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Abstract
The dual issues of leadership features and innovativeness constitute an important component of the related
literature along with the studies focusing on the connections between these two. The current study considers this
connection with the notion that innovativeness should be included as a feature of a leader, but it also moves
further by trying to understand how leadership orientations and innovativeness are patterned together within the
leadership concept. To this end, the authors of the current study collect data from the top managers of businesses
in the Istanbul Leather Organized Industrial Zone and perform inferential analyses. It is discovered that
leadership orientations have three and that innovativeness has five distinct factors. A structural equation model
that includes all of these factors together under the concept of leadership is proposed. Although all of the
innovativeness factors are found to be integrated within this model, only one factor for leadership orientations –
people orientation – can be integrated within the model. In other words, innovativeness can entirely be included
within the proposed model of leadership, but leadership orientations can only partially be included. Most of the
innovativeness factors are positively and moderately related to leadership, albeit assertiveness is not
considerably favored. Overall, the emphasis appears to be on people oriented and innovative leadership.
Keywords: leadership, innovativeness, managers, Turkey
1. Introduction
Leadership has been an important issue since the ancient times (Davis & Luthans, 1979) and has also been a
prominent subject of scientific exploration by countless scholars for approximately the last 150 years (e.g.,
Galton, 1869; Terman, 1904; Stogdill, 1948; Kark & Van Dijk, 2007). Innovativeness, albeit a newer concept
than leadership, has been attracting scientific interest since the 1950s (Guilford, 1967), and it appears that this
interest has grown, particularly over the last few years (Chesbrough, 2004; Herzog, 2008; Chiaroni et al., 2011).
All of these facts inevitably lead to an investigation of the possible relationships between these two concepts,
and some studies (e.g., Jaskyte, 2004) claim evidence for these relationships.
Despite this evidence, there are some shortcomings found by the authors of this current study. It is, primarily,
notable that there are hardly related studies, and so, there is a weakness of in-depth and continuous analysis of
this relationship. A more noteworthy point is that there are even fewer studies (e.g., Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009;
Mogulkoc, 2009; Ayranci, 2011) that focus on this relationship within the Turkish business context. There is also
a lack of leadership decomposition that can identify which aspects of leadership orientation can be considered
along with the leaders’ innovativeness features, if the leadership role does include innovativeness. According to
the authors, many of the studies (e.g., Deschamps, 2003) claim that innovativeness should be integrated within a
general model of leadership but do not prove their claims empirically.
With all of these concerns in mind, this current study is believed to be a noteworthy addition to the relevant
literature. The authors abide by the general belief that innovativeness should be a feature of leadership and that
some leadership orientations should be linked with the leader’s innovativeness within an integrative model. To
arrive at this integrative model, the authors collect data from Turkish top managers and discover the statistical
structure of leadership orientations and innovativeness. The discovered structures are aggregately merged in the
authors’ proposed integrative model. One clear result is that leadership includes all of the factors of
innovativeness and only one orientation factor – people orientation. The results indicate that innovativeness is
moderately and, overall, positively related to leadership, with the exception that being assertive as a part of
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innovativeness is not much preferred when leadership is in question.
2. The Nexus between Innovativeness and Leadership
Despite many different and challenging definitions of innovativeness, a common point appears to be the
emphasis on newness, in other words, unconventionality. Innovativeness is generally perceived to be the capacity
or capability that enables a new or unconventional way of thinking or behaving (Guilford, 1967; Gopalakrishnan
& Damanpour, 1994; Ahmed, 1998) that may be used to solve problems (Wakefield, 1992), make distinctions
among people (Riza, 2000), or sense what is wrong to develop original solutions (Torrance & Wu, 1981). This
capacity or capability is generally represented using two viewpoints. The first viewpoint claims that uncovering
innovativeness depends on an investigation into the results of the innovative actions (Damanpour, 1992; Wolfe,
1994). The second viewpoint accepts that innovativeness is not intended to emerge instantly; it is rather
facilitated via a process. While some scholars (e.g., Rogers, 1983; Vecchio, 1988) provide a general
consideration of the innovation process, others (Ahmed, 1998; Chesbrough, 2004) try to customize these steps
according to the business context. The use of special applications including synectics (Nolan, 2003), meditation
(Neale, 2006), and cognitive mapping (Swan & Newell, 1994) may also be considered for this process.
Because leadership is basically about choosing (Collins, 2001), calling (Chamberlain, 2004), equipping (Eden,
2001) and influencing (DuBrin, 1997) people to carry out the required duties to reach the desired goals (Staub,
1996; Ulrich et al., 1999), a leader is expected to benefit from innovativeness that is aimed towards people,
duties, or potentially both (Bennis, 1997). Innovativeness may be used by the leader to gather people around the
obvious or implied organizational purposes (Eyal & Kark, 2004) or it may be used in the leader’s decision
regarding what to do (Eigen & Siegel, 1989). Some scholars (e.g., Bennis, 1989; Howell & Higgins, 1990) move
one step ahead and contend that leadership is actually about delivering newness and originality, a definition that
makes innovativeness one of the main factors of leadership. This claim is evident in many studies, some of
which should be explained.
The literature implies a broad division of these studies into two groups. The first group contends that
innovativeness is a very strong ingredient in transformational leadership. Transformational leadership causes the
leader’s innovativeness to influence the workers, encouraging them to develop new ideas and solutions (Burpitt
& Bigoness, 1997). This leadership style may be used to foster creativity at the organizational level (Hunt et al.,
2004) and some agents can be used to create this creativity. Examples include incentives provided by the leader
(Baer et al., 2003), the leaders’ alteration of organizational rules (Amabile, 1998), the leader’s facilitation of
proactivity as an entrepreneur (Howell & Higgins, 1990), and the combination of organizational culture and
alterations of the organizational rules for a proper institutionalization of innovativeness (Van de Ven, 1986). It
also appears that organizational culture is more critical than other agents as evidenced by its popularity from
other agents. There is sound evidence that organizational culture acts as a medium for the
leadership-innovativeness connection, and it is posited that this connection is affected by the intensity of the
organizational culture. In this sense, scholars (e.g., Farris, 1973; Sorensen, 2002) conclude that a solid
organizational culture may weaken innovativeness and that leaders should show a moderate level of control over
their organizational followers to relax the organizational culture and lead to innovativeness creation. Though
transformational leadership is an area of focus, a few scholars (e.g., Van de Ven, 1986; Quinn, 1988) contend that
other specific leadership styles (namely participative, democratized, supportive and collaborative) may also
cover innovativeness.
The second group of studies does not emphasize transformational leadership but claims that innovativeness
should be a part of the leadership role in general. Studies in this group suggest using the leader’s emotional
intelligence to facilitate innovativeness (Zhou & George, 2003; Suciu et al., 2010); link the leader’s effectiveness
with his/her encouragement of innovation through the use of his/her own innovativeness and social skills
(Bossink, 2004); consider innovativeness and social skills to be two necessities for leadership capabilities
(Crosby & Bryson, 2005); and emphasize how the leader’s innovativeness combined with communication skills
allows him/her to engage the workers in the business goals via increased organizational commitment
(Deschamps, 2003). Some studies in this group claim that the leadership-innovativeness connection is more
evident if marketing is considered. These studies (e.g., Jacoby, 1972) discover that opinion leadership is essential
to encourage the innovativeness of the consumers.
Despite these studies, there appears to be a shortage of empirical evidence on the leadership-innovativeness
relationship (Waldman & Bass, 1991). Some scholars believe that leadership style affects organizational
innovativeness (Pierson, 1994) albeit some scholars claim that many other existing factors address
innovativeness, which should empirically be explored (Waldman & Yammarino, 1999).
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3. Methodology
The research, consistent with the aim of this study, aims to discover how leadership orientation and
innovativeness are statistically structured and whether these structures can be merged under the concept of
leadership. To achieve this aim, the authors facilitate from Luthans’s (1995) leadership orientation items and also
combine many items to measure innovativeness. These items include the ones prepared by Raudsepp and Hough
(1977); Hurt et al. (1977); and Agarwal and Prasad (1998). As the authors cannot find any clear evidence of the
exact use of these instruments in the Turkish context and as there is only one study (Ayranci, 2011) in the
Turkish context that uses these instruments’ items and explores their statistical structures, the authors determined
to perform an explanatory factor analyses on the data gathered using the items from these instruments.
One top manager from each of the businesses in the Istanbul Leather Organized Industrial Zone participated in
the research. There are 605 firms in this zone (Istanbul Leather Organized Industrial Zone, 2013), and to achieve
a 5% error margin, and a 95% confidence level, size of the sample is found out to be 236. The authors chose to
obtain data from the top managers of 250 businesses to compensate for potential incomplete or invalid data. The
questionnaires include the items from the mentioned instruments and were administered by a professional firm.
At the end of the application, nine questionnaires were excluded and the analyses were performed on data from
241 managers.
3.1 Limitations of the Research
This research is limited to only one organized industrial zone in Istanbul, and therefore, generalizations
regarding all the businesses in Istanbul or the entire country can not be made. This limitation is, in fact, the result
of two other limitations, namely research budget and time. The use of self-reporting instruments may also be
seen as another limitation as the participants may not directly and honestly provide opinions about theirselves.
This limitation is also allowable according to the authors because the original instruments, which the items are
taken from, are also self-reporting instruments.
Table 1. Explanatory factor and reliability analysis results for leadership orientations
Style
Factor’s Cronbach’s Alpha Value

0.905

Overall Cronbach’s Alpha Value

People

Work

Orientation

Orientation

0.857

0.787

0.783

(1)

I make decisions about work issues.

0.925

(2)

I want my methods to be used to solve particular problems.

0.902

(3)

I want my subordinates to act as I request during business emergencies.

0.883

(4)

I provide freedom up to a certain point to my subordinates.

0.857

(5)

I usually support my subordinates’ business ideas

0.736

(6)

I feel comfortable while giving some of my authority to my particular
subordinates.

0.683

(7)

I have patience for haziness and latencies in our work.

0.603

(8)

I generally prefer to act after I consult particular subordinates.

0.595

(9)

I resolve any group conflicts arising among members of the business.

(10) I express to my subordinates that they must be better than their rivals, as a
group.

0.932
0.828

(11) I act as though I am representing all of my subordinates in the business.

0.801

(12) I trust my subordinates.

0.785

(13) I want my subordinates to work more.

0.868

(14) I want my subordinates to work more enthusiastically.

0.786

(15) I encourage my subordinates to be more productive by offering rewards.

0.743

(16) I want my subordinates to work faster.

0.687

(17) I encourage my subordinates to work over-time.

0.642
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3.2 Statistical Structures and Reliabilities of Leadership Orientation and Innovativeness
The first step is to explore how the leadership orientation is statistically structured. To achieve this aim, the
authors perform an explanatory factor analysis. The first result is that the data on leadership orientation are
discovered to be suitable for factorization with a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value of 0.729 and a statistically
significant Bartlett’s test value. There are three factors extracted, which can aggregately explain 63.46% of the
overall variance. Table 1 presents the extracted factors, along with respective items and factor loadings. The table
also shows the reliability analysis results.
The three extracted factors, revealed in Table 1, may be abridged as:
Style: This factor shows how the leader chooses to lead others. In this sense, style includes how the leader
prefers to decide, act, provide authority to subordinates, consult subordinates, and manage work problems.
People Orientation: This factor is about the extent to which the leader focuses on the contentment of his or her
subordinates and trusts them when considering the subordinates as a group.
Work Orientation: This factor uncovers how eager the leader is to get tasks done as well as the leader’s desire
for better productivity.
The authors continue with the explanatory factor analysis to find out the statistical pattern of the participants’
innovativeness. The results indicate that the data belonging to innovativeness can be factorized (KMO: 0.694;
Bartlett’s test value is statistically significant). The emerging five factors can explain 64.23% of all variance
overall. Table 2 includes the five factors, relevant items with factor loadings, and the outcomes of the reliability
analysis.
Table 2. Explanatory factor and reliability analysis results for innovativeness

Factor’s Cronbach’s Alpha Value

Rational

Irrational

Assertiveness

Flexibility

Creativity

ProblemSolving

ProblemSolving

0.888

0.843

0.849

0.758

0.706

Overall Cronbach’s Alpha Value
(1)

I favor acting in a fair way than having
other people’s acceptance.

(2)

I don’t respect people who cannot keep
their consistencies when facing hard
situations.

0.687
0.851

0.818

(3)

Self-respect is much more important
than other people’s respect.

0.754

(4)

I like people who prioritize work more
than fun.

0.753

(5)

I can reject benefits or amenities for the
sake of my goals.

0.750

(6)

I can persevere in searching for
solutions to very difficult problems.

0.750

(7)

I believe that success is the result of
hard work.

0.693

(8)

I have the best ideas when I am relaxed.

0.801

(9)

I think that continuously pursuing
perfection is not a wise action.

0.781
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(12) Many people have problems because
0.738

of taking events or other matters too
seriously.
(13) I believe that I can bring about a
positive change to humanity.

0.887

(14) I sometimes act in an unconventional
0.853

way that surprises people in many
social situations.
(15) My dreams cause my mind to arrive at
many thoughts and projects.

0.828

(16) I like having new ideas rather than
using other people’s ideas.

0.678

(17) I believe that the most appropriate
0.855

method to solve problems is to move
pace by pace.
(18) I work systematically when I get and
process information.

0.748

(19) I make sure that I always perform the
0.726

right actions in the process of problem
solving.
(20) Everything must be in order and

0.650

everything must in its appropriate
place.
(21) It is amendable to ask questions,
which lack absolute answers.

0.750

(22) Hunches are reliable guides when
solving problems.

0.711

(23) When I strive to solve a problem, I
0.711

also consult my hunches, and my
instincts.
(24) I can deal with a problem that I do not
fully understand yet.

0.706

The five innovativeness factors seen in Table 2 can be briefly summarized as follows:
Assertiveness: This factor shows how determined the person is to reach specific goals through hard work at the
expense of fun, comfort, benefits, and the approval of others if necessary.
Flexibility: This factor includes quick problem solving via flexible thinking and the acceptance of imperfection.
Creativity: This factor notes how much the person is eager to bring novelty, originality and difference.
Rational Problem-Solving: This factor includes using a systematic approach to solve problems.
Irrational Problem-Solving: This factor emphasizes the use of hunches, foresight, and the subconscious to
solve problems.
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3.3 The Merger of Leadership Orientation and the Leaders’ Innovativeness within the Leadership Concept
For the final step, the authors are curious to understand whether the leadership concept includes the combination
of leadership orientation and the leader’s innovativeness. This question is evaluated through the use of Structural
Equation Modeling (SEM). The authors’ proposed model is in Figure 1.
An evaluation of the merged model in Figure 1 indicates that the overall model is fairly realistic when the fit
indices of the model are compared with the limits that are suggested in the literature (Schermelleh-Engel et al.,
2003; Sivo et al., 2006; Hooper et al., 2008). Table 3 shows the relevant information.
Table 3. The merged model’s fit indices
Fit Indices

Fit Indices Values

Expected Cross-Validation Index
(The index value is 7.145 for the saturated model and 38.278 for the independence
model)

11.173

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation

0.0968

Comparative Fit Index

0.828

Normed Fit Index

0.758

Non-Normed Fit Index

0.817

Parsimony Normed Fit Index

0.713

Incremental Fit Index

0.829

Relative Fit Index

0.743

Goodness of Fit Index

0.692

Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index

0.656

Parsimony Goodness of Fit Index

0.620

Standardized RMR

0.0824

Although the proposed merged model in Figure 1 appears to be realistic, there are some problematic
relationships. The t-values in the merged model, in Figure 2, pinpoint that two of the leadership orientation
factors, namely style (t0.05=0.80) and work orientation (t0.05= -1.15), are not statistically related to the leadership
concept in this model. An interesting fact is that all of the innovativeness factors are successfully merged within
the concept of leadership in statistical terms.
The authors are also interested in the relationships between the factors. The correlations, presented in Table 4,
point out the weak relationships overall. There are, however, some key findings from Table 4. It appears that
people orientation is moderately and positively related to leadership (0.313). All of the factors of innovation
except assertiveness are also moderately and positively related to leadership. It is striking that flexibility (0.434),
creativity (0.510) and rational problem solving (0.481) are more powerfully related to leadership than irrational
problem solving (0.240). These results suggest that innovation is considered to be beneficial for leadership and
assertiveness; in other words, making many sacrifices to reach specific goals is not much favored. The
participants also do not emphasize irrationality while solving problems as leaders and insist on considering their
followers to be leaders.
4. Conclusion and Recommendations
Today’s ever-changing world emphasizes competition and thus necessitates novelty, creativity, flexible thinking,
and a powerful ability to solve problems; these factors can all be clustered together under the umbrella of
innovativeness. In other words, innovativeness can be perceived as the key to survival and sustainable success. It
is not solely innovativeness that should be glorified in this current era; the changes in many contexts also require
leadership. This reality raises another necessity – the need for proper leadership.
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Figure 1. The merged model of leadership orientation and innovativeness
LEADERSH: Leadership; STYLE: Leadership Style (Leadership Orientation); PEOPLE_O: People Orientation (Leadership Orientation);
WORK_ORI: Work Orientation (Leadership Orientation); ASSERTIV: Assertiveness (Innovativeness); FLEXIBIL: Flexibility
(Innovativeness); CREATIVI: Creativity (Innovativeness); RAT_PROB: Rational Problem Solving (Innovativeness); IRRAT_PR: Irrational
Problem Solving (Innovativeness). The numbers in the boxes represent the order of the items in Tables 1 and 2.

Being conscious of these facts, the authors of the current study were motivated to investigate leadership and
innovativeness. These two concepts are considered together for three reasons. As mentioned earlier, leadership is
thought to bring newness and originality; it is also about deciding how to manage changes and emerging
situations. This management ability is related to innovativeness in the literature. However, the deficiency of the
related empirical studies is a significant gap and the authors performed this study to partially fill in this gap. The
authors also consider that change can best be addressed if leadership gains flexibility through the inclusion of
innovativeness. Finally, the authors desire to discover which leadership orientations are related to innovativeness.
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In other words, the authors want to discover how leadership can be structured if leadership orientation and
innovativeness are considered together.
With these goals in mind, the authors propose a model of leadership that includes leadership orientation and
innovativeness factors. According to the preliminary results, leadership orientations are grouped into three
factors - style, people orientation and work orientation. Innovativeness depends on five factors, namely
assertiveness, flexibility, creativity, and rational and irrational problem solving. The model including all of these
factors is found to be fairly realistic; however, two leadership orientation factors-style and work orientation-fail
to show a relationship to leadership in this model. This result indicates that leadership includes innovativeness
Table 4. Correlation matrix of the factors
Style

le
People

People

Work

Orientation

Orientation

Assertiveness

Flexibility

Creativity

Rational

Irrational

Problem

Problem

Solving

Solving

1.000
0.022

1.000

-0.008

-0.034

1.000

Assertiveness

-0.028

-0.122

0.043

1.000

Flexibility

0.031

0.136

-0.048

-0.169

1.000

Creativity

0.037

0.159

-0.056

-0.199

0.221

1.000

0.035

0.150

-0.053

-0.188

0.209

0.245

1.000

0.017

0.075

-0.026

-0.094

0.104

0.122

0.116

1.000

0.072

0.313

-0.109

-0.390

0.434

0.510

0.481

0.240

Orientation
Work
Orientation

Leadership

Rational
Problem
Solving
Irrational
Problem
Solving

Leadership

1.000

and people orientation according to the proposed model. Inferring from the relationships among the factors,
innovativeness and leadership are found to be glorified together and people orientation is a considered a matter
for leadership.
The authors believe that the achieved result is in conformity with the literature. Many studies claim that
innovativeness is a feature of the leader, and some even posit that innovativeness is a vital source of leadership.
The proposed model tested in the current study acknowledges the outcomes of the relevant studies. Another
noteworthy result is that only the people orientation feature is related to leadership when innovativeness and
leadership orientations are both considered within the leadership model. As the literature notes, effective leaders
should not solely benefit from their innovativeness but should also use their social skills; in other words, they
should appeal to their followers. The literature’s focus on people and the omission of other leadership orientation
factors in this research, except for people orientation, suggests that this result confirms the relevant literature as
well.
Some recommendations may be made at this point. Future studies may add other leadership features aside from
leadership orientation and innovativeness in their models. Interactions among these features could also be an
interesting subject for exploration. As the changes in today’s context require situational factors to be considered,
changes or change requirements in the innovativeness and leadership orientations can also be explored within the
contingency approach. Issue of culture including cultural changes, culture’s effects and acculturation can also be
considered in relation to leaders’ innovativeness and orientation.
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Figure 2. The t-Values of the relationships in the merged model
Note: The abbreviations are given in Figure 1.
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