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Abstract: Shared leadership and employee empowerment develop positive feelings in employees towards the organization, the 
work they do and themselves. These positive emotions create confidence for employees to try new methods and techniques in their 
work. Employees who approach their work with an innovative mindset will be more beneficial to their organizations and increase 
their own satisfaction. In this study, the shared leadership, employee empowerment and innovativeness levels of schools, the 
relationship of these variables with each other and the predictive status were examined according to the perceptions of the teachers. 
This study is a research in relational survey model. The data of the research were collected in the province of Malatya in November 
during 2019-2020 academic year. The data were collected through "Shared Leadership", "Employee Empowerment" and 
"Innovativeness" scales. Correlation analysis and structural equation modeling were used to analyze the data. According to the 
results of the research, the levels of shared leadership, employee empowerment and innovativeness in primary schools are “partially 
high”. There is a positive, significant and moderate relationship between the school's shared leadership and employee empowerment 
and teachers' innovativeness. In addition, shared leadership and employee empowerment predict teachers' innovativeness. For this 
reason, it is considered important to create a school environment where leadership is shared in order to increase the innovativeness 
of teachers and to support teachers and include them in decision-making processes in order to empower them.  
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Introduction 

In our age, especially after 2000s, information produced anywhere in the world can be accessed everywhere worldwide 
at the same time thanks to the rapid spread of information and communication technologies. Undoubtedly, educational 
organizations also get their share from this rapid production and spread of information. Therefore, modern approaches 
should replace classical practices in educational administration, as well. The most important of these approaches 
include sharing leadership in organizations, empowering employees and having innovative goals (Büyükbeşe et al., 
2019; Currie & Spyridonidis, 2019). 

The aim of this study is to examine the innovativeness needed by educational organizations in a competitive 
environment that is getting more and more tougher day by day and sometimes in compulsory situations such as 
pandemics. Innovativeness will enable organizations to progress faster and thus become stronger. In this respect, 
knowing the variables that affect innovativeness may be useful for organizations. It is important to increase the positive 
influences and reduce the negative ones as much as possible. It is thought that this study will make an important 
contribution to the field in terms of examining how shared leadership and employee empowerment affect 
innovativeness in organizations. It also needs to lead innovative solutions in educational organizations that need to lead 
all segments of society in all areas (Fedorov et al., 2020). 

Currently, organizations in different geographies of the world are closely following each other and scientific 
developments, where technology and communication have experienced great developments. The success or failure of 
an organization anywhere in the world affects other organizations in a very short time. In selecting the subject of the 
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study, an attempt was made to look for answers to a common question for educational organizations. Although the data 
of this study was collected from Turkey, the results and results obtained are also important for educational 
organizations in other parts of the world. 

Shared Leadership 

Although the idea of shared leadership was introduced in the 1920s (Ensley et al., 2006), scientific studies have largely 
started from the late 20th century on (Firestone, 1996; Weiss & Cambone, 1994). Shared leadership implies that the 
leadership role in the organization is played by many employees, not just the officially appointed person or senior 
officials (Carson et al., 2007; Harris, 2003; Harrison, 2005; Ozer & Beycioglu, 2013; Spillane et al., 2001). This type of 
leadership has three main characteristics; it is a common product that emerges as a result of the interaction of 
employees with each other, this type of leadership does not have definite boundaries, and leadership practices can be 
reproduced with the common effort of all employees (Bolden et al., 2009). With shared leadership practices, 
employees' hidden talents are revealed (Gronn, 2002), employees can overcome their own limits, and the focus is on 
the interaction between the leader and the followers (Spillane, 2006). The sharing and interactional behaviors of the 
employees in the organization increase both their individual and team capacities (Yukl, 2002). The disclosure of the 
high capacities and hidden talents of the employees can provide significant benefits for the organization. 

One of the important aspects of shared leadership is ensuring the participation of employees in decision making and 
problem solving processes at the organization. Employees who participate in these processes will be more effective in 
collective activities since they will experience the opportunities and difficulties of the organization at first hand (Pearce 
et al., 2008). Employees who make decisions together place more value on each other's opinions and thoughts (Gu et al., 
2016). Employees who make joint decisions will both influence and support their friends, and increase each other's 
motivation and responsibility-taking skills (Carson et al., 2007; Cobanoglu, 2020; Pearce et al., 2003). Empowering 
employees by sharing leadership will ultimately positively influence the organization to achieve its goals. There is no 
study that deals with the relationship between shared leadership and innovativeness in the literature of educational 
sciences. However, it is one of the issues discussed in other literature. Hoch (2013) examined the effect of sharing 
leadership on employees' innovativeness in two companies in the private sector. At the end of the research, it was 
stated that shared leadership strongly predicted innovativeness. In another study, Lee et al. (2018) examined the effect 
of shared leadership on employee innovativeness. In this study, it was stated that shared leadership both directly 
affects innovativeness and has an indirect effect on trust. One of the studies examining this kind of relationship is a 
study in which 121 teams from different sectors such as finance company, oil company, automobile company and 
construction company were examined (Jeong & Kim, 2014). According to the result, it was seen that shared leadership 
has a positive effect on team innovativeness and effectiveness. In a study conducted in the service sector in Pakistan, 
Fatima et al. (2017) examined the impact of participatory leadership on innovativeness. The result of this study shows 
that participatory leadership positively affects innovativeness. 

Employee Empowerment 

The machine-human perspective has changed in the modern period for those who work in classical understanding and 
continues to change. The perception of employees as human and different from machines has greatly changed the 
perspective of employees in organizations. With this change, efforts have been made to understand employees' feelings, 
thoughts and behaviors. It has begun to be discussed that emotions, thoughts and behaviors can not only be understood 
but also managed. It is thought that creating positive emotions in employees contributes to performance, and 
performance contributes to the organization's achievement of its goals more effectively and efficiently (Acaray, 2019; 
Sahin & Caliskan, 2018). 

One of the ways to increase the performance and motivation of the employees is to strengthen them. Employees need to 
be strengthened in order to increase their creativity, innovativeness capacity and flexibility (Donmez, 2012). 
Empowerment is a fundamental feature that positively affects success, productivity and growth in organizations 
(Hunjra et al., 2011; Tindowen, 2019). Empowerment is when employees have decision-making authority or an 
environment in which they can take responsibility for their tasks (Erstad, 1997). Bowen and Lawler (1992) consider 
the sharing of the following four inputs of the organization with employees as empowering them: (1) sharing 
information about the organization's performance, (2) sharing information about the rewards related to the 
performance in the organization, (3) sharing information that will enable employees to understand and contribute to 
the organization's performance and (4) sharing the power to make decisions that affect the direction and performance 
of the organization. 

Employee empowerment will enable employees to exercise discretion in the organization. Using discretion and the 
power to try unique ways is the first step to start innovating in the organization (Kanter 1982; Pierce & Delbecq 1977). 
Similarly, Spreitzer (1995) states that empowerment of employees directly affects both effective management and 
innovativeness. Empowered employees in organizations will play active roles such as developing creative methods and 
implementing innovative practices (Dogan, 2006). In the literature, there are studies examining the relationship 
between employee empowerment and innovativeness. Edu-Valsania et al. (2014) conducted one of these studies with 
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212 people working in different sectors in Spain. In the study, the relationship between employee empowerment and 
innovativeness was examined. As a result of the study, it has been determined that empowerment positively affects 
entrepreneurial and innovative behaviors in the organization. In another study, Cavus and Akgemici (2008) 
investigated how empowerment and delegation of employees affect their capacity to innovate. According to the result, 
it is stated that empowering employees and delegation of authority increase the capacity of employees to make 
innovations. In another study conducted in the automotive sector, the effect of employee empowerment on the 
innovativeness of employees was examined and it was concluded that empowerment positively affected innovativeness 
(Tekin & Akgemici, 2019). The relationship between employee empowerment and innovativeness has also been 
studied in many different areas: In the industrial sector (Spreitzer, 1995), manufacturing companies (Knight-Turvey, 
2006; Erturk, 2012), small and medium-sized companies (Cakar & Erturk, 2010; Sinha et al., 2016; Prabowo et al., 
2018) and universities (Khan et al., 2019). All the studies mentioned have concluded that employee empowerment 
positively affects the innovativeness of the employees. 

Innovativeness 

Nowadays, organizations care about trying new methods beyond the classical applications in the execution of their 
business in order not to be left behind in the competition. This can only happen with the opportunities and abilities of 
the employees to make innovations. Employees can take responsibility for their organizations only if they are 
supported and empowered by their leaders and at the same time motivated to try new methods (Parzefall et al., 2008). 
Using new methods and techniques or trying new courses in organizational processes can be possible with an 
innovative understanding. Innovation is the application, use or production of an idea, tool, system, policy, program, 
service or a product different from previous methods (Gules & Bulbul, 2002). In other words, innovativeness is using a 
new method, providing a new input or obtaining a new product in a way that no organization has done before (Ersoy & 
Muter, 2008). 

There are some requirements for innovativeness to exist in the organization. It is important that innovativeness is 
embraced by all employees and a special effort is made in this regard. Employees should have the authority to take 
responsibility and make decisions, and their ideas should be valued (Pierce & Delbecq, 1977). Sharing leadership in the 
organization and providing the employees with the opportunity to lead is a basic requirement for the initiation and 
continuation of innovativeness (Hevesli, 2016; Kanter 1982). It will be easier for employees who feel strong in the 
organization to develop innovative ideas. While administering an innovative process, employees should (1) identify 
problems, (2) classify thoughts and suggestions, (3) establish the infrastructure for the implementation of ideas for 
solution, and (4) implement them (Scott & Bruce, 1994). Organizations where leadership is shared, employees are 
strengthened and innovative understanding is adopted and implemented by all employees will be able to achieve 
significant gains. 

It has been stated in many studies that if an organization is innovative, then it is more successful in competing with 
other organizations, and that if its employees have an innovative approach, this will make them more successful than 
other employees (Amabile, 1988; Unsworth & Parker, 2003; Van de Ven, 1986). Innovativeness in educational 
organizations should be handled and analyzed more particularly than other organizations because educational 
organizations closely concern the future of countries, and especially in this age of globalization, of all humanity. There 
are three important dimensions of innovativeness in educational organizations (Thurlings et al., 2015): (1) ensuring 
the adaptation of individuals to society in the rapidly changing information age, (2) the need for new methods, 
techniques, tools and perspectives in the field of education, (3) the need for educational organizations to lead in order 
to compete with other societies. In this study, it is thought that leadership should be shared in educational 
organizations and employees should be strengthened in order for innovativeness to be implemented strongly by them. 
The aim of this research is to determine the relationship between shared leadership and employee empowerment in 
educational organizations and employee innovativeness. For this purpose, the following hypotheses have been 
developed. 
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Figure 1: Hypotheses to test 

The following hypotheses have been tested in this research: 

H1: Sharing leadership at school positively affects teachers' innovativeness. 

H2: Empowerment of employees at schools positively affects teachers' innovativeness. 

H3: Shared leadership at school positively affects the perception of employee empowerment 

Methodology 

Research Model 

In this study, it is desirable to examine the relationship between shared leadership, staff empowerment and innovation 
in schools. It is believed that there is a relationship between these variables. The model to be used in the research 
should be a model that can reveal the relationships between these variables. For this reason, the relational survey 
model was used to study the relationships between variables (Cohen et al., 2000; Karasar, 2012). 

Population and Sample 

The population of the research consists of teachers working in primary schools connected to the Ministry of Education 
in the 2019-2020 academic year in Malatya province, Turkey. There are 5645 teachers in primary schools in the center 
of Malatya. These teachers constitute the population of the research. Due to the difficulty in reaching the entire 
population, limited time and economic reasons, a sample large enough to represent the population was studied. Since 
the general characteristics of the schools in the research population are similar to each other, the schools included in 
the sample were chosen randomly. In determining the number of samples, it was seen that the sufficient sample size 
could be 359 teachers in the calculation made with the formula prepared for the situations where the total number of 
the population is certain (Balci, 2010, as cited in Cochran, 1962). In this study, 532 teachers were evaluated as a 
sample. 

The frequency and percentage distributions showing the demographic characteristics (gender, age, seniority) of the 
sample are as in Table 1 below. 
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Table1. Demographic Characteristics of Participants 

Variables Sub-dimensions f % 

Gender 
Male 272 51,1 
Female 260 48,9 

Age 

20-29 100 18,8 
30-39 128 24,1 
40-49 140 26,3 
50-59 124 23,3 
60 and older 40 7,5 

Seniority 

0-10 years 148 27,8 
11-20 years 208 39,1 
21-30 years 136 25,6 
Over 30 years 40 7,5 

 

Research Instruments 

The form used to collect the data from the population of the research consists of four parts. In the first part, there are 
questions asking the demographic characteristics of the participants. The "Shared Leadership Scale" is in the second 
part, "Employee Empowerment Scale" in the third part and "Innovativeness Scale" in the last part. Five-point Likert 
type scales were used and scored as “1 = I totally disagree”; “2 = I do not agree”; “3 = I partially agree”; “4 = I agree”; and 
"5 = I totally agree". While analyzing the scores obtained with this scale, their arithmetic mean was rated as 1.00-1.80: 
"very low", 1.81-2.60: "partially low", 2.61-3.40: "moderate", 3.41-4.20: "partially high", and 4.21- 5.00: " very high ”. 

Shared Leadership Scale: The shared leadership scale used in the study was developed by Wood (2005) and adapted to 
Turkish by Bostanci (2012). The scale consists of 18 items and 4 dimensions. These dimensions consist of "completing 
tasks together" (9 items), "mutual skill development" (2 items), "decentralized interaction" (4 items), and "emotional 
support" (3 items). Items 12, 14 and 15 of the decentralized interaction sub-dimension are reverse-coded items. The 
Cronbach’s alpha (α) reliability coefficient calculated by Bostancı (2012) in the original scale is .91. Fit values of the 
original scale; RMR = 0.025, RMSEA = 0.055, AGFI = 0.87, GFI = 0.90, NFI = 0.94 and CFI = 0.95. p = 0.00, χ2 (Chi-square) 
= 220.30, df = 129, χ2 / df = 1.53. 

Explanatory and confirmatory factor analyzes were made to the scale within the scope of this study. Since the Bartlett 
test result is significant (p= .000) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient is .86, the data matrix was found to be 
suitable for factor analysis. Four factors of the scale explain 65.34% of the total variance in the measuring tool. 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the shared leadership scale was found to be .90. The factor loads of the items 
in the "completing tasks together" dimension of the scale are between .888 and .612, the factor loads of the items in the 
“mutual skill development” dimension are between .808 and .737, the factor loads of the items in the “decentralized 
interaction” dimension are between .656 and 554, and the factor loads in the “emotional support” dimension are 
between .829 and .602.  

As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis, it was seen that the four-dimensional factor structure of the shared 
leadership scale has a good level of fit index (χ2 (Chi-square) = 183.99, df (degrees of freedom )= 79, χ2 / df = 2.33, p = 
0.00, RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)= 0.05, NFI (Normed Fit Index)= .90, IFI (Incremental Fit 
Index)= .97 , TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index)= .97, CFI (Comparative Fit Index)= .97). When two or more scales are applied 
together, the problem of common variance may arise. As a result of the composite reliability analysis performed in the 
study, it was seen that there was no common variance problem (CR (composite reliability)= .94, AVE (average variance 
extracted)= .53) 

Employee Empowerment Scale: The employee empowerment scale used in the study was developed by Spreitzer (1995) 
and adapted to Turkish by Col (2004). The scale consists of 12 items and 4 dimensions. These dimensions consist of 
"meaning" (3 items), "competence" (3 items), "autonomy" (3 items) and "impact" (3 items). Cronbach’s alpha (α) 
reliability coefficient calculated by Çöl (2004) in the original scale is .85. It is seen that the factor loads of all items in the 
scale are over .80. Explanatory and confirmatory factor analyzes were made to the scale within the scope of this study. 
Since the Bartlett test result is significant and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient is .82, it was seen that the data 
matrix is suitable for factor analysis. Four factors obtained in the scale explain 82.61% of the total variance in the 
measurement tool. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of the employee empowerment scale was found to be .87. 
The factor loads of the items in the "meaning" dimension in the scale are between .878 and .830, the factor loads of the 
items in the "competence" dimension are between .829 and .807, the factor loads of the items in the "autonomy" 
dimension are between .847 and .782, and the factor loads of the items in the "effect" dimension are between .937 and 
.889. 

As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis, it was seen that the four-dimensional factor structure of the employee 
empowerment scale had good fit index (χ2= 154.90, df= 68, χ2 / df= 2.28, p= 0.00, RMSEA= 0.05, NFI= .95, IFI= .98, TLI= 
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.98, CFI = .99). As a result of the composite reliability analysis performed in the study, it was seen that there was no 
common variance problem (CR = .97, AVE = 73). 

Innovative Behavior Scale: The innovativeness scale used in the research was developed by Scott and Bruce (1994) and 
adapted into Turkish by Caliskan et al. (2019). The scale consists of 6 items and one dimension. The Cronbach’s alpha 
(α) reliability coefficient calculated in the original of the scale is .91. The Kaiser Meyer-Olkin (KMO) sample fit 
coefficient is 0.84 and the Bartlett-Sphericity test chi-square value is 1817.334. The total variance explained in the scale 
is 69.28. Explanatory and confirmatory factor analyzes were made to the scale within the scope of this study. Since the 
Bartlett test result is significant and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient is .83, it was seen that the data matrix is 
suitable for factor analysis. The only factor obtained in the scale explains 66.60% of the total variance in the 
measurement tool. Cronbach’s alpha Reliability Coefficient of the innovativeness scale was found to be .90. The factor 
loads of the items in the scale are between .871 and .751. As a result of the confirmatory factor analysis, it was seen that 
the one-dimensional factor structure of the innovativeness scale had good fit index (χ2= 29.06, df= 8, χ2 / df= 3.63, p= 
0.00, RMSEA= 0.08, NFI= .94, IFI= .96, TLI= .92, CFI= .96). As a result of the composite reliability analysis performed in 
the study, it was seen that there was no common variance problem (CR= .92, AVE= .66). 

Common Variance Analysis 

Collecting data from a single source or using different scales together in the same time frame is expressed as the 
common method variance deviation. This negativity can be detected by applying Harman's single factor test (Podsakoff 
et al. 2003) to the scales used in the study. In this respect, non-cyclic factor analysis was performed with 36 items of 
three variables. It was seen that the variance explained by a single and general factor was 29%. This low amount of 
common variance shows that there is no common variance problem in scales. 

Data Analysis 

Data was entered into the computer, and substances that were reverse encoded on the scales were converted to the 
correct state before they were analyzed. Excessive values that can be accidentally written when entering data are 
cleared. Later, skewness and kurtosis coefficients were examined and normality values were examined. The validity 
and reliability of the data were examined. Validity and reliability analysis of the scales were made. Factor analysis and 
Cronbach’s alpha values showed that the scales were valid and reliable. Data collected for research, were analyzed 
using the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) method. In the study, the relationship of more than two variables with 
each other and the state of each other will be examined. It was decided to use structural equality models, since 
independent regression or factor analysis can combine them in a single analysis and look at the relationship between 
them using variance and covariance. SEM analyzes were made with the AMOS program. First of all, confirmatory factor 
analyzes (CFA) of the scales used in the study (Shared leadership scale, Employee empowerment scale, Innovative 
behavior scale) were conducted. At this stage, the following values were taken as measure (Arbuckle, 2009; Byrne, 
2010; Kline, 2011): 

• If the value of χ2/df is below 2, there is a good fit, if between 2 and 5, there is an acceptable fit. 

• It is acceptable if the RMSEA value is between 0.08 and 0.05, if it is below 0.05 there is a good fit. 

• If CFI, IFI, NFI and TLI values are between 0.90 and 0.95, there is an acceptable fit, and if it is greater than 0.95, there 
is a good fit. 

Findings 

The arithmetic mean and standard deviation values of the teachers' responses to the scales and the dimensions of the 
scales are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. Arithmetic Mean, Standard Deviation, Standard Error Values of Studied Variables 

Variables    SD Std. E 
Completing Tasks Together 3,79 ,72 ,06 
Mutual Skill Development 3,72 ,71 ,06 
Decentralized Interaction 3,80 ,52 ,04 
Emotional Support 3,77 ,67 ,06 
SHARED LEADERSHIP 3,77 ,48 ,04 
Meaning 4,62 ,60 ,05 
Competence 4,30 ,61 ,05 
Self-determination 3,97 ,84 ,07 
Impact 3,29 1,06 ,09 
EMPLOYEE EMPOWERMENT 4,05 ,57 ,05 
INNOVATIVENESS 4,08 ,75 ,06 
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According to Table 2, the shared leadership at school and the dimensions of the shared leadership are at "partially 
high" level. The teachers gave the highest score to "decentralized interaction", while the lowest score was given to 
"mutual skill development". However, the difference is very small. While teachers rated the employee empowerment at 
a “partially high” level, they gave “high” scores to the two sub-dimensions of the employee empowerment. The highest 
score was given to the "meaning" dimension of the employee empowerment, while the lowest score (medium) was 
given to the "impact" dimension. On the other hand, teachers gave a "partially high" score to the innovativeness scale. 

The correlation values indicating the level of relationship between shared leadership, employee empowerment and 
innovativeness variables and the direction of this relationship are given in Table 3. 

Table 3. Correlation Values of Variables Examined within the Scope of the Research 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1. Completing Tasks Together 1                     
2. Mutual Skill Development ,56** 1 

         
3. Decentralized Interaction ,22* ,23** 1 

        
4. Emotional Support ,51** ,51** ,22* 1 

       
5. Shared Leadership ,80** ,82** ,49** ,78** 1             
6. Meaning ,15 ,17* ,11 ,24** ,23** 1           
7. Competence ,07 ,21* ,11 ,13 ,18* ,56** 1 

    
8. Self-Determination ,26** ,27** ,17 ,27** ,33** ,51** ,42** 1 

   
9. Impact ,24** ,16 -,04 ,29** ,24** ,27** ,18* ,37** 1 

  
10. Employee Empowerment ,27** ,27** ,10 ,33** ,34** ,73** ,66** ,79** ,72** 1   
11.Innovativeness ,31** ,33** ,06 ,27** ,35** ,51** ,47** ,42** ,48** ,64** 1 
**p<.01 / *p<.05 

According to Table 3, when looking at the relationships in the correlation matrix, the relationship between shared 
leadership and its dimensions; "completing tasks together" (very high), "mutual skill development" (very high), 
"decentralized interaction" (medium), and "emotional support" (high) is at a positive and significant level. In the same 
vein, the relationship between employee empowerment and its dimensions; "meaning", "competence", "autonomy" and 
"impact", is at a positive, significant and high level. The innovativeness variable is also positively and significantly 
associated with shared leadership (weak) and employee empowerment (high). 

The structural model showing the effect of the school's shared leadership and employee empowerment on teachers' 
innovativeness is seen in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Structural model of how shared leadership and staff empowerment affects innovation, with standardized 
coefficients  

Table 4. The Result of Regression Analysis 

 b β SE CR p 
Shared Leadership - Innovativeness .517 .388 .186 4.437 <0.001 
Employee Empowerment - Innovatiness .634 .494 .192 4.645 <0.001 
Shared Leadership - Employee Empowerment .445 .350 .158 2.820 <0.001 

 

The model obtained as a result of unstandardized regression coefficients (b), standardized regression coefficients (β), 
standard errors (SE), the critical values (CR) and P values are given in Table 4. According to the structural model in 
Figure 2, which produces the best compliance indices obtained, and the regression values in Table 4, the shared 
leadership of the school positively affects the teachers' innovativeness (β= .39, p<0.01, CR=4.437). The obtained 
regression values indicate that the first hypothesis (H1) has been confirmed. One unit increase in teachers' shared 
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leadership perception provides .39 units of innovativeness increase. As the positive perceptions regarding the shared 
leadership of the school increase, the innovativeness of teachers also increases. 

Looking at the effect of employee empowerment on teachers' innovativeness, it is seen that it also has a positive impact 
(β= .49, p<0.01, CR= 4.645). The obtained regression values indicate that the second hypothesis (H2) is confirmed. One-
unit increase in teachers' perception of employee empowerment provides .49 units of innovativeness increase. As the 
positive perceptions regarding school's employee empowerment increase, the innovativeness of teachers also 
increases. 

Looking at the effect of shared leadership on teachers' perception of employee empowerment, it is seen that shared 
leadership positively affects employee empowerment (β= .35, p <0.01, CR=2.820). The obtained regression values 
indicate that the third hypothesis (H3) has been confirmed. It is seen that for the one unit increase in shared leadership 
at school, there will be a .35 units of increase in the perception of teachers' employee empowerment. 

Fit indices for shared leadership - employee empowerment - innovativeness model: χ2= 838.83, df = 484, χ2/df = 1.74, 
p= .000, NFI= .90, IFI= .95, TLI= .94, CFI= .95, RMSEA= .07 

Discussion 

This study conducted in educational organizations helps us better understand the impact of shared leadership and 
employee empowerment on employee innovativeness. In the study, firstly, it was determined that the shared 
leadership of the school predicts the innovativeness of teachers. This shows that the H1 hypothesis has been confirmed. 
In the second data obtained, it is seen that staff empowerment in the school predicts the innovativeness of teachers. 
This situation shows that the H2 hypothesis has been confirmed. Another result is that school's shared leadership 
predicts teachers' perception of staff empowerment. This result confirms the H3 hypothesis. 

There are many studies in the field that leadership affects innovativeness (Aykanat & Caliskan, 2019; Bozkurt & Goral, 
2013; Cerne et al., 2013; Contreras, 2017; Gumusluoglu & Ilsev, 2009; Fidan, 2019; Nodl, 2017; Onhon, 2016). However, 
in this study, we specifically examine the predictive status of shared leadership on innovativeness. A study by Hoch 
(2013) on this subject was conducted with employees of two different companies. In the study, the effect of sharing 
leadership with a team within the organization with a collective leadership approach on innovativeness was examined. 
As a result of the research, it was stated that shared leadership strongly predicted innovativeness positively. The first 
hypothesis of the current study is that sharing leadership in educational organizations will positively affect teachers' 
innovativeness. Although this study and the study conducted by Hoch (2013) are in different fields, they are similar in 
terms of both their hypotheses and results. In another study examining the relationship between shared leadership and 
innovativeness (Lee et al., 2018), it is stated that shared leadership directly affects innovativeness, while it indirectly 
affects the sense of trust. The conclusion of this study that shared leadership affects innovativeness directly and 
positively shows the similarity between the two studies. 

A study examining the impact of shared leadership on Team innovation (Sun et al., 2016) also found that shared 
leadership predicts innovation. The difference between Sun and others' research and this research is that team 
innovation has been studied. But this difference does not change the conclusion that shared leadership predicts 
employee innovation. Although there is no study conducted in educational organizations regarding the effect of shared 
leadership on innovativeness, there are various studies conducted in different fields. One of these studies is the study in 
which 121 teams from different sectors such as a finance company, an oil company, an automobile company and a 
construction company were examined (Jeong & Kim, 2014). The results obtained by the researchers showed that 
shared leadership has a positive effect on team innovativeness and effectiveness. 

In a study conducted in the service sector in Pakistan, Fatima et al. (2017) stated that participatory leadership has a 
positive effect on innovativeness. In another study, which takes shared leadership as two sub-dimensions (mutual 
influence and proactive pursuit), the shared leadership-innovativeness relationship was examined (Hoegl & Muethel, 
2007). It is stated in the study that shared leadership positively affects innovativeness in terms of "information 
exchange quality" and "compliance". The positive effect of both sub-dimensions on innovativeness confirms the result 
obtained in this study. 

Another finding obtained in this study is that staff empowerment positively predicts innovation. The result is that 
empowering the employees with the decision-making authority and holding liable for the decisions they make will 
improve their innovativeness. In the study conducted by Edu-Valsania et al. (2014) with 212 people working in 
different sectors in Spain, it was determined that empowerment positively affected entrepreneurial and innovative 
behaviors in the institutions. A similar result was obtained in the study conducted by Cavus and Akgemici (2008). It is 
stated that empowerment of employees and transfer of authority increase the capacity of employees to make 
innovations. The above examples show similarities with the current study in terms of the effect of employee 
empowerment on employees. 

Researching how shared leadership affects innovativeness, Ogut et al. (2007) stated in their study that organizations 
need to regulate their organizational structures and adopt a culture of empowering employees in order to create 
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innovativeness. In another study conducted in the automotive sector, it was concluded that empowerment greatly 
affects the innovativeness of employees (Tekin & Akgemici, 2019). The study also requires that employees find their 
jobs meaningful, contribute to business processes/results, and influence decision-making, as a requirement of 
empowerment for innovativeness to take place. 

In this study, employee empowerment is considered as making work meaningful, job competence, decision-making 
autonomy and ability to affect the processes and results of the work, and it is stated that these psychological 
empowerment dimensions pave the way for employees to innovate (Sinha et al., 2016). Both studies bear great 
similarities with each other in these aspects. Empowering employees in the organization, making them more 
independent and giving them the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes will make them feel more 
valuable. As a result, they may be willing to make more effort in the organization, to be more entrepreneurial and more 
innovative. In a study by Prabowo et al. (2018), it is stated that transformational leadership strengthens employees, 
and as a result employees' innovativeness will increase. Various studies in the industrial sector (Spreitzer, 1995), 
manufacturing companies (Knight-Turvey, 2006; Erturk, 2012), small and medium-sized companies (Cakar & Erturk, 
2010) and universities (Khan et al., 2019) also show that empowerment significantly affects innovativeness. 

Conclusion 

One of the results obtained in this study is that shared leadership positively affects innovativeness in employees. This 
result shows that the prediction in the 1st hypothesis is correct. Another result is that employee empowerment also 
positively affects innovativeness. This result shows that the second hypothesis came out as predicted. Shared 
leadership should be considered as employees' having a say in decisions and practices, completing tasks together, 
developing mutual skills, interacting with each other and receiving emotional support. When evaluated with these 
aspects, it was concluded that innovativeness was positively affected by all of them. Empowerment should be evaluated 
as the employee's finding meaning in his/her job, finding himself/herself competent in his/ her job, being able to use 
decision and authority in his/her job and believing that he/she is effective in the organization. Considering these 
aspects of employee empowerment, the results are obtained that each dimension positively affects innovativeness. 

Recommendations 

In educational organizations, teachers can be more involved in decisions and practices in order to increase teachers' 
innovativeness through shared leadership practices. In such organizations, official administrators can share some of 
their powers and responsibilities with teachers. Since the interaction of the employees in educational organizations 
with each other is higher than in other organizations, administrators and teachers can perform their duties 
cooperatively and by sharing. In order to increase employee innovativeness by empowering them, the employees can 
be given the opportunity to use his / her competence in the field of expertise in the organization. The employee can 
exercise autonomous authority especially for the work in his/her field. Employees can be given opportunities that may 
affect the organization's decisions, functioning and the results of the work done. 

Researchers who will conduct research in the field can study the same subject at different educational levels or with 
different samples in different populations. Since shared leadership and employee empowerment are directly related to 
the psychology of employees, this issue can be examined in depth with qualitative methods. 

Limitations 

This study is limited to the data collected in Malatya in 2019 and to primary school teachers. Since this research is 
conducted with a quantitative method, it is limited to the data collected in a certain place and in a short time. 
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