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Abstract

The paper discusses the findings of a doctoral research project about the relation
between accountability and the climate of service in Israeli public organizations. It used a
guantitative approach and targeted a number of 2798 respondents. The research
population included managers and employees from six public organizations from Israel in
autumn 2018l. The final sample comprised 1036 valid questionnaires.

The four hypothesis related to the topic were validated, and a positive correlation
was found between accountability and service climate. It should be noted that the
organization's “general accountability” showed weak correlation with “service climate”.
The conclusions point out that accountability of public organizations and of their
employees is perceived as an important factor for enhancing the service climate in the
public organizations, for increasing the citizen's confidence and creating public system
fairness.
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1. Introduction

If we discuss the development of the service climate in the public sector,
there is a growing tendency in the present to change the perception that was
accepted in the old bureaucratic organizations (Vigoda-Gadot, 2008). This change
can be said to be reflected in the entry of the public sector, into a new era
characterized by a marketing orientation, organizational flexibility, efficiency and
responsiveness to citizens' needs. In addition to these aspects, awareness of the
ability to control the functioning of the service for the public through quantitative
control indicators for examining the satisfaction and public image of the public has
increased in recent years (Vigoda-Gadot, Drory, 2016).

Wiley, Pugh and Dietz (2004) argued that the interaction between the
organization and its clients is all the more important as the service climate as a
factor of influence, perception and attitude of the beneficiaries of the organization's
services. When we notice the changes that public institutes and organizations have
implemented in managing and perceiving services in recent years, implementing
the new public management (NPM), we come to the conclusion that there is no
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way to return to the traditional public service. Our perception of how the public
sector has to deal with public services needs to be characterized by a business
vision and a vision that is predominant in top private sector business organizations.

2. Accountability

After consulting the literature, we note that there is still no satisfactory
interpretation for the operative meaning of the term of liability in the public sector.
In most cases, public sector responsibility is referred to as a term or as a principle
that refers to a situation where something goes wrong when someone tries to get a
case or gives a finger to the cause of failure (Conners et al., 1994). Liability is
defined as "the individual's awareness of the responsibility he / she can have over
the decision-making process and / or the execution of the decisions he / she has
taken" (Tetlock, 1985). Responsibility is perceived as "transferable responsibility
between medium echelons and low echelon” (De Haven-Smith & Jenne, 2006).
According to Schillemans (2010), public sector accountability also involves
reacting to the leadership or bureaucratic echelons of the organization, to the
organization's clients, and the environment in which the role is played. This
approach takes into account the many stakeholders that the responsible person is
responsible for, with customers being the majority who are interested in any
organization.

In the literature, we have identified different types of responsibilities
depending on the environment in which people work because of their profession,
agreements between them and the beneficiaries of services, and many others.
Among these types, common types of liability, such as bureaucratic / hierarchical
responsibility, professional responsibility, market responsibility (Darling-
Hammond & Ascher, 1991) and political and legal responsibility (Romzek &
Dubnick, 1994) can be found.

Erkkia (2007) refers to responsibility in a similar way. In addition, he
argues that the opening component embedded in public decision-making and
policy-making processes is a significant and integrated part of the concept of
accountability in the public sector.

Romzek & Ingraham (2000) argue that responsibility in its most basic
sense refers to the ability to respond to any factor of expected performance.
Roberts (2002) presents five aspects of responsibility in public organization:

- Transparency

- Liability

- Controllability

- Responsibility

- Responsiveness

Eun & Wook (2010) are those referring to the term of responsibility that
involves four areas of responsibility. First is the "hierarchical / bureaucratic”
responsibility, which indicates strict supervision through the use of rules and
regulations, training through supervision and fixed standards for performance
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measurement. The second type is "legal responsibility” which reflects an external,
both comprehensive and detailed, vision of performance, which aims at
maintaining the contractual relationship within the organization. The third is
"professional liability", defined as the hope that employees in the organization will
work on their expertise, professional standards and standards that are required.
"Political accountability,” the fourth is the one that refers to the organization's
ability to react to its main stakeholders, ie government, community groups,
customers and individual citizens.

Bolton (2003) argues that the public sector as well as the private sector are
influenced by two main processes: the first is technological progress and the
second represents the expectations of public customers. Expectations have changed
when customers have more knowledge, become more educated and have a greater
awareness of the environment. According to him, most business processes have
improved due to new technologies that exist in the public sector. The world expects
the public sector and non-profit organizations to be bigger.

The public sector's performance is lower than the private sector's
performance and the public sector workers often claim that the reason for it is the
poorer resource allocation than in the private sector. He claims that the truth is
combined by those two claims and other additional components.

We consider that essential for the success of public sector organizations is
the level of mission performance. Completing the mission includes additional
factors in terms of being efficient, be responsible for public money and in terms of
offering satisfactory service to clients. Lately, the expectation raises more and
more and public organizations are forced to embrace methods of performance
improvement that are implemented in private sector to prove accountability of their
employees.

Most successful factors are supervised by government supervisors and
internal auditors, etc., and some are supervised by the service recipient. It is
competition that is a motivating factor for the improvement of the offices that
provide services and which compete with the organizations in the private sector.
Although for many public sector organizations competition does not exist, because
governments do not allow private organizations to provide competing services to
services provided by public organizations.

At present, regulatory precedents, legal decisions and statutory procedures
formally establish external mechanisms that guarantee the responsibility of
managers in the civil service (Bertelli, 2004). Responsibility is the ability to answer
supervisors or their representatives and the responsibility of each public
representative (Cooper, 1990). Responsibility is the duty of public organizations to
serve the higher authority, which is public trust, as it is the source of the authority
of those organizations. We can meet standards of responsibility in textbooks and
rule rules. These are standards that express clear audience expectations for public
officers. An indirect way to place these expectations is also expressed by implicit
criticism of customers, taxpayers, money donors, the media and other stakeholders
(Dubnick, 2005).
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Accountability necessarily involves standards and end parties. However,
we consider that the concept of accountability” represents a core value of the
public administration, despite the differences of opinions regarding its
interpretation. These differences are hidden under the cover of consensus regarding
the importance and the necessity of this concept. Some studies refer to the concept
accountability in the context of transparency, carrying responsibility and the ability
to provide response during the process (Wood & Winston, 2007). Other studies
consider that accountability exists when referring to a situation in which something
went wrong during the attempt to carry it and consists of aiming a finger of blame
of the cause of failure (Conners et al, 1994).

In the academic literature we have identified several definitions of
“accountability”, discussed below. However, we have found that there are quite a
few approaches that unite these very different definitions. One approach we have
identified interprets the concept as responsibility for the performance (Romzak &
Dubnick, 1987), and a second one interprets accountability as responsibility for
actions and decisions (Ranft, Ferris & Perryman, 2007).

It is worthy to point out that we have also identified that in the last decade
a trend among researchers and the general public in Israel that moves towards
reaching a consensus about the interpretation of the term “accountability”. Also,
we can find a distinction between the term “accountability” and the term
“accountable” in some definitions of the term “accountability” in academic
literature. However, several researchers tend to present these the two terms as
having the same meaning and using these terms alternatively, without a distinction
between them (Mulgan, 2003, Bovens, 2007).

We consider that the concept of”accountability” still has not a satisfactory
interpretation regarding its operational meaning for the public sector (Elyia, 2018).
Usually, accountability is associated to the concept or to the principle that relates to
a situation in which something goes wrong, (Conners et al, 1994), or is defined as
awareness of the individual to the responsibility that he/she may have about his/her
own judgments in the decision-making processes and/or about the implementation
of the decisions that he/she took (Tetlock, 1985).

Also, accountability is considered, first, to be a responsibility that can be
transferred hierarchically downwards from intermediate level towards a lower
hierarchical level (De Haven-Smith & Jenne, 2006), and, second, hierarchically
upwards, it involves reporting to senior levels of the organizational or of the
bureaucratic chain of command and to the environment in which the role holder
acts (Kearns, 1996) (Schillemans, 2010). Accountability is perceived, explicitly or
implicitly, in terms of reward and punishment (Cornell, et al., 2011). In a lot of
countries there are many legal precedents, statutory decisions, regulations and
procedures, officially set external mechanisms to ensure the responsible behavior
of the managers in the public service (Bertelli, 2004). Cooper (1990) defines
accountability as a responsibility to respond for your actions, results, decisions,
way of thinking, and as an”answerability of officials towards controlling
organizations”.
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(Eliya, 2018) argues that “accountability in its purpose is the obligation of
public organizations to serve a higher public authority, because citizens’ trust in
these public organizations is the source of their authority, in addition to their legal
foundation™. Currently, there are standards of accountability in the legal codes in
force in every democratic country which are expressing the clear expectations of
the public towards the public jobs holders. Another, indirect way of expressing
these expectations, is the implicit critiques expressed by citizens in their double
quality as tax-payers and as customers of public services, by taxpaying companies,
by communities, by media and by other stakeholders.

On the other hand, it is also possible to define the concept accountability as
the obligation of any individual to provide a report about his actions and answers
of questions within the framework of their responsibility in their role, as
individuals who are responsible for the organization activities and results (Ylimaki
& McClain, 2009).

Dubnic (2005), points out that the concept of accountability has two main
components, first component is “warranty” or “responsibility”, and second
component is the duty to answer, “answerability” that is the responsibility for
explaining or justifying one's actions to somebody for any question that is asked by
hierarchical superiors or stakeholders. Similar to that, Romzek & Ingraham (2000)
are claiming that accountability, in its most basic sense, is referring to the
obligation to report to anyone entitled about the expected performances.

The definition of accountability” that we have adopted for our study is the
definition given by Wood & Winston (2007) which distinguishes between three
dimensions of accountability. These dimensions are the following: first is the
dimension of Responsibility, second, is the dimension of Openness, and third, the
dimension of Answerability. Similar to this, Erkkila (2007) considers that the
component of openness is embedded in decision making and in public policy
making, as a significant and integral part of the concept of ”accountability”.

We conclude that there are some commonalities in the definitions of the
term “accountability” such as: a). there are actors who expect from the role holder
the execution of a particular action; b). the supervisory bodies or the general public
(citizens, communities) expect the role holder to carry the responsibility for all
specific fields of his/her activity; c). there is a way for the supervisory bodies to
know when and how the task was performed, such as the right to receive an official
report, either professionally or personally (Yitzhaki and Friedman, 2004), i.e., the
duty of reporting consisting of providing accurate information or explanation to
other people about how the role holder actions were performed and also about their
results.

Philp (2009) presents a critical theory regarding the definition of
accountability. He claimed that the issue of accountability is examined in terms of
limiting of the judgment that is activated by holders of public job. He is also
arguing that according to this theory, accountability is examined also in the terms
of design of the mechanisms that should ensure providing the service in accordance
with the accepted procedures. | consider that the definition of the accountability
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given by Romzek & Dubnick (1987) and Eun & Wook, (2010) is the most
appropriate for use in our study since it refers to accountability in terms of both
professional and political responsibility.

3. Accountability in Public Organizations

These studies have shown that the tendency of employees to carry the
responsibility means a desire to meet the expectations and the strong feelings of
responsibility. As a result of the set of expectations and relationships of trust
management / employees, there is found a significant impact even on the actions of
a particular individual. Employees who carry the responsibility will be aware to the
measures that are needed for optimal performance of their work, their practices and
their results will be fairly visible and transparent, and they will accept the expected
assessment and their identification with the organization for the most part will be
absolute (Rosenblatt, 2006).

Bolton (2003) argues that citizens are expecting that the public sector and
non-profit organizations will carry greater responsibility of how their use of public
money. The critical factor for the success of public sector organizations is the
degree of performance of the mission. Fulfillment of the task includes the
expectation of being effective, of carrying the responsibility of public money use
and of offering a public service that satisfies the customers (beneficiaries).
Consequently, public organizations are pressed into using private sector
performance-enhancing methods based on increasing accountability among their
employees.

Despite the extensive discussion about the meaning of the concept
”accountability” in the systematic context, we have identified that only in the last
two decades the discussion about the concept at the individual level began to be
more intensive. Rosenblatt (2006) points out that the expectation of carrying
responsibility at the individual level is not ending at the management level.
According to her, accountability must be expected both from teachers and from
other officials in the schools, so every employee is accountable to his/her superior
manager and to his clients, that are the people who are paying directly or indirectly
for the public service provided by the public servant.

Frink & Ferris (1998) define accountability as being the implicit or explicit
expectation that a person may be called to report to somebody in order to justify
his/her beliefs, feelings and actions to others.

We consider that the key components identified in the two definitions, are
the following: a) to report about the performance; b) the justifications; c) the
reporting part and the supervisory audience that receives the reporting; 4) the
feedback provided by the audience; 5) the rewards and sanctions, and 6) fairness.
These definitions also imply the existence of agreed purposes or standards between
the reporting body and the supervising body according to which the performances
and the results are measured and next, are being rewarded or sanctioned.
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In the public sector, the term accountability at the individual level has a
great importance due to the fact that it is about using public money, public
resources. Both the term bureaucratic accountability (Adams & Kirst, 1999) and
the term professional accountability (Firestone & Shipps, 2005), were developed in
the public sector.

The term accountability at the individual level was discussed in the
literature also with regard to various types of accountability and thus, we can
evaluate closer to the essence of the term at the individual level. For example,
bureaucratic/ hierarchical accountability is defined in the literature as the
relationship between the responsibility holder and the recipient and the employer,
which are based on a system of rules and regulations for the purpose of ensuring
the implementation according to the existing standards and the achievement of
planned organizational purposes. The policy is determined at the highest levels of
the organization and is translated into processes that the managers determine.
Consequently, the implementation of the policy in accordance with the procedures
and the standards is bringing to accountability the employees of the public
organisation.

Bureaucratic accountability is based on rules and regulations for the
purpose that public organizations have to act according to the accepted standards
and regulated processes.

In addition, the professional accountability differs from bureaucratic
accountability in the nature of the relationships between the employee and the
supervisor. Professional accountability is characterized by low control of the
supervisors who control the professional employees; because the essence of the
definition of the term is that the employee acts in accordance with the existing
professional standards (Adams & Kirst, 1999). Professional accountability is
defined as the expectation from the employee to have accountability by virtue of
his/her occupation with the profession. He/she is expected to be professional, to
gain knowledge, to pass certification tests if they exist in his/her field of work and
to perform his/her duties in accordance with the professional standards (Darling-
Hammond & Ascher, 1991).

Frink & Ferris (1999) conducted a study in which they examined the
accountability in the individual level. In their study there was found that
accountability among students affects the achievement of the purposes that they set
for themselves at work. Rosenblatt (2006) also argues that, employees who feel
accountability will be aware to the means that are needed for optimal performance
of their work tasks they will be aware that their practices and their work results will
be fairly visible and transparent to stakeholders, and that they will expect esteem
and will accept it. Accountability is associated with commitment to the
organization and the employees who consider themselves as who have
accountability tend to remain loyal and related to the organization, a fact that
ultimately strengthens the organization.

Frink & Ferris (1998) examined the variable of accountability at the
individual level and found a positive relation between this variable and the
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improvement of the performances of the individual. In their study there was found
that accountability among students, affect the promotion of the purposes that they
set for themselves at work.

The tendency of the employees to accountability means a desire to meet
expectations, strong feelings of accountability and usually also has a significant
impact on the actions of a particular individual in the organization. Employees who
feel accountable for their work will be aware to the means that are needed for
achieving optimal performance in their work, their practices and their results will
be relatively visible and transparent and they will receive evaluation and will
expect it (Rosenblatt, 2006).

4. Organizational climate

Organizational climate represents a system of feelings in relation to the
formal and informal organization values that are translated by the individual and is
based on the policies, goals and products of the organization (Tesluk, Vance and
Mathieu, 1999).

The organizational climate perception affects the behavior of the members
of the organization and is related to organizational effectiveness (Sparrow and
Gaston, 1996). Organizational climate expresses the individual's perception of
social processes and organizations within the work environment. The complexity
and differences in social processes and organizations create perceptions that relate
to a number of different climate systems. For example, a political climate derives
from the translation of internal political processes, a climate of participation
deriving from the translation of feelings of shared problem-solving and decision-
making processes in the organization (Schneider and Bowen, 1985; Schneider,
1990).

Researches show that an organizational climate has an impact on employee
performance on the intra-role and extra-functional levels (Sparrow and Gaston,
1996; Reichers and Schneider, 1990). One of the most studied aspects of employee
performance in recent years is the issue of the Organization Citizenship Behavior-
OCB, Behavior that constitutes a component of performance on the extra-
functional plane. Organization Citizenship Behavior is defined as individual
behavior that is not directly recognized by the formal compensation system in the
organization and which promotes organizational efficiency and effectiveness
(Organ, 1988).

Organization Citizenship Behavior indicated that this variable reflects the
interaction between the employees and managers in the organization. Social
environment and support from the direct supervisor are components that influence
the interaction between the individual and the organization and create an affinity
for motivating the individual to engage in voluntary and contributing behavior
(Van Yperen et al., 1999).

The beginnings of research in the field of organizational climate touched
upon the climate as representing the personality of the organization (Forehand and
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Gilmer, 1964). Litwin and Stringer (1968) were among the first researchers to
formulate the concept of organizational climate, defining it as a set of conditions
and situations that affect the group's basic course of life.

Tagiuri (1968) defined an organizational climate as the quality of the
internal environment in an organization that (a) is experienced by members of the
organization, (b) influences their behavior, and (c) is described in terms of
environmental attributes. Schneider (1975) defined an organizational climate as an
array of generalized perceptions stemming from micro perceptions of certain
events, conditions, and experiences through psychological processes of abstraction
and conceptualization.

The conceptualization of the concept was first proposed by Pritchard and
Karasick (1973). These researchers claimed that an organizational climate
expresses a relative characterization of the internal organizational environment that
distinguishes it from other organizations: (a) it derives from the behavior and
policy of the members of the organization, (b) Serves as a basis for the emergence
of the condition, and (c) acts as a source of activity and behavior.

Jones and James (1979) interpreted climate as a system of social and
organizational psychological processes and defined it as an array of relevant
concepts, characteristics, events, and processes of the organization. At the
individual level, these perceptions present a cognitive translation of the
organizational context and perception of the situation. Churchill, Ford and Walker
(1976) maintain that an organizational climate is perceptions and assumptions
about workplace, work situations, and the nature of interpersonal relationships
between employees. These perceptions allow employees to appreciate the work
environment and workplace.

Sparrow and Gaston (1996) also referred to the outcomes of the
organizational climate and defined this concept as "representing a system of
sensations in relation to the formal and informal organizational values translated by
the individual and based on the policies, objectives and products of the
organization" (p. 680).

This perception affects the behavior of members of the organization and is
related to organizational effectiveness. Tesluk, Vance and Mathieu (1999)
supported this approach and claimed that the definition of Sparrow and Gaston
(1996) is currently accepted in the study of organizational climate. This definition
will also be used in this study.

Organizational climate includes multi-dimensionality and is based on a
combination of personal, social, and organizational concepts (Glick, 1985). The
combination of these elements creates the organizational climate. As | claimed
earlier in the literature, there are different classifications for an organizational
climate: a climate of security, an organizational climate of safety (Neal and Griffin,
2002), a climate of service (Sparrow and Gaston, 1996), an organizational climate
of innovation (Scott and Bruce, 1994), an organizational climate of trust (Colquitt,
et al, 2002), the climate of ethics (Deshpande, 1996), an organizational climate of
recognition (Sparrow, 2001), an organizational climate of support (Kozlowski and
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Doherty, 1989) (Sparrow and Gaston, 1996), and an organizational climate of
participation (Tesluk and Mathieu, 1999), four types of climates (participative,
innovative, leadership and service) impact employees' performance and public
service outcomes, (Dana et al. (2012).

5. Service climate

(Schneider et al, 2009 defined a climate as a meaning given by workers to
the policies, practices, processes, and behaviors supported and compensated by the
organization, and by (Schneider et al, 1998) as shared perceptions of employees
and relating to methods, processes and behaviors , which are rewarded and
evaluated in terms of customer service and quality of service. The service climate
is a general trend in service provision, emphasizing human resource management
approaches, defining customer-oriented management priorities (Dean and Rainnie,
2009).

In more detailed manner, Schneider and Bowen (1993) defined the
organizational climate through four main dimensions: (1) Management behavior -
management behavior in the chain of management that relates to the planning,
organization and management of the service. (2) System support, that is support for
the service through marketing, the appropriate personnel and operation of the
systems in the service organization. (3) Customer focus and retention, that refers to
internal organizational behavior which shows the importance of customers for the
organization. (4) Logistic support, referring to the availability of tools, equipment
and supplies required for the delivery of the service. An organization that has a
service climate rewards its outstanding employees for good service (Vigoda-Gadot
and Mizrahi, 2008). The service climate is of paramount importance to the
functional dimension of the service (Mayer, Ehrhart and Schneider, 2009).
Organizations seeking quality service are required to maintain and maintain the
service climate in the organization (Johnson, 1996).

Many researchers (Schneider and Bowen, 2009; and Rainer, 2009) claim
that the service climate rests on the foundations of basic support provided by the
organization through resources, training, management approaches, and assistance
required for effective performance. Walker (2007) claims that examining the
quality of the service climate is based on how the organization employs methods
and behaviors to achieve quality service.

This is reflected in areas such as management support for service
providers, maintenance of skilled teams, and training of employees to expand their
knowledge of service, and recognition and reward for service performance. The
service climate gives employees a message about the issues that are important to
the organization, the attitudes and behaviors expected of employees (Little and
Dean, 2006). The perception of the climate the service is particularly central in the
service sector where quality of service is a primary value (Poujol, 2009).

The impact of the service climate on the organization's productivity in the
service sector is presented by Schneider et al. (2009) who claim that the
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significance given by employees to the service climate in their work affects the
degree of attention given by the employees to the quality of the service. For their
part, customers experience the behavior of the service providers affected by the
organizational climate. As a result of these service experiences, customers arrive at
the conclusions organization as to the quality of the service they received,
conclusions that affect their satisfaction.

There is a growing trend in the development of a service climate in the
public sector today (Vigoda-Gadot, 2008). This change is reflected in the entry of
the public sector into a new era characterized by marketing orientation,
organizational flexibility, efficiency and responsiveness to citizens' needs. In
addition, awareness has grown in recent years regarding the control of the
functioning of the service provided to the public through quantitative control
measures to examine the public image's satisfaction and image (Vigoda-Gadot and
Drory, 2016).

Wiley, Pugh and Dietz (2004) claim that the higher the interaction between
the organization and its customers, the greater the importance of the service climate
as a factor influencing the perceptions and attitudes of service recipients. When we
examine the change that public organizations and institutions have undergone in
management and service concepts in recent years, the concepts of new public
administration (NPM) we understand that there is no turning back to traditional
public administration. The perceptions of how the public sector should act in the
areas of service provided to the public should be characterized by an employment
perspective similar to that practiced in the private sector.

6. Research methodology

We have formulated 12 research hypotheses, out of which the following 4
are related to the topic of this article:

Hs There will be positive correlation between accountability and service climate

H; There will found positive correlation between the accountability indices and
service climate

Hs There will be positive correlation between employees' accountability and
service climate

Ho There will found positive correlation between the employees' accountability
indices and service climate

The questionnaire is a structured questionnaire that includes five parts that
describe the research variables (Appendix A). Part A: A questionnaire that
examines the independent variable - the leadership style of the direct department
manager from the employee's point of view. Part B: A questionnaire that examines
the variable - the degree of accountability of the direct department manager from
the employee’s point of view. Part C: A questionnaire that examines the dependent
variable - the climate of service in the organization. Part D: A questionnaire that
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examines the dependent variable — the accountability in the organization. Part E:
Background variables - gender, age, seniority at work, education, income level and
marital status.

7. The research variables

Accountability is defined as the degree to which the leader demonstrates
openness, bears responsibility and gives the extent to which the leader has the
ability to respond to his/her actions (Wood and Winston, 2005). They also defined
three criteria for assessing the level of accountability among leaders: responsibility,
openness, and answerability - and the ability to respond.

In the light of the large number of items in the questionnaire, it was
decided to reduce the number of items that examines each of the concepts that
define accountability. After reviewing the factor analysis that was conducted by
Wood and Winston (2007), the five items that define each concept were selected,
for which the highest value of Factor-Loads was accepted. The measurement was
performed using a Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5, with the lowest polar answer
being 1 "completely disagree™ and 5 "very agree" which is the highest polar
answer.

The study used as definition for “Service climate” the extent to which the
employee assesses the activity and skills of the entities within the organization,
both at the managerial level and at the employee levels, in order to provide quality
service. The service climate of the organization was examined using the Global
Service Climate questionnaire which was developed by Schneider et al. (1998),
which contains 7 items to examine this variable.

The variable “Accountability of employees” ( at individual level) was
measured using a questionnaire, on the Likert 1-5 scale. The questionnaire
examined the variable of accountability and was taken from a comprehensive index
of the "Individual Contribution to Culture of Organizational Learning"
guestionnaire, which based on the "Questionnaire for Characterizing the Learning
Culture from Experience in Organizations", as presented and validated by Ellis,
Caridi, Lipshitz, and Poper (1999) and with validity of o = 0.7634. The
questionnaire contains 11 items that measure the accountability variable. The items
that examined the value of the accountability were changed by the authors of the
study in order to adjust them to this study and presented as questions at the
individual level.

8. Discussion of the results

The research method that was used was a quantitative one. The research
population included managers and employees from six public organizations from
Israel. These six public organizations are the following: the Ministry of Finance
and Income Tax Authority, the National Insurance Institute, the Ministry of the
Interior, Ministry of Welfare, Ministry of Health and Ministry of Education. The
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research population was selected for its heterogeneity in different levels and the
researchers' accessibility to the relevant data. The research sample included 1036
employees and managers. Table 1 presents the sample of the research population's
divided by public organizations.

Descriptive characteristics of the research population

Table 1
Questionnaires
Public organisation Distributed | Collected Response rate | Rate of total
(RR) sample
Ministry of Finance 221 139 62.93% 13%
Ministry of Welfare 160 137 85.63% 13%
National Insurance Institute 300 221 73.67% 21%
Ministry of the Interior 647 243 37.58% 23%
Ministry of Health 500 154 30.80% 15%
Ministry of Education 970 142 14.64% 14%
Total 2798 1036 37.03% 100

Each employee / manager of the involved public organizations filled a
questionnaire which included several demographic data and the indices of the
independent variables, sets of questions referring the variables of leadership,
accountability and service climate and questions referring the variable performance
of the public organization. The questionnaire's filling time was about 20 minutes.
The employees and the managers who were gathered for this purpose had a general
explanation about the research and its nature and the research's maximal anonymity
and the information immunity from intra-organizational and extra-organizational
factors were emphasized to them. The questionnaires were collected at the site, in
order to get maximal response rate. At the same time, each employee / manager
had the possibility to submit the filled questionnaire directly to the researcher in
person or by mail, in order to ensure maximum of anonymity and get correct
answers to the questionnaire.

Descriptive statistics of the research sample

Table 2
Standard Range Percentage
Variable Categories Mean | deviation R of the sample
S.D. n=1036
Age Years 41.65 11.13 55 96.5
Gender Male =0 30.7
Female = 1 B B B .693
Education |Years of studies 14.10 5.62 25 86.8
Position  |1= Manager - - - 30.3
2= Front line employee - - - 41.6
3=0Other - - - 7.8
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Standard Range Percentage
Variable Categories Mean | deviation g of the sample
S.D. n=1036

4= employee embedded
in an administrative - - - 15.5
standard of a manager

Table 2 presents the general characteristics of the research population. The
total research population included 2798 managers and employees. 1036 managers
and employees gave back the fully filled questionnaires. The response rate was
very good 37.03%. The research population's gender included 30.7% male and
69.3% female participants. The average age of responding managers and
employees was 41.65 years old (standard deviation of 11.13 years), the average
education of the research population was 14.1 years (standard deviation
of 5.62 years), higher than high school education (12 years of study). There were
38% of managers (394) and 52.2% employees (541), while 103 of the sample
participants reported a different position in work (9.8%).

The perceptions of employees from the public sector organizations about
“accountability” were divided in two: perceptions concerning “general
accountability” and perceptions regarding “employees’ accountability”. “General
accountability” was divided into three indices: “responsibility”, “openness” and the
“ability to respond”. From Table 3 it can be seen that the “general accountability”
evaluation average is medium high (mean=3.57; SD= .66). The “responsibility”
index is perceived in high level (mean=3.68; SD= .86) and the other accountability
indices: the “Openness” index and the “Ability to respond” index are evaluated at a
similar level (mean 3.47, 3.54 in accordance).

Characteristics of the main research variables

Table 3
=
) -<EU é Z o o _(é E
Variable § ;S; g % 2 g § g g gl =
p Hh8 | >8 dxlcesd FE| 3
Transformational leadership 3.16 56 1036 | 6.38 | .87 20 5-1
Ethical value influence 3.33 73 989 | 4.00 | 91 9 5-1
Intellectual challenge 2.76 76 1023 | 4.00 | .58 2 5-1
Motivation through 3.40 .94 1031 | 4.00 | .79 4 5-1
inspiration
Personal attention 3.19 1.00 933 | 4.00 | .59 5 5-1
Transactional leadership 3.52 .81 1033 | 4.00 | 91 12 5-1
Conditioned reward 3.91 .87 1030 | 4.00 | .82 4 5-1
Active corrective leadership 3.43 .90 1027 | 4.00 | .85 4 5-1
Passive corrective 3.22 1.02 | 1024 | 4.00 | .89 4 5-1
leadership
Lack of leadership 3.35 1.00 | 1029 | 4.00 | .82 4 5-1
General accountability 3.57 .66 1034 | 4.00 | .90 15 5-1
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= s 3
Variable S SF 123 2% € % @
§ | s2|5E| 5 |8 4 €| g
P hos| >8 x|loswd F£| &
Responsibility 3.68 .86 1025 | 4.00 | .86 5 5-1
Openness 3.47 75 1020 | 4.00 .76 5 5-1
Ability to respond 3.54 N 960 | 4.00 | .88 5 5-1
Service climate 3.45 72 1029 | 4.00 | .83 7 5-1
Service climate rate — 3.55 1.04 | 1018 | 4.00 -- 1 5-1
employees
Service climate rate — 3.38 .84 1021 | 4.00 | .77 3 5-1
management
Service climate rate — the 3.52 .85 950 | 4.00 | .87 3 5-1
organization
Employees’ accountability 3.79 .67 1025 | 4.18 | .82 11 5-1
The organization's 3.78 .75 988 | 4.00 | .86 4 5-1
performance

The dependent variable “Service climate” is defined as the combination of
employees’ feelings concerning the rewards system and the procedures for
qualitative service in the organization that creates a service climate perception
system. The qualitative service climate perception was measured by grading the
climate referring the employees, service climate that refers to management and
leadership and service climate grading. As presented in the above Table 3, these
variables are reliable and were gathered to one variable, “Service climate”. The
primary basis of our research is discussing the relation between service climate and
management and leadership in the organization. Table 4 presents the correlation
matrix between service climate and transformational leadership, transactional
leadership, lack of leadership, accountability and performance.

Person's correlation of the main variables (Cronbach a in parentheses)

Table 4
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Service climate (.83)
2 Transformational 50%%  (.87)
leadership
3 Transactional leadership .63%*  BO** (.92)
Lack of leadership -33%k L 16%F -43**F  (82)
Accountability ST B4R §9** - 39%*  (.9(0)

Employees' accountability | .76**  .4b%*  75%*% - A7**  AB**  (R2)

~N N L B

Performance O8%F 46%x  BO** . 37xE B3F* T4*F* (186)
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N =943-1036  NS=Not Significant P<.01 ** P<.05*

As my research model suggested, the organization's employees' perception
regarding the service climate influenced the perception regarding the leadership
type in the organization, accountability in the organization and employees'
accountability. A multivariate regression was performed to examine the prediction
ability of the research variables on the dependent variable “service climate”. The
results are presented in Table 5, below.

Multivariate regression to “service climate” variable

Table 5

Independent variable Beta T Sig

Transformational leadership  |.097 3.753 .000
Transactional leadership .073 2.056 .040
Lack of leadership -.025 -1.046 .296
Accountability .051 1.704 .039
Employees' accountability .625 17.926 .000

F=286.7 df =5

Std. Error of
the Estimate

.587 .585 46550

R Square Adjusted R Square

The model presented in the current regression equation explains 58.7% of
all the explained variance (R2=0.587) of the dependent variable “Service climate”.
The equation itself was found significant (F=286.767; p< 0.05; df=5,). The
variables that influence the service climate are the following: employees'
accountability (Beta=0.625; p<0.05), general accountability (Beta=0.051;
p<0.05).transformational leadership (Beta=0.097; p<0.05), transactional leadership
(Beta=0.073; p<0.05). The variable “Lack of leadership” was not found as
influencing the service climate due to its insignificance (p>0.05).

Excerpt from the summary of research hypotheses examination

Table 6

Number Hypothesis Validity

H6 There will be positive correlation between accountability and Yes
service climate

H7 There will be positive correlation between the accountability Yes
indices and service climate

H8 There will be positive correlation between employees' Yes
accountability and service climate

H9 There will be positive correlation between the employees' Yes
accountability indices and service climate
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Hypotheses H6-H9 are referring to the correlation between the “general
accountability” of the public organization and the “service climate” of the public
organization and the correlation between the public organization “employees’
accountability” and the “service climate” of the public organization.

All the four hypotheses were validated and a positive correlation was
found between accountability and service climate (see Table 5). Also, it should be
noted that the organization's “general accountability” showed weak correlation
with “service climate” (see Table 5).

Employees' accountability for his/her actions and their consequences
(Karidi, 1997) and learning from the results of their actions is important to public
organizations. When the individual or the team responsible for failure considers
themselves as guilty, even if it is not true, they do not seek other factors to blame
for the failure, and thus they are committed to find what was wrong so next time
they will avoid the mistake. This is the key to constant learning and improvement.

Since the 1990's, there is greater interest in the term accountability in both
the academic literature and the daily discourse. A growing interest in human rights
and democracy in the world has instilled the term among the citizen as electorate,
that are seeking accountability of public organizations and from their employees,
too, more than ever (Burgess, 1992, Mulgan, 2003, Bovens, 2010), and,
subsequently, there is a greater demand for accountability. Each authorized
representative is usually required to report under which authority it acts and every
institution sees that holding an authority may be required to justify its actions to a
higher superior authority (Robertson, 2004).

The beginning of the new century emphasizes technological improvements
and followed the 1980s trend that made public services in Israel more service
oriented, driven by processes and outputs, based on clear performance indices and
improvement of public organizations’ management (Vigoda-Gadot & Meiri, 2008).
In many public organizations, the employee's salary is incorporated in collective
agreements, which limits the organization's ability to encourage a service climate
and service orientation by offering salary or material benefit, subject to meeting
performance and service objectives.

The research findings show that accountability has significantly positive
and strong influence on the service climate in Israeli public organizations. This
finding emphasizes the great importance of encouraging and strengthening
accountability in public service-oriented organizations, and in their constant quest
to improve work and processes in the organization (Vigoda-Gadot et al., 2007).
According to this research results, accountability is a significant tool in developing
service climate, which is likely to help improve the service the citizen will get from
public service organizations.

9. Conclusions regarding the Israeli public sector organizations

Many governments act to improve their public image. The public sector
image refer to its reputation and prestige level and how much it is valued by the
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citizens as a system that is good to work in and interact with (Vigoda-Gadot &
Mizrachi, 2008). The public sector's image for citizens is based on the general
impression of this sector, which stems from the public's experience in its contact
with the public sector (Wright et al, 2011). The public sector positive image will be
affected by positive contacts (such as: efficient service, responding to the citizen's
needs) that the citizen has with the public organizations as reflected in the public
sector service climate. Consequently, transparency towards citizen is very
important for the public image of the public system. This trend has accelerated in
the last few years (Vigoda Gadot and Cohen, 2015). In this respect, accountability
of public organizations and of their employees is perceived as an important factor
for enhancing the service climate in the public organizations, for increasing the
citizen's confidence and creating public system fairness.
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