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Abstract:

A wide range of factors has been found to affect marketing innovation. Of these, top leaders leadership style has been identified
as being one of the most, if not the most, important. Yet, few studies have empirically examined the link between this factor and
innovation .Transformational leadership (TFL) is considered to be a building block of efficient performance within higher
education environments and to play a key role in enhancing the innovation of universities. The academic leadership of a higher
education institution, more specifically transformational leadership, is responsible for academic research and development and
should be proactive and design strategies that would engage academic staff in promoting innovation culture in their institutions
and as well issues facing technology higher education with regard to implementing organizational change and innovation. In
academic context, the leadership has a critical role in achieving success. The aim of this paper is to explore the effect of
transformational leadership on marketing innovation in Iragi public higher education institutions. The quantitative data was
collected through survey instrument. The population for this study consisted of all academic staff in 10 public universities
distributed throughout Irag. The sample consists of 380 academic staff members in public universities located in Iraq selected
through random sampling technique SPSS was used, the results found that transformational leadership Dimensions play a
pivotal role in enhancing marketing innovation within higher education environment.
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1. Introduction

Transformational leaders are always in a process of developing and enhancing organizational environment that suits for the
development of their employees’ skills and capabilities. These leaders always show concern for each individual employee (Bass,
1994; Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999). Transformational leaders use variety of actions to stimulate their employees to achieve goals and are
thus, change agents of the organizations (Bass, 1994). These leaders help employees to analyze the environment and prepare them for
challenging tasks confronted by the organizations (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999).Iraq is situated in the Middle South- west of the Asia
with a population of 30 million. In 2003, Iragi Higher education has faced severe destruction due to war sixty one universities and 101
colleges buildings were demolish and looted. Iragi higher education has faced great damage in terms of growth and expansion,
strategy, rules and regulations building and in overall management of higher education (www.unesco.org). (Kezar & Carducci, 2006)
examined the leadership styles in educational institutions, stated that transformational leadership styles plays an important role in
empowering employees, trust building and inculcate the values and preferences of organizational culture among employees in order to
work up to mark and to achieve the targeted outcomes. Transformational leadership has played a vital role in organizational change
(Tierney, Farmer, & Graen, 1999), (Bass, 1997). (Rowley, 1997), (Williams, Graham, & Baker, 2003) stated that universities and
organizations globally have been forced to adapt to the drastic changes in order to be more innovative. As a result of this higher
education institution leaders have made necessary adjustments in order to meet the required goals and objectives (Rowley, 1997).
(Fuglsang, 2010) explained that innovation in organizations means that creation of new thing and new applied thing be adopted by
others. The core concept of innovation stress on the center on the newness (Vander Steen, 2009).This ‘new’ can be a concept, idea,
amenity, procedure, policy, process, structure, product, system, and much more (West & Farr, 1989), (Windrum & Garcia-Gofii,
2008).Such broader meanings makes innovation to be both as incremental and radical that can also be modified or adopted from
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another source, innovation means something new for the (VVander Steen, 2009).(Armbruster, Bikfalvi, Kinkel, & Lay, 2008) stated that
definition of Ol is not easily agreed in innovation literature. Literature on Ol is still limited and scattered (Armbruster et al., 2008),
(Armbrdster, 2006); Mol(Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009) reflecting various definitions of the concept The first scientific studies on
innovation in firms based on administrative innovation (Daft, 1978), (Damanpour, 1991), (Damanpour, Szabat, & Evan, 1989),
(Ettlie & Reza, 1992) stresses on change in organizational structure and human resource (HR) practices. More recent papers,
however, to management innovation (Hamel, 2006),(Hamel, 2007) ,(Hamel, 2009), (Mol & Birkinshaw, 2009) managerial
innovation (Damanpour & Aravind, 2012) and organizational innovation (Armbruster et al., 2008), (Battisti & Stoneman, 2010),
OECD (Co-operation & Development, 2005). (Damanpour & Aravind, 2012) put forward the definitions of administrative,
organizational and managerial innovations that overlap noticeably.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Leadership

Transformational leaders are the ones who help intellectual development of their subordinates. These leaders always work for the
betterment and never give up and are always in a process of improving things within an organizations by asking questions such as
‘why’ “ can it be done better’ etc. these leaders question the old practices and are always in a process of adopting new and improved
practices that would challenge their subordinates intellectually and develop their intellectual senses (Gill, Levine, & Pitt, 1999). Bass
and Avolio (1990) have highlighted that the best transformational leader example is the Greek philosopher Socrates, who used to
challenge the old traditions and was regarded as a trouble maker because he always questioned the status quo. According to Burns
(1978) transformational and transactional leadership styles are two distinct leadership models that cannot be integrated. However, this
assumption was challenged by B. J. Avolio and Bass (1988) who developed a leadership model based on the characteristics of both
transformational and transactional leadership styles. This new model is termed as full range leadership model (FRLT), which is based
on the principles of both transformational and transactional leadership styles (Van Eeden, Cilliers, & Van Deventer, 2008; Van
Knippenberg & Sitkin, 2013). Studies conducted by various researchers on the model demonstrate that there is significant relationship
between transformational leader and contingent rewards (Bass, 1997; Thomson, 2007). Further, Bass (1997) suggests that leaders use
different skills and capabilities depending on the frequency and situation. Researchers have criticized the model on the basis that it
does not distinguish but synonymously use charismatic, visionary and transformational leadership (Khatri, 2005). Further, the critics
highlight that the model overlaps between inspirational behavior and individualized consideration dimensions of transformational
leadership.

2.2. Innovation
The innovation process that involves interrelated but distinct activities. The process starts with a proposal regarding a new idea and
ends with its implementation (Scott & Bruce, 1994). An innovation starts with the recognition of a problem and its subsequent
solution. The next phase in the process is to gather the support for the idea and in the third and final phase, the idea is developed into a
prototype, which can further be produced on a large scale or can be adapted and implemented (Kanter, 1988). Innovation processes
may vary among organizational members differentially situated in the organization’s structure. Such vertical differences may be the
results of qualitative differences between levels in terms of functions, constraints, and opportunities that serve to promote differences
in the activities and interests of organizational members (Aiken, Bacharach, & French, 1980). Innovation is often a difficult
phenomenon to define and study. However, there is a general agreement among researchers and academics that innovation in
organizations includes creating something new and having this ‘new’ applied and adopted by others (Fuglsang, 2010). The core
concept of innovation appears to center on the newness (Vander Steen, 2009). This ‘new’ can be a concept, idea, amenity, procedure,
policy, process, structure, product, system, and much more (Fuglsang, 2010; West & Farr, 1989; Windrum & Garcia-Gofii, 2008).
Such broad meanings have allowed innovation to be both incremental and radical. It can be modified or adopted from another source
and it just has to be new to an organization at a given instant (Vander Steen, 2009). Walker (2006) identified three broad groups to
scientifically organize the kinds of organizational innovations: “product, process, and ancillary”. Proposing existing or new products
and facilities to existing and new ‘clients’ is measured as a kind of product innovation under Walker (2006) outline. Process
innovations include variations in organization’s rules, procedures, and constructions, and communications as well as variations in
relationships and relations amongst members and between members and outside environment (Walker, 2006).Ancillary innovations
are concerned with employees across boundaries with other service earners, users or other public activities, and, thus, their successful
application is dependent upon others” (Walker, 2006). Additionally, (Daft, 1978); Damanpour and Daniel Wischnevsky (2006);
Kimberly and Evanisko (1981); Walker (2008) made a distinction between two phases of the innovation: group of innovation and
approval of innovation. They considered the group of innovation as a process that outcomes in a ‘new’ to an organization while
acceptance of innovation is a process of the integration According to VVan de Ven (1986) innovation in organizations is more than
creativity or invention. However, vision is a significant building block for innovation (Amabile & Gryskiewicz, 1989).
In line with the view suggested in the literature, the study formulates the research hypotheses as below

e Hj.There s significant impact between idealized influence attribute and marketing innovation.

e H,. There is significant impact between idealized influence behavioral and marketing innovation.

e Hs.There is significant impact between inspirational motivation and marketing innovation.

e H, There is significant impact between intellectual stimulation and marketing innovation.
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. Hs.There is significant impact between individualized consideration and marketing innovation.

Idealized Influence Attribute

H1
Idealized Influence Behavioral

H2

H3

Inspirational Motivation Marketing Innovation.

H4

Intellectual Stimulation Ho

Individualized Consideration

Figure 1: the Proposed Model of Study
3. Methodology

3.1. Sample and Data Collection

This correlation research attempted to describe the relationship among the variables. The quantitative data was collected through
survey instrument. The population for this study consisted of academic staff in 10 public universities distributed throughout Irag. The
sample consists of 280 academic staff members selected through random sampling technique. The questionnaire applying five-point
Likert scale.

3.2. Transformational Leadership dimensions and marketing innovation Questionnaire

For the transformational leadership was measured using (Bass & Avolio, 1995)and developed by (Bass, 1997), Multifactor Leadership
Questionnaire (MLQ) Form also known as 5X-Short (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003), MLQ-5X has been shown to be a
psychometrically sound instrument (B. Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1997; Bass & Avolio, 1995) .The MLQ has been extensively used in
prior research and is considered to be a well-validated measure of transformational leadership (Awamleh & Gardner, 1999) .which is
one of the most widely used and tested measures of transformational leadership (Singh & Krishnan, 2008). Marketing Questionnaire
has been measured using 3 items adapted from (Tsai et al., 2008). Using a 5-point Likert scale, Respondents are asked to indicate the
extent of their agreement with each item ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

4. Findings
Reliability was tested for each variable of Transformational Leadership dimensions and marketing innovation. To measure the
consistency of the scale, Cronbachs alpha was used as a measure of reliability. After factor loading was carried out, , reliability
coefficients of 0.7 or more are considered adequate for social studies table 1 showed an acceptable range of reliability where the
results score.

No. Variables Number of Cranach's Alpha
items
1 Idealized influence (attributed) 4 .83
2 Idealized influence (behavioral) 4 .83
3 Inspirational motivation 4 .82
4 Intellectual Stimulation 4 .84
5 Individualized Consideration 4 72
6 Marketing innovation 3 .84

Table 1: The Reliability result variables

4.1. Regression Analysis

A series of linear regression analyses was conducted to measure the impacts between the independent variables and the dependent
variable. The regression results are shown in table 3,4. R square is the square of the multiple correlation coefficients; it indicates the
proportion of the variance of the dependent variable explained by the independent variables. The closer R square near to 1, the better
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the linear regression model is. The F-value is computed as the ratio of the mean sums of squares of the regression equation and the
residual. The coefficient indicates the number of units of increase in the dependent variable caused by an increase of one unit in the
independent variable. The detailed verifications of the provided in the following table 2.

variables Standard Sig. R? Adjusted Standard | F statistics | p-value
Beta R2 Error

Idealized influence .50 .000 .25 .25 .79 93.71 .000
(attributed)

Idealized influence 51 .000 .26 .25 .87 95.66 .000
(behavioral)

Inspirational .46 .000 21 21 .81 73.29 .000
motivation

Intellectual .43 .000 19 19 .82 64.84 .000
Stimulation

Individualized .40 .000 .16 .16 .83 53.67 .000

Consideration

Table 2: Regression Analysis Results

4.2. Testing Hypothesis

Statistical results in Table 2 illustrate the impact between (ldealized influence attributed, Idealized influence behavioral, Inspirational
motivation, Intellectual Stimulation, Individualized Consideration) and marketing innovation.

Statistical results illustrate the relations between ldealized influence (attributed) and marketing innovation were acceptable. As
indicated in the test (F) the calculated (F) value is 93.71which are the largest of the indexed value (F) at significance less than 0.01. As
a result, value of the adjusted coefficient (interpretation) R2 is .25. This means the ldealized influence (attributed) explain and
interpret .25 from the gained changes marketing innovation. In addition, the value of the coefficient Beta (B) for Idealized influence
(attributed)an explanatory (independent) variable for the respondent (dependent) variable of marketing innovation is .50 at a
significant less than 0.01. In other word, the change of one unit in the Idealized influence (attributed) is followed by an increase of .50
in the marketing innovation.

Statistical results illustrate the relations between ldealized influence (behavioral) and marketing innovation. were acceptable. As
indicated in the test (F) the calculated (F) value is 95.66 which are the largest of the indexed value (F) at significance less than 0.01.
As a result, value of the adjusted coefficient (interpretation) R2 is .25. This means the Idealized influence (behavioural) explain and
interpret .25 from the gained changes marketing innovation. In addition, the value of the coefficient Beta (B) for Idealized influence
(behavioural)an explanatory (independent) variable for the respondent (dependent) variable of marketing innovation is .51 at a
significant less than 0.01. In other word, the change of one unit in the Idealized influence (behavioural) is followed by an increase of
.51 in the marketing innovation.

Statistical results illustrate the relations between Inspirational motivation and marketing innovation. were acceptable. As indicated in
the test (F) the calculated (F) value is 73.29 which are the largest of the indexed value (F) at significance less than 0.01. As a result,
value of the adjusted coefficient (interpretation) R2 is .21. This means the Inspirational motivation explain and interpret .21 from the
gained changes marketing innovation. In addition, the value of the coefficient Beta (B) for Inspirational motivation an explanatory
(independent) variable for the respondent (dependent) variable of marketing innovation is .46 at a significant less than 0.01. In other
word, the change of one unit in the Inspirational motivation is followed by an increase of .46 in the marketing innovation.

Statistical results illustrate the relations between Intellectual Stimulation and marketing innovation. were acceptable. As indicated in
the test (F) the calculated (F) value is 64.84which are the largest of the indexed value (F) at significance less than 0.01. As a result,
value of the adjusted coefficient (interpretation) R2 is .19. This means the Intellectual Stimulation explain and interpret .19 from the
gained changes marketing innovation. In addition, the value of the coefficient Beta (B) for Intellectual Stimulation an explanatory
(independent) variable for the respondent (dependent) variable of marketing innovation is .43 at a significant less than 0.01. In other
word, the change of one unit in the Intellectual Stimulation is followed by an increase of .43 in the marketing innovation.

Statistical results illustrate the relations between Individualized Consideration and marketing innovation were acceptable. As indicated
in the test (F) the calculated (F) value is 53.67which are the largest of the indexed value (F) at significance less than 0.01. As a result,
value of the adjusted coefficient (interpretation) R2 is .16. This means the Individualized Consideration explain and interpret .16 from
the gained changes marketing innovation. In addition, the value of the coefficient Beta (B) for Individualized Consideration an
explanatory (independent) variable for the respondent (dependent) variable of marketing innovation is .40 at a significant less than
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0.01. In other word, the change of one unit in the Individualized Consideration is followed by an increase of .40 in the marketing
innovation.

5. Conclusion

The above statistical results prove that there are significant impacts of the transformational leadership dimensions on marketing
innovation. In others words, Leaders are the key personnel within organizations and higher education sector giving directions and
guiding employees to be more creative and innovation in their approaches. Leadership in controlling the organizational factors varies.
This is mainly because the humans possess abilities that differ across humans. They are the ones who are responsible for ensuring a
conducive environment that could lead to marketing innovation. Thus, the study contributes to the existing pool of knowledge on the
empirical impact of transformation al leadership dimensions on marketing innovation. Different aspects of these variables were tested,
so as to provide a wider and more comprehensive lead to understanding of the factors or elements that affect in Iragi public
universities.
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