaf 93 3.80 .93

Kanunlar kodlar Devlet 319 3.51 91 146 -3.10 .00 0.60
Vakif 93 3.85 .93

*p<0.05

“Bireysel ¢ikar”, “Orgiitsel Cikar”, “Arkadashik” ve “Kanunlar Kodlar” etik iklim tipleri i¢in
gruplar arasindaki farka iligkin etki degerinin orta diizeyde, “Kurallar” etik iklim tipi i¢in gruplar
arasindaki farka iligkin etki degerinin yiiksek (d=.77) oldugu goriilmektedir.

Universitenin devlet/vakif olma durumunun algilanan etik iklim diizeyine olan etkisini ortaya
koymak tiizere basit dogrusal regresyon analizi yapilmustir.

Tablo 9. Universitenin devlet/vakif olma durumunun etik iklim diizeyini yordamasina iligkin regresyon analizi
sonuglart

Degisken B SH B t p R R2 AR? F f?
Sabit 291 069 4233 .00 .00 16 .02 0.02 1202
Universite tiirii .18 .05 3.46 .02
*p<0.05
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Tablo 9°da {iniversitenin devlet/vakif olma durumunun algilanan etik iklim diizeyinin anlaml
bir yordayicist oldugu gériilmektedir (R?=0.02; F=12.02; p<0.05). Etik iklim diizeyine iliskin toplam
varyansin %0.02’sinin {iniversitenin tiirii ile agiklandig1 sdylenebilir. Etki degeri Cohen’in f* istatistigi
degeri 0.02 bulunmustur. Buna gore etki degerinin kiigiik oldugu, tiniversite tiiriiniin etik iklim diizeyini
yordama etkisinin diisiik diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir.

Lider Hesap Verebilirligi- Etik Iklim Iligkisi

Algilanan lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglar ile algilanan orgiitsel etik iklim tipleri arasinda
iligkilerin belirlenmesine yonelik Pearson korelasyon analizi yapilmistir.

Tablo 10._Etik | ¢ e lider hesap vereb anislart arasimdaki korelasyon analizi-sonucla
Lider hesap verebilirligi Sorumluluk Aciklik  Cevap verebilirlik
r .58 .59 .55 .55
Kanunlar kodlar p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r 54 .56 51 .52
Arkadaghik p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r -.05 -.05 -.06 -.06
Bagimsizlik p .08 .09 .06 1.22
N 412 412 412 412
r 42 45 .38 40
Orgiitsel gikar  p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r -.46 -46 -45 -43
Bireysel ¢ikar  p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r .56 .56 .53 .54
Kurallar p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
r A48 .50 44 A7
Etik iklim p .00 .00 .00 .00
N 412 412 412 412
*p< 0.05

Tablo 10’da arastirmada yer alan degiskenler arasindaki korelasyon sonuglar yer almaktadir.
Buna gore algilanan lider hesap verebilirlik davranislar1 diizeyi ile algilanan 6rgiitsel etik iklim diizeyi
arasinda anlamli, pozitif orta diizeyde bir iliski oldugu (r=.48; p .00) gorilmustiir.

Algilanan etik iklim diizeyi ile algilanan etik iklim tipleri arasindaki korelasyona bakildiginda
en yiiksek korelasyonunun kurallar iklimi ile algilanan orgiitsel etik iklim diizeyi arasinda oldugu
(r=.78), onu kanunlar kodlar ikliminin izledigi (r=.76), orgiitsel ¢ikar ile etik iklim diizeyi arasinda
pozitif yonli gii¢lii bir iliskinin oldugu (r=.70), arkadasiik ile etik iklim diizeyi arasinda pozitif yonlii
gli¢lii bir iliskinin oldugu (r=.67), bagimsizlik ile etik iklim diizeyi arasinda pozitif yonlii orta diizeyde
bir korelasyon oldugu (r=.34), bireysel ¢ikar iklim tipi ile algilanan etik iklim diizeyi arasinda negatif
yonlii diisiik bir iligkinin oldugu (-.16) oldugu goriilmistiir.

Genel olarak algilanan lider hesap verebilirlik diizeyinin artmasinda sirasiyla “agiklik (r=.98)”,
“cevap verebilirlik (r=.97)” ve “sorumluluk (r=.96)” davraniglarinin rolii oldugu anlasilmaktadir.
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Tablo 11. Etik iklim tiplerinin lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyini yordamasina iligkin regresyon analizi sonuglart

Degisken B SH B t p R R? AR? F f?
Sabit 1.57 .35 4.44 4.47 .00 .65 42 41 .95 72
Bireysel ¢gikar  -.16 .05 -14 -3.07 .00
Orgiitsel gikar ~ -.12 .07 -.09 -1.68 .09
Bagimsizlik -.03 .04 -.03 -.78 43
Arkadaglik 37 .09 .28 4.05 .00
Kurallar -.05 .07 -.04 -.73 46
Kanunlar ve 51 .06 43 7.84 .00
kodlar
*p<0.05

Arastirma modelinde yer alan degiskenler arasindaki iligkiler regresyon analizi ile incelenmistir.
Bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenlerin belirlenmesinde kuramsal gerceve esas alimmustir. Etik iklim
tiplerinin lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyini ne derece yordadigina dair yapilan dogrusal regresyon analizi
sonuclar1 Tablo 11°de sunulmustur. Buna gore Tablo 11°de etik iklim tiplerinin lider hesap verebilirligi
diizeyine iligkin agikladigi varyansin anlamli oldugu goriilmektedir (F=49.95, p<0.05). Buna gore
“bireysel ¢ikar”, “orgiitsel ¢ikar”, “bagimsizlik”, “arkadaglik”, “kurallar”, “kanunlar kodlar” etik iklim
tipleri birlikte ele alimdiginda lider hesap verebilirligi davranislar1 diizeyine iligskin toplam varyansin
%42.5’ini aciklamaktadir (R?=.42; Diizeltilmis R?=.41; p<0.05). Etki degeri Cohen’in f? istatistigi
kullanilarak hesaplanmistir. Yapilan hesaplama sonucu f2 degeri 0.72 bulunmustur. Bu degerin yiiksek
diizeye yakin bir deger oldugu (Cohen, 1988) goriilmektedir.

Regresyon modeline iliskin parametreler incelendiginde, standardize edilmis regresyon
katsayilar1 B, etik iklim tiplerinin lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyini agiklama diizeyi iizerindeki dnem
strasinin; “kanunlar kodlar” (p=.43; t=7.84; p<.05), “arkadaslik” (B=.28; t=4.05; p<.05), “bireysel ¢ikar”
(B=-.14; t=-3.07; p<.05), “orgiitsel ¢ikar” (p=-0.96; t=-1.68; p>.05), “kurallar” ($=,-0.46; t=-.73; p>.05),
“bagimsizlik” (B=-.03; t=-.78; p>.05). Regresyon katsayilariin anlamliligina iliskin t-testi sonuglarina
bakildiginda “kanunlar kodlar”, “arkadaslik”, “bireysel ¢ikar” iklim tiplerinin lider hesap verebilirligi
diizeyini yordayan degiskenler oldugu goriilmektedir (p<.05).

Regresyon analizi sonuglarina gore lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyinin agiklanmasina iligkin
regresyon esitligi asagidaki gibidir:

Lider Hesap Verebilirligi =157- 0,16(Bireysel Cikar)- 0,12(Orgiitsel ~Cikar) —
0,37(Bagumsiziik) + 0,37(Arkadaslik) — 0,05(Kurallar) + 0,51(Kanunlar Kodlar)

Coklu dogrusal regresyon analizi sonucunda “kanunlar kodlar” etik iklim tipi ile “arkadaglik”
etik iklim tipinin lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglarini anlamli ve pozitif yonde etkiledigi, “bireysel
cikar” etik iklim tipinin lider hesap verebilirlik davramiglarini anlamli ve negatif yonde etkiledigi,
“orgiitsel ¢cikar”, “bagimsizlik” ve “kurallar” iklimlerinin lider hesap verebilirligi davranislari lizerinde
onemli bir etkiye sahip olmadig1 goriilmiistiir (Sekil 2)

Tablo 12. Lider hesap verebilirlik davramislarimin etik iklim diizeyini yordamasma iliskin regresyon analizi
sonugclart

Degisken B SH i t p R R2 AR? F f?
Sabit 255 .06 4150 .00 652 .25 24 4350
Sorumluluk 22 .04 56 470 .00

Aciklik -10 .06 -27 <177 07 33

Cevap verebilirlik .08 .05 .20 13 .06

*p<0.05

Tablo 12’de lider hesap verebilirlik davramiglarinin etik iklim diizeyine iliskin agikladigi
varyansin anlamli oldugu goriilmektedir (F=43,501, p<0.05). Buna gére “sorumluluk”, “acgiklik”,
“cevap verebilirlik” davraniglart birlikte ele alindiginda etik iklim diizeyine iligskin toplam varyansin
%25.4’iinii  agiklamaktadir (R?*=.25; Diizeltilmis R?=.24; p<0.05). Regresyon modeline iliskin
parametreler incelendiginde, standardize edilmis regresyon katsayilari B, lider hesap verebilirlik
davraniglarinin etik iklim diizeyini agiklama diizeyi iizerindeki dnem sirasinin; “sorumluluk™ (p=.56;
t=4.70; p<.05), “agiklik” (p=-.27; t=-1.77; p>.05), “cevap verebilirlik” (p=-.20; t=.13; p>.05). Etki
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degeri Cohen’in f? istatistigi kullanilarak hesaplanmistir. Yapilan hesaplama sonucu f? degeri 0.33
bulunmustur. Bu degerin orta diizeyde bir deger oldugu (Cohen, 1988) goriilmektedir. Regresyon
katsayilarinin anlamliligina iliskin t-testi sonuclarina bakildiginda “sorumluluk”, boyutunun etik iklim
diizeyini yordayan degisken oldugu goriilmektedir (p<.05).

Regresyon analizi sonuglarina gore lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyinin agiklanmasina iligkin
regresyon esitligi agagidaki gibidir:

Etik Iklim=2,55 +0,27(Sorumluluk) — 0,10(A¢iklik) + 0,83(Cevap Verebilirlik)

Coklu dogrusal regresyon analizi sonucunda etik iklim {izerinde lider sorumluluk
davraniglarinin pozitif ve anlamli etkisi oldugu, agiklik ve cevap verebilirlik davranislarinin 6nemli bir
etkiye sahip olmadigi goriilmiistiir (Sekil 2)

- ETiK iKLiM TiPLERi
LiDER HESAP
VEREBILIRLIiK I ]
(LHV) 1 BIREYSEL CIKAR
DAVRANISLARI

ORGUTSEL GIKAR

e KURALLAR
CEVAP VEREBILIRLIK

KANUNLAR KODLAR
SORUMLULUK

ARKADASLIK

ACIKLIK

BAGIMSIZLIK

Sekil 1. Lider hesap verebilirligi-etik iklim iliskilerine iligskin bulgular
Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Universitelerde gdrev yapan akademisyenlerin goriislerine dayali olarak temel amaci
iniversitelerde lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglari-etik iklim iliskilerini incelemek olan bu aragtirmada,
hem algilanan etik iklim hem lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglart1 bakimindan devlet ve vakif
universiteleri arasinda anlamli farkliliklar oldugu goriilmistir. Elde edilen bulgulara gére her iki
tiniversite tiirtinde “kanunlar kodlar” iklim tipi yliksek diizeyde algilanmaktadir. “Bireysel ¢ikar” iklim
tipinin devlet tiniversitelerinde yliksek diizeyde algilanmasi dikkat ¢ekicidir. “Bireysel ¢ikar” iklim tipi,
caligsanlarin kendi ¢ikarlarini her seyin iistiinde tuttuklari, digerlerinin zararina bile olsa kendi ¢ikarlarina
gore davrandiklari iklim tipidir. Arastirmalar, “Bireysel Cikar” iklim tipinin en fazla etik dig1 davraniga
neden olan iklim tipi oldugunu ortaya koymustur (Wimbush vd., 1997, akt. Appelbaum, 2005). Devlet
iiniversitelerinde hem “kanunlar kodlar” ikliminin hem de “bireysel ¢ikar” iklim tipinin yiiksek diizeyde
algilanmasi bir celiski gibi goriilmektedir. Buna gore kararlarin kanunlar, mesleki kurallar gibi evrensel
nitelik tasiyan dissal referanslara gore verildigi ayni zamanda da karar vermede kisisel ¢ikarlarin 6n
planda olduguna dair bir algi oldugu gorilmektedir. Buna gore, devlet {iniversitelerinde,
akademisyenlerin, kanunlar, kodlar ve kurallarin isletilmesinin belirli kisilere ve gruplara oncelik
taninarak yapildigi, kisisel iligkilerin 6n planda oldugu yoniinde bir algiya sahip olduklari s6ylenebilir.

Devlet ve vakif tiniversitelerinde algilanan etik iklim tipleri ortalamalar1 arasindaki farkin
“Bagimsizlik” iklim tipi i¢in anlamli olmadig1, diger iklim tipleri i¢in anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Farkin etki bityiikliigii hesaplandiginda “Kurallar” iklim tipi i¢in farkin etki biiytlikliigiiniin yiiksek, diger
ortalamalar igin ise orta diizeyde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Yapilan regresyon analizi sonucu iiniversitenin
devlet/vakif olma durumunun algilanan etik iklim tipinin anlamli bir yordayicisi oldugu ancak etki
degerinin (f) diisik oldugu sonucu elde edilmistir. Literatiirde orgiitin kdr amaci giitmesi
/glitmemesinin etik iklimi etkileyen bir faktor olarak yer aldig1 goriilmektedir (Simha ve Cullen, 2011;
Laratta, 2011; Moore, 2012; Law, 2016) bu bakimdan bu ¢aligmadan elde edilen bulgularin 6nceki
arastirmalardan elde edilen bulgulari destekledigi sdylenebilir.

118



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalar: Dergisi 2023, Cilt 9, Say1 2, 108-121 Neriman OZTURK, Banu ERGIN

Devlet tiniversitelerinde gorev yapan akademisyenlerin lider hesap verebilirlik davranislarini
her ii¢ alt boyut (sorumluluk, agiklik, cevap verebilirlik) icin orta diizeyde algiladiklari, vakif
Universitelerinde gorev yapan akademisyenlerin ise lider hesap verebilirlik davranislarini yiliksek
diizeyde algiladiklar1 goriilmiistlir. Devlet ve vakif iiniversitelerinde gorev yapan akademisyenlerin lider
hesap verebilirligi algilar ortalamalar1 arasindaki farkin her ii¢ davranis i¢in anlamli olugu ve farkin
etki biiyiikliigiiniin sorumluluk davranislar i¢in yiiksek diizeyde, aciklik ve cevap verebilirlik igin orta
diizeyde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Universite tiiriiniin algilanan lider hesap verebilirliginin anlamli bir
yordayicist oldugu ancak etki degerinin (f?) diisiik oldugu sonucu elde edilmistir.

Aragtirmanin bir diger 6nemli sonucu da lider hesap verebilirlik diizeyinin etik iklim, etik iklim
tiplerinin de lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglarini yordadigina iliskin bulgulardir. Regresyon analizi
sonucunda “Kanunlar Kodlar” ikliminin, “Arkadaslik” ikliminin ve “Bireysel Cikar” iklim tiplerinin
algilanan lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglarini yordadigr ortaya konmustur. Yani “Kanunlar Kodlar”
iklimi (B=,431, p<,001) ve “Arkadaglik” ikliminin ($=.28, p<,05+) yiiksek diizeyde algilanmasi lider
hesap verebilirliginin yiiksek diizeyde algilanmasini yordamaktadir, “Bireysel Cikar” ikliminin (f=-,145
p<,001) yiiksek diizeyde algilanmasi ise lider hesap verebilirlik davranislarinin diisik diizeyde
algilanmasini yordamaktadir.

Ote yandan algilanan lider hesap verebilirligi diizeyi algilanan etik iklim diizeyini de
etkileyebilmektedir. Elde edilen bulgular, algilanan lider sorumluluk davranislar1 diizeyinin algilanan
etik iklim diizeyini yordadigini gostermektedir. Wood ve Winston (2007), lider hesap verebilirliginin
sorumluluk boyutunu “6rgiit yararina olacak sekilde liderlik etme, karar verme ve eylemde bulunma
konusunda istekli olma” olarak tanimlamiglardir. Pless (2007) liderlerde sorumluluk i¢in ahlaki temeli
olusturan alt1 temel 6zellik tanimlamistir: vizyoner olma, giiclii iliskiler kurma (networker), degisim
ajani olma, hikaye anlaticis1 olma, hizmetkar olma, gii¢lii degerlere sahip olma ve toplulugun aktif bir
liyesi olma. Bireysel hesap verebilirlik teorisyenlerinin dnde gelenlerinden olan Schlenker, Britt,
Pennington, Murphy, Weigold, ve Doherty’ye gore (akt.Thompson, 2013) hissedilen sorumluluk, hesap
verebilirlik siirecinin en énemli unsurudur. Bu baglamda bu arastirmada elde edilen bulgularin 6nceki
aragtirma bulgularim destekledigi sdylenebilir. Orgiit icerisinde liderlerin sorumluluk davramislari
tanimlanarak, ozellikle orgiit yararina g¢aligma, orgiitiin ¢gikarini her seyin siitiinde tutma, eylemlerine
iliskin sonuglarla ilgili sorumluluk tistlenme gibi davranis setleri pekistirilerek etik iklim algisini olumlu
etkileyebilecegi soylenebilir.

Literatiirde dogrudan dogruya lider hesap verebilirlik davraniglarinin etik iklime etkisini ortaya
koyan bir ¢alismaya rastlanmamigtir. Ancak lider davraniglarmin etik iklimi etkileyen en Onemli
unsurlar arasinda yer aldig1 pek ¢ok arastirma ile ortaya konmustur. Etik liderlik teorisine gore etik
liderlik sergileyen liderler ¢caliganlarini etkilemektedir. Liderler, ¢alisanlari tarafindan g¢ekici, glivenilir
ve mesru rol modelleri olarak goriilebilmeleri i¢in davraniglarinin takipgiler tarafindan dogru davranislar
olarak degerlendirilmeleri gerekmektedir (Brown vd., 2005). Lider hesap verebilirligi etik bir davranis
olarak ele alindiginda aragtirmada elde edilen bulgularin, liderin etik davraniglari ile etik iklim iliskisini
ortaya koyan Onceki arastirma bulgularin1 (Bandura, 1986, Brown vd., 2005, Shin vd.,2015, Thompson,
2013) destekledigi goriilmektedir. Bu bakimdan elde edilen bulgularin 6nceki aragtirma sonuglarini
destekledigi sdylenebilir.

Etik liderlikle ilgili olarak genellikle lider davraniglari “diriist”, “giivenilir”, “rol model”
davraniglar gibi soyut davranislarla ifade edilmektedir. Lider hesap verebilirligi, lidere olan giiveni tesis
etmede proaktif davranislar olarak ifade edilmistir. Bu acidan ele alindiginda bu g¢aligmanin lider
sorumluluk davraniglarinin, yani takipgileri tarafindan liderin, 6rgiitiin yararina olacak sekilde liderlik
etme, karar verme ve eylemde bulunma konusunda istekli olmasinin algilanmasinin algilanan etik iklim
diizeyini yordadigini ortaya koymasi bakimindan 6nemlidir.

Oneriler

» Lider hesap verebilirlik mekanizmalarinin olusturulmasinda sadece kurumsal/formal/
hesap verebilirlik mekanizmalarina degil, bireysel ve asagi yonlii hesap verebilirlige
yonelik de mekanizmalarin olusturulmasi ¢aligmalar1 yapilmasi yararl olacaktir. Bunun
icin iletisim kanallarinin acgilmasi, g¢aliganlarin yonetimin kararlarini sorgulama,
elestiride bulunma, sikayet edebilmelerine olanak saglayan yollarin olusturulmast,
calisanlarin alman kararlara genis katiliminin saglanmasi, liderlerin eylem ve
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kararlarinin gerekgelerini agiklamalarinin, elde edilen performans sonuglar ile ilgili
sorumluluk tistlenmelerinin saglanmasi yararli olabilir.

> Universitelerde “Kanunlar Kodlar” etik iklim tipinin gelistirilmesi i¢in kanun ve
kodlarin agik, net olmasi, herkesge bilinir kilinmasi, alinan kararlarin kanun, kodlara
dayandirilmas1 ve kararlarin gerekgelerinin agiklanmasi, tiniversitelerde bdoliimler
diizeyinde kodlarin olusturulmasi ve paylasilmasi, kanun ve kodlara uygun hareket
etmenin Ooneminin herkese anlatilmasi ve aksinin kabul edilmeyecegi mesajinin {ist
yOnetim tarafindan agik¢a ortaya konmasi gibi yollar izlenebilir.

» En az etik dis1 davranis “Arkadashik” ikliminde olusmaktadir. “Arkadaslik” ikliminin
gelistirilmesi yoOniinde etik egitim programlar1 gelistirilebilir, yardimlasma, ekip
caligmasina Onem verme, birbirini destekleme ve iyiligini diisinme gibi degerler
kurumsal diizeyde 6n plana ¢ikarilabilir.

> Arastirma  Universitelerin ~ miihendislik fakiiltelerinde gergeklestirilmistir.
Universitelerde lider hesap verebilirligi, etik iklim ve &rgiitsel giic mesafesi olgularinin
diger fakiiltelerde de arastirilmasina ihtiyag¢ vardir.

» Devlet TUniversitelerinde “bireysel ¢ikar” etik iklim tipinin yiiksek diizeyde
algilanmasinda etkili olan faktorlerin neler oldugunun nitel arastirma yoluyla
derinlemesine arastirilmasina ihtiyag vardir.
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