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Abstract

Relevant literature notes that leadership in business contexts inspires innovativeness. This study considers this insight as
a starting point but moves beyond the existing literature by focusing only on leaders to understand how leadership
inspires a leader’s own innovativeness. The author chose the people who own and manage a business (owner-managers)
and used the perceptions of workers in businesses to evaluate the existence of leadership as well as leadership
orientations of owner-managers. The key objectives of this study — namely, evaluating how perceived leadership and
leadership orientations of owner-managers affect their own innovativeness — reveal remarkable results. There are two
leadership orientations, one focusing on the work and the other that focuses on people. There are many factors related to
owner-manager innovativeness. The perceived leadership of owner-managers moderately affects their innovativeness in
a positive direction. The factors related to people-oriented leadership can also affect their innovativeness positively at a
moderate level.
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1. Introduction

The concepts of leadership and innovation have been analyzed in the context of business for many years, becoming the
subject of many studies. According to these studies, some aspects of leadership and innovation have very strong
relationships. These claims usually depend on the fact that people- and transformation-oriented leaders are more
innovative, which can also foster innovativeness in a business context (Adair, 2007; Burpitt & Bigoness, 1997;
Eisenbeiss, Knippenberg, & Boerner, 2008; Jung, Chow, & Wu, 2003; Klemm, 2001; Krause, Gebert, & Kearney, 2007).

The existing literature, however, exhibits two important gaps. First of all, there are very few studies that analyze the
leadership-innovation relationship in a Turkish business context (but see Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Mogulkoc, 2009).
Though it is often claimed that leadership can be a tool to encourage innovation, there are few studies that analyze the
leadership-innovativeness relationship in relation to leaders specifically. This study fills in these gaps and may be
considered as a contribution to not only the literature on Turkey but also to the international literature as well.

The participants in this study were people who owned and managed their businesses (i.e., owner-managers). The
leadership orientations, which emphasized either people or work, and the innovativeness of the owner-managers were
assessed by multiple well-known instruments, which have already been used in the international literature. The purpose
of the study was to understand whether and how the existence of leadership and leadership orientations of
owner-managers could affect their innovativeness.

The present author acknowledged that owner-managers might not be leaders themselves. In other words, simply having
the title of owner and manager did not necessarily imply the title of leader. Based on this premise, the workers in the
businesses of the owner-managers were asked whether they saw these owner-managers as leaders. The workers were
also required to fill out questionnaires related to the orientations of the owner-managers. As such, the workers of each
participating business provided data about the leadership orientations of that business’s owner-manager, allowing this
study to consider perceived leadership orientations as well. Self-reporting was used for owner-manager innovativeness.

The results revealed that leadership orientations depended on four factors. Two of these factors involved the leader’s
focus on the work, whereas the other two involved the leader’s focus on the people. The other concept, innovativeness,
was composed of five factors, namely, idealism, flexibility, distinction, systematic approach and hunch. The overall
result of the research was that the perceived leadership of owner-managers could positively affect their innovativeness.
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Another important point was that factors related to owner-manager people-oriented leadership could inspire their
innovativeness, again in a positive way.

2. Some Definitions of Innovativeness

There are many different definitions of innovativeness, but generally the term can be thought of as the use of the
capacity and the capability to act with a new understanding or the expression of the capacity to assess a subject in an
unconventional way. According to certain definitions of innovativeness, this capacity or capability includes creativity as
well, as addressed below.

Innovativeness may be thought of as a property of humans, an emotional process and even a lifestyle that is related to
intelligence, efficiency, originality and unconventionality (Yavuzer, 1994). Such issues are mentioned across many
different definitions of innovativeness throughout the literature. Guilford (1961) defines innovativeness as a learned
ability and contends that the use of this ability mainly involves thinking in a style different from others. Torrance and
Wu (1981) develop a more detailed definition. They claim that being innovative involves being sensitive to problems,
imperfections, lost information and inconsistencies, perceiving difficulties, looking for solutions, making guesses,
formulating new assumptions and analyzing the results of these assumptions. In newer studies, innovativeness is defined
as producing flexible thoughts (Kiesswetter, 1983), the ability to produce authentic ideas in different conditions (Gibson
& Chandler, 1988), the ability to produce meaningful answers with one’s own ideas and capabilities in order to solve
problems (Wakefield, 1992), the cognitive process that emerges as a person’s own capabilities (Diakidoy & Kanari,
1999) and separation from other people’s ways of thinking through the production of unconventional solutions using
new axes of thoughts (Riza, 2000).

The literature contends that innovation is not a single-step concept; rather, it is a process. While some studies consider
the innovation process in terms of the general steps that may be considered to solve different problems (Vecchio, 1988),
other studies consider this process in relation to a business context (Chesbrough, 2004; Choi & Valikangas, 2001;
Herzog, 2008). The use of special techniques such as synectic techniques (Hodgetts, 1998), brainstorming, meditation
and cognitive mapping (Luthans, 1995) are also favored in this process.

3. The Relationship between Leadership and Innovativeness

It is remarkable that leadership only has been a scientific subject since the beginning of the twentieth century. Scholars
have developed various approaches to leadership, with the number of studies on the subject increasing sharply after the
1940s (Guney, 2000). These approaches and studies are not, however, the focus of this study, and hence, they are not
explained in this section. Rather, it seems more pertinent to define leadership and focus on studies that consider the
relationships between leadership and innovativeness.

There are many different definitions of leadership throughout the literature. According to one of these definitions, a
leader is the person who determines the goals of his/her own group and who can direct the group in the most effective
way to make these goals happen; as such, leadership is the art of enabling people to carry out their tasks willingly and
voluntarily (Baysal & Tekarslan, 2004).

The leader may also be the person who is followed by other people in a specific group with an intention to reach
personal and/or group goals (Kocel, 2003). In this case, leadership can be considered the ability to gather a group of
people around specific purposes and encourage them to achieve these purposes (Zel, 2001).

Some studies that define and include leadership also include innovation. Eigen and Siegel (1989) separate leadership
from management by noting that managers perform the work in the “right” way, but leaders choose or determine what
this right way should be. According to these two scholars, leaders may choose among existing alternatives; they may
choose to consider one of these alternatives in a unique, unconventional way, or they may think of new alternatives that
have never been considered before. Bennis (1989) has very similar framework and contends that managers do not
usually show new approaches; rather, leaders deliver newness, show original behaviors, produce solutions that have
never been used before and invent. In this case, these studies suggest that innovativeness can be a characteristic of
leaders.

Besides the two studies mentioned above, there are also many studies that discuss the leadership-innovativeness
relationship within an organizational context. A general result put forward by relatively older studies is that there are
relationships between innovativeness and some specific leadership types (Hage & Dewar, 1973; Maier, 1970). Newer
studies from the 1990s and later provide many insights on these relationships.

Published by Sciedu Press 49



www.sciedu.ca/jms Journal of Management and Strategy Vol. 2, No. 1; March 2011

Current studies on leadership and personal or organizational innovativeness make the following contributions.

e Transformational leaders cause workers to feel freer. Because of this, workers start to exhibit more cooperation,
become more willing to have initiative, develop new and original ideas and act more effectively as a team
(Adair, 2007; Burpitt & Bigoness, 1997; Eisenbeiss et al., 2008).

e Transformational leadership is very effective at encouraging organizational creativity and innovativeness
(Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Hunt, Stelluto, & Hooijberg, 2004; Junga et al., 2003).

e Leaders can encourage their workers to be more creative and innovative by using organizational culture
(Herzog, 2008; Yukl, 2001) as well as support mechanisms such as material rewards (Baer, Oldham, &
Cummings, 2003; Gumusluoglu, 2009; Mumford & Gustafson, 1988).

e Leaders can directly affect the work context and the rules of working in order to enhance organizational
creativity and innovativeness (Amabile, 1998).

e Leaders can determine and shape the organizational vision, and with this vision, they can cause workers to
focus on long-term innovative working processes by encouraging creativity among workers (Amabile, 1997).

e  The leaders of the organizations in developed countries claim that their organizations must foster
innovativeness, instead of merely reverting to the usual methods of cutting back costs and improving
effectiveness, in order to compete with organizations in developing countries (Daft, 2008).

Current studies that focus on leadership and the innovativeness of leaders making the following contributions.

e The emotional intelligence of a leader may also be an important factor for that leader to be innovative and to
promote creativity in the organization (Cengiz, Acuner, &Baki, 2006; Zhou & George, 2003).

e An effective leader should be creative, encourage the emergence and application of innovative ideas and be
people-oriented (Rowitz, 2001).

e There exist various leadership capabilities, and for each capability, characteristics such as a propensity for
innovation and social skills are essential (Crosby & Bryson, 2005).

e The innovation should also be led. An innovation leader should have many characteristics, one of which is the
ability to engage workers in the organization and to communicate enthusiastically (Deschamps, 2003).

4. Research on the Relationship between Owner-Manager Leadership Orientations and Owner-Manager
Innovativeness

The studies noted in the prior section contend that there are relationships between leadership and innovativeness.
Moreover, the prior section shows that the innovativeness of a leader becomes important if the leader is to transform the
organization or focus on interpersonal relationships.

The author of this study considered the abovementioned studies in order to understand whether and how the leadership
orientations of people who own and manage a business (i.e., owner-managers) are related to their innovativeness. The
research did not focus on the transformational leadership characteristics unlike some of the studies mentioned in the
previous section, and therefore, this type of leadership was not the focus of this research. Rather, the present study
covered two dimensions of leadership: work-oriented and being people-oriented dimensions of leadership. Prior studies
have discovered that leadership is a cause of innovativeness. The author expected this to be true for this study as well
such that owner-manager leadership orientations would positively affect their innovativeness.

4.1 Population, sample and data collection method

The research considered the relationship between owner-manager leadership orientations and their innovativeness. There
are many pitfalls in this approach. First of all, being an owner, manager and leader are three distinct properties. What’s
more, being a leader and being a specific type of leader are also quite different matters. It is also important to note that
leadership is a social concept, and therefore, if a person is perceived as a leader, there may be vast distinctions between a
leader’s own perceptions about his/her leadership and the perceptions of others regarding the leader.

Because of these issues, the choice of who provides the data on leadership orientations is a vital question. Innovativeness
is the expression of one’s own capacity and ability, which makes it convenient to use self-reporting techniques. The
author indeed used self-reporting for innovativeness and asked owner-managers to provide data on their own
innovativeness. In addition to self-reporting, other people can be asked to assess the leadership of a specific person. The
author considered this approach as well, ultimately deciding to use the perceptions of others regarding the leadership of
owner-managers. As a result, this study employed two sets of data, namely, data collected from the owner-managers on
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their own innovativeness and data provided by workers in each business, which showed whether the owner-manager was
seen as a leader, and if so, the leadership orientation.

Due to the difficulties of acquiring the required data from large businesses, the author decided to consider small- and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). As compared with big businesses, it was easier to access the owners of SMEs and
collect data from their workers. The owners of most SMEs were also managers due to the nature of these businesses.
Time and budget issues led the author to collect data from the SMEs in an organized industrial zone, as these zones
usually include many SMEs.

Based on the considerations mentioned in the prior paragraphs, the author defined the target population as
owner-managers and workers at SMEs in the Istanbul Dudullu Organized Industrial Zone. This zone included 137
businesses with more than 500 people as of October 24, 2010 (Dudullu Organized Industrial Zone, 2010).

The data were collected by questionnaires. As there was no appropriate instrument in the existing literature, assessing
the innovativeness of the owner-managers was challenging. The author used a blend of various individual and
organizational innovativeness instruments with some rewording, including the “How Creative Are You?” scale
(Raudsepp & Hough, 1977), “The Innovativeness Scale” (Hurt, Joseph, & Cook, 1977) and some items related to
personal innovativeness from Agarwal and Prasad’s (1998) study.

The questionnaires for workers began with the question “Do you perceive the person (people) who is (are) both the
owner(s) and the manager(s) of your business as your leader(s) in this business context?” and continued with reworded
items from Luthans’s (1995) “Leadership Orientation Inventory” scale. The data collection process started on October
25,2010, and ended on December 1, 2010.

There were 137 cases at the end of the data-gathering process, but the analyses were performed with only 83 cases due
to missing or obsolete data. In addition, some cases were excluded due to the fact that some workers did not perceive
their business owner-managers as leaders, and some businesses had distinct manager and owner positions.

4.2 Reliabilities and statistical structures of the data

Because the instruments in the questionnaires had never been used together in a Turkish business context, the author
decided to perform exploratory factor analyses to elucidate the statistical structures of the acquired data. As the data
were provided by two different groups (i.e., owner-managers and workers), two factor analyses were performed.

The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value for the innovativeness items was 0.674, and the Barlett’s test value was
significant. This means that these items were acceptably suitable for factorization. There were five factors extracted,
explaining 59.59% of the total variance. Table 1 shows each factor and its related items.

<Table 1 about here>
The factors shown in Table 1 can be summarized as follows.

Idealism: The extent to which a person tries to reach his/her own goals and has challenges when faced with difficulties
as well as how much the person cares about work and issues of dignity and honesty.

Flexibility: How a person perceives and considers different and unconventional approaches to solve problems.
Distinction: How inclined a person is to show or express unexpected and unforeseen ideas.

Systematic approach: To what extent a person is cautious, tidy and favors the use of specific steps to solve problems.

Hunch: How much a person relies on his own hunches to solve problems.

Table 2 shows the Cronbach’s alpha values of each innovativeness factor and all respective items. The table reveals that
the factors and the innovativeness items are reliable.

<Table 2 about here>

The KMO value for the perceived leadership orientation items was 0.685, and again, the Bartlett’s test value was
significant. Four leadership orientation factors were extracted; two of these were related to work, while the other two
were related to people. The four factors could explain 65.55% of the total variance. Table 3 shows these factors and their
respective items.

<Table 3 about here>

Published by Sciedu Press 51



www.sciedu.ca/jms Journal of Management and Strategy Vol. 2, No. 1; March 2011

As shown in Table 3, the four perceived leadership orientation factors are as follows.

Initiative (People Orientation): How much the leader is willing to let workers use initiative in their work.

Over-working (Work Orientation): The extent to which the leader is inclined to demand and/or force workers to work
longer and faster.

Conservatism (Work Orientation): How much the leader defends and favors the conventional rules, methods and
arrangements in order that workers obey him/her.

Synergy (People Orientation): How much the leader wants to engage with workers and form group synergy by solving
intra-group conflicts, acknowledging group success, delegating responsibilities to workers and trusting workers.

Table 4 shows that there are no reliability issues regarding perceived leadership orientation factors and their items.
<Table 4 about here>
4.3 Relationships between owner-manager perceived leadership orientations and innovativeness

As explained before, many studies claim that leadership inspires some aspects of innovativeness. It is, however, striking
that most studies only consider the innovativeness of the workers. In other words, most studies reach the conclusion that
leadership is a causal concept for worker innovativeness. The current study acknowledges this conclusion but moves
beyond it by focusing exclusively on owner-manager innovativeness. The author of the current study suggests that
owner-manager perceived leadership (or at least some leadership orientation aspects) affect innovativeness positively.

In accordance with this assumption, the author analyzed this relationship at three different levels by studying on the
effects of owner-manager perceived leadership orientation factors on their innovativeness, the effect of perceived
leadership on each factor of their innovativeness and the effect of perceived leadership on their innovativeness. Table 5
shows the results on the effects of owner-manager perceived leadership orientation on innovativeness.

<Table 5 about here>
Table 5 makes the following contributions.

The relationship between initiative (people orientation) and innovativeness is statistically significant (F=2.540; p<0.05).
In this case, encouraging initiative under a people orientation affects innovativeness significantly. The portion of the
effect is 8.6% (Ad. R?=.086), and the level of the effect is moderate (R=0.376).

Synergy (people orientation) and innovativeness also show a significant relationship (F=2.463; p<0.05). Synergy under a
people orientation affects innovativeness significantly by 8.2% (Ad. R*=0.082), and the level of the effect is again
moderate (R=0.371).

The rest of the relationships involving leadership orientation factors and innovativeness are not significant.
Over-working under a work orientation does not affect innovativeness significantly (F=0.356; p>0.05), nor does
conservatism under a work orientation (F=2.248; p>0.05).

While Table 5 shows the effects of owner-managers’ perceived leadership orientation factors on their innovativeness,
Table 6 shows whether and how perceived leadership affects each factor of their innovativeness.

<Table 6 about here>
Table 6 reveals the following findings.

In the significant relationship (F=3.532; p<0.05) between perceived leadership and distinction, perceived leadership has
a positive effect on distinction of 11% (Ad. R*=0.110), and the level of this effect is moderate (R=0.392).

Similarly, there is a significant relationship (F=2.537; p<0.05) between perceived leadership and hunch, and perceived
leadership affects hunch by 7% (Ad. R*=0.070) at a moderate level (R=0.339).

There is no significant effect of perceived leadership on the other innovativeness factors.
Finally, Table 7 presents the effect of owner-manager perceived leadership on their innovativeness.
<Table 7 about here>

The owner-manager perceived leadership positively and significantly affects innovativeness (F=3.418; p<0.05) by
12.8% (Ad. R?=0.128), and the level of the effect is moderate (R=0.426).

5. Results and Conclusions

This study focused on the relationship between leadership orientations and the innovativeness of those who own and
manage a business. Though self-reporting was used to measure owner-manager innovativeness, the leadership
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orientations of owner-managers were assessed by their workers. It was expected that the results would be in line with
previous findings in the literature; namely, there would be a significant relationship between leadership orientations and
innovativeness, and leadership would partially or entirely determine some or all aspects of innovativeness.

Owner-manager innovativeness was composed of five factors, including idealism, flexibility, distinction, systematic
approach and hunch. Perceptions regarding their leadership were measured according to two orientations, that is, toward
work and toward people. The work orientation implied over-working and conservatism, while the people orientation
encouraged initiative and synergy.

The overall results suggest that owner-manager perceived leadership could positively affect the innovativeness of
owner-managers at different levels. When perceived leadership orientations were broken down into factors,
people-oriented leadership factors affected innovativeness positively and significantly. Put differently, encouraging
initiative and synergy causes leaders to be more innovative. This result is in line with the literature, as previous studies
also reached the conclusion that innovativeness, social skills and fostering communication were important aspects of
leadership.

The results were similar when overall perceived leadership was considered (i.e., with all perceived leadership orientation
factors considered together). Owner-manager perceived leadership positively and significantly affected two
innovativeness factors (i.e., distinction and hunch). The distinction refers to the capacity to formulate and implement
new, unconventional ideas, and as discussed above, this capacity is also addressed in many definitions of innovativeness.

Hunch, the other factor of innovativeness, involves the use of hunches to overcome problems. A similar relationship can
be observed between perceived leadership and hunches. Some existing studies have defined innovativeness in terms of
cognitive processes or new axes of thoughts, suggesting that the innovativeness process can also facilitate a person’s
hunches. As such, hunches may be connected with leadership through the innovativeness-leadership relationship.

Finally, owner-manager perceived leadership positively and moderately affected their innovativeness. This final result
confirms that there is indeed a connection between leadership and innovativeness, similar to what other studies have
found. This finding contributes to the relevant literature on the causal relationships between leadership and
innovativeness. The literature contends that the leadership in a work context can inspire innovativeness among
individual workers, groups of workers and organizations. In addition to these previous findings in the literature, the
results from the present study suggest that perceived leadership can also inspire a leader’s own innovativeness.

There is significant research that remains to be done on the relationship between leadership and innovativeness. Future
studies might analyze the reverse effects as compared to those analyzed here, namely, whether and how a leader’s
innovativeness affects a leader’s orientation. There may even be mutual relationships between these two factors, which
may an interesting aspect for future study. Some studies claim that leadership includes innovativeness, and therefore,
future studies might use a systems approach to check whether leader innovativeness is actually a subset of leadership.
This study considered two main leadership orientations, namely, toward people and toward work. In the future, more
orientations can be considered, or future studies may simultaneously take various different types of leadership into
consideration and use a mixed approach to leadership orientations in order to analyze leader innovativeness. Variations
in a leader’s innovative characteristics according to different types of leadership can also be analyzed. This study used
self-reporting for a leader’s innovativeness and relied on other people’s perceptions of leadership orientations.
Alternatively, future analyses can evaluate if there are differences between leadership-innovativeness relationships when
self-reporting is exclusively used to measure either innovativeness or leadership as compared to if it is not used at all. In
other words, the role of perceptions on the relationship between leadership and innovativeness can be evaluated in
greater detail in future studies.
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Table 1. The results of explanatory factor analysis on owner-manager innovativeness

Rotated Component Matrix®

Idealism | Flexibility | Distinction Systematic Hunch
approach

It is more important for me to act in the fair way than to have 0.836
other people’s approval.

I lose my respect for people who cannot act consistently when 0.807
facing different situations.

I can go on searching for solutions to very difficult problems. 0.774

I like people who act according to the rule of “work before 0.758
fun.”

Self-respect is more important than the respect other people 0.744
show.

I can easily abandon benefits or comforts in order to reach my 0.724
goals.

I believe that the road to success is through hard work. 0.709

The best ideas generally come into my mind when I am not 0.809
busy.

I think that the people who chase perfection are not very wise. 0.774

I can easily change my method when I understand that a 0.738
specific approach to a problem does not provide any benefit.

I like to ask questions that have no answers. 0.734

The inability to solve a problem is sometimes the result of 0.687
asking the wrong questions.

I can sometimes find quick solutions to problems. 0.636

The problems of many people arise from their extreme 0.608
seriousness toward events and matters.

I sometimes formulate ideas that are unconventional enough to 0.831
surprise people in social situations.

I believe that I can make a difference to humanity. 0.764

Diving into my world of dreams causes my mind to generate 0.744
many important thoughts and projects.

I prefer to discover new ideas rather than getting my ideas 0.689
approved by other people.

I like to astonish other people. 0.641

I like to be full of new ideas, even if they do not provide me 0.593
with any solutions.

I believe that the best method to solve problems is to move 0.851
step by step, logically.

I work slowly and carefully when I synthesize information that 0.833
I get very quickly and that is related to the problem at hand.

I mostly want to make sure that I always follow the right steps 0.811
when solving a specific problem.

It is important to me that everything has a place and 0.667
everything is in its place.

It is acceptable to ask questions that may not have any specific 0.767
and concrete answers.

When I approach the solution of a problem, I trust my hunches 0.740
and my instincts about what is right or wrong.

Hunches are reliable guides to solving problems. 0.679

I frequently start work on a problem that I do not fully 0.672
understand and cannot yet explain.
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Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in five iterations.

Table 2. The results of the reliability analyses on the owner-manager innovativeness items

Factors Cronbach’s alpha values
Idealism 0.885
Flexibility 0.850
Distinction 0.809
Systematic approach 0.825
Hunch 0.717
All items 0.726

Table 3. The results of the explanatory factor analysis on perceived leadership orientation items

Rotated Component Matrix®

Initiative
(People
Orientation)

Over-working
(Work
Orientation)

Conservatism
(Work
Orientation)

Synergy
(People
Orientation)

The owner-manager of the business lets us decide
on our own about work issues.

0.928

The owner-manager of the business allows us to use
our own methods while solving certain problems.

0.908

The owner-manager of the business provides us
with freedom up to a certain point.

0.883

We can act as we wish in certain business
emergencies.

0.879

The owner-manager of the business usually
supports our ideas about the business.

0.737

The owner-manager of the business feels
comfortable passing along some of his/her authority
to certain subordinates.

0.653

The owner-manager of the business has a tolerance
for ambiguities and delays in our work.

0.613

The owner-manager of the business lets us decide
how fast we work.

0.591

The owner-manager of the business generally
prefers to act after he/she consults certain
subordinates.

0.587

The owner-manager of the business wants us to
work more.

0.892

The owner-manager of the business wants us to
work more enthusiastically.

0.840

The owner-manager of the business wants us to
work faster.

0.792

The owner-manager of the business encourages us
to be more productive by offering rewards.

0.730

The owner-manager of the business encourages us
to work over-time.

0.537

The owner-manager of the business encourages the
use of specific methods in the business.

0.926

The owner-manager of the business personally

0.855
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plans the work to be done.

subordinates obey the specified rules and
arrangements.

The owner-manager of the business personally 0.798
decides what to do and how to do anything in

relation to the business.

The owner-manager of the business demands that 0.797

The owner-manager of the business solves group
conflicts arising among any members of the
business.

0.938

The owner-manager of the business expresses that
we as a group of workers must be superior to rivals.

0.867

The owner-manager of the business acts as if he/she
is representing the group of all workers in the
business.

0.783

The owner-manager of the business trusts us.

0.650

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a. Rotation converged in five iterations.

Table 4. The results of the reliability analyses on perceived leadership orientation items

Factors

Cronbach’s alpha values

Initiative (People Orientation) 0.906
Over-working (Work Orientation) 0.818
Conservatism (Work Orientation) 0.871
Synergy (People Orientation) 0.837
All of the items 0.798

Table 5. The results on the effects of owner-manager perceived leadership orientation factors on innovativeness

58

Initiative (People Orientation) and Innovativeness
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R> | Ad.R’
Regression 5-77 2.540 0.035 0376 | 0.142 | 0.086
Synergy (People Orientation) and Innovativeness
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R*> | Ad.R’
Regression 5-77 2.463 0.040 0.371 0.138 0.082
Over-working (Work Orientation) and Innovativeness
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R> | Ad.R’
Regression 5-77 0.356 0.877 0.150 | 0.023 | -0.041
Conservatism (Work Orientation) and Innovativeness
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R> | Ad.R’
Regression 5-77 2.248 0.058 0.357 | 0.127 | 0.071
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Table 6. The results on the effects of owner-manager perceived leadership on innovativeness factors

Perceived Leadership and Distinction
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R’ | Ad.R’
Regression 4-78 3.532 0.011 0.392 0.153 0.110
Perceived Leadership and Hunch
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R’ | Ad.R’
Regression 4-78 2.537 0.047 0.339 0.115 0.070
Perceived Leadership and Idealism
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R’ | Ad.R’
Regression 4-78 0.746 0.564 0.192 0.037 | -0.013
Perceived Leadership and Flexibility
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R’ | Ad.R’
Regression 4-78 1.320 0.270 0.252 0.063 0.015
Perceived Leadership and Systematic Approach
ANOVA Model Summary
df F P R R’ | Ad.R’
Regression 4-78 1.968 0.108 0.303 | 0.092 | 0.045

Table 7. The results on the effects of owner-manager perceived leadership on innovativeness

Perceived Leadership and Innovativeness
ANOVA Model Summary
Ad.
df F P R R’ R?
Regression 5-77 3418 0.008 0426 | 0.182 | 0.128
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