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Abstract 

 
In this research, a model including relationships between entrepreneurial 
curiosity, the creativity of the entrepreneur, the curiosity-creativity interaction 
term and company growth was conceptually proposed and empirically tested 
on data from entrepreneurs in three European countries. The purpose of the 
research was to investigate the connections between the psychological 
constructs of the entrepreneur and growth of the company. The authors' 
intention with the research  was to ascertain how entrepreneurial openness 
and creativity of the entrepreneur are connected either individually or 
together with growth of the company. The aim was to determine whether 
entrepreneurial curiosity interacts with creativity to positively influence 
business growth. The models and hypotheses were tested with structural 
equation modelling. The interaction effects in the structural model were 
examined in two ways (with both an interaction construct and a new 
interaction variable). This study adds to what is known about 
entrepreneurship by providing supporting empirical evidence concerning the 
relationship between the creativity of the entrepreneur and company growth, 
and some empirical evidence on the non-existence of relationships between 
entrepreneurial curiosity and growth and between the curiosity-creativity 
interaction term and growth. The growth of a company can in some countries 
be developed based on the creativity of the entrepreneur. Interaction effects 
may need to be given more emphasis in future research. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Entrepreneurship makes an important contribution to economic development 
and growth (Carree and Thurik, 2010; Carland et al., 2015; Rietveld et al. 
2016), which means job creation, unemployment reduction, and economic 
development (Audretsch et al., 2001; Thurik, 2003; Audretsch et al., 2006; 
Georgiou, 2006; Buddelmeyer et al., 2009; Roig-Tierno et al., 2015). Growth 
in entrepreneurship is studied as an element of company performance 
(Kiviluoto, 2013). 

It makes sense to study entrepreneurs as the main engine of 
development and growth (e.g., Carland et al., 2002; Jayawarna et al., 2013; 
Amit et al. 2015). Entrepreneurs have distinct personality traits (Cooper and 
Dunkelberg, 1987). Still, the authors’ literature review showed that 
researchers have studied certain determinants with an influence on 
entrepreneurial behaviour, for instance: 

 innovativeness (Mueller and Thomas, 2001; Marcati et al., 2008; 
Tikkamäki et al., 2015); 

 creativity (Shalley, 1991; Ward, 2004; DiLiello and Houghton, 2006); 

 the Big Five personality factors (extraversion, agreeableness, 
conscientiousness, neuroticism, openness to experience) (Zhao et 
al., 2010; Ciavarella et al., 2004; Antončič et al., 2015); 

 entrepreneurial curiosity (Jeraj and Antončič, 2013; Jeraj and Marič, 
2013; Jeraj 2014a, 2014b); 

 entrepreneurial intentions (Krueger et al., 2000; Boyd and Vozikis 
1994; Crant 1996); 

 optimism (Fraser and Greene 2006; Dushnitsky 2010; Liang and 
Dunn, 2008); and 

 stress (Cardon and Patel, 2015; Jensen, 2012; Baron et al., 2013). 
Entrepreneurial success is typically revealed in company growth (Gupta 

et al., 2013), which may be regarded as a crucial concept in 
entrepreneurship or even as a synonym for entrepreneurship (Davidsson et 
al., 2006) and a key element of company performance (Antončič and Hisrich, 
2001). Entrepreneurship studies focus on entrepreneurial success as well as 
the entrepreneur’s behavioural patterns or personality traits (Antončič et al., 
2015; Duman, 2015; Lussier and Corman, 2015). The personality 
determinants of firm growth have been studied separately or together in 
models, while the interactions have mostly been ignored. This research fills 
this gap by addressing the effect of the interaction of two personality 
determinants (entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity) on company growth. 

The purpose of this research was to investigate the links between the 
psychological constructs of the entrepreneur and growth of the company. 
The authors’ intention with the research was to establish how entrepreneurial 
openness and creativity of the entrepreneur are connected individually or 
together with growth of the company. The aim was to determine whether 
entrepreneurial curiosity interacts with creativity to positively influence 
business growth. The primary goal was to fill a gap in the literature 
concerning the connection of the studied constructs of the entrepreneur with 
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growth of the company; the aim was to obtain data for a sample of 
entrepreneurs, analyze it with statistical methods and interpret the results in 
a relevant way. 
 
 
THEORY AND HYPOTHESES 
 
Curiosity is represented by the cyclical acquisition of ever more information 
due to the emergence of ever more knowledge gaps (Harvey et al., 2007) 
and motivates research behavior with the desire for new information, as 
aroused by new, complex or ambiguous stimuli (Litman et al., 2005). 
Entrepreneurial curiosity is a positive emotional-motivational system 
considered in research into the entrepreneurial framework, learning tasks 
related to entrepreneurship, and incorporating new experiences in the 
direction of improving business (Jeraj, 2014b). Entrepreneurial curiosity is 
stimulated when an entrepreneur is confronted by various stimuli in the 
environment related to entrepreneurship (Jeraj and Antončič, 2013). 

Ulhøi (2005) states that to be successful an entrepreneur must develop a 
special understanding or possess special information that enables them to 
discover and develop entrepreneurial opportunities. Peljko et al. (2016) 
found that entrepreneurial curiosity positively influences innovativeness. 
Jeraj and Antončič (2013) note that entrepreneurial curiosity impacts the 
entrepreneur’s search for new opportunities and the expansion of the 
company's business. 

On the other side, Ardichvili et al. (2003) contend that developing 
opportunities requires the entrepreneur to engage in creative work. From this 
viewpoint, it seems reasonable to assume that both entrepreneurial curiosity 
and entrepreneurial creativity are necessary for the development of 
entrepreneurial opportunities, which are a condition for a company’s growth. 
Raine and Pandya (2019) argued that curiosity, creativity and commitment 
are the key drivers of entrepreneurship success. In a survey of 
entrepreneurial curiosity, Jeraj et al. (2015) found that entrepreneurial 
curiosity directly affects a company’s growth because entrepreneurial 
curiosity (and entrepreneurial openness) can affect entrepreneurs in their 
everyday jobs as well as their company's growth. This leads to the following 
hypothesis: 
 
H1: Entrepreneurial curiosity has a positive effect on company growth. 
 

Creativity means establishing new ideas and commercializing new ideas 
in terms of innovation (Basadur, 2004). Creativity is an indicator of genius 
(Perry-Smith and Mannucci, 2015) and an incentive for an entrepreneurial 
culture (Edwards-Schachter et al., 2015). Originality, usefulness, flexibility 
and mobility can be the main criteria for creativity (Štemberger, 2013). The 
imaginative recombination of elements from the past into new configurations 
needed in the present means creativity (Torrance, 1988). Activities (mental 
and physical) that lead to original tangible or intangible useful and desirable 
outcomes determine creativity (Kampylis et al., 2009). Creativity arises from 
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the basis of the mutual relationship between the individual and society 
(Trstenjak, 1981). Creativity is what separates humans from other species 
(Ko and Butler, 2007). Creativity and entrepreneurship tend to be closely 
related (Tiwari and Verma, 2020). The focus in this study is on creativity on 
the individual/entrepreneurial level. Entrepreneurs tend to be creative 
because creativity is related to the nature of their work (Antonio et al., 2014). 
The entrepreneurial role demands individual creativity and imagination that 
lead to the creation of business concepts and products/services and seizing 
of opportunities (Amabile, 1997; Zhou, 2008; Nisula and Olander, 2020). 

Entrepreneurial creativity and opportunity recognition tend to be positively 
linked to entrepreneurs' career success (Chang and Chen, 2020). Peljko et 
al. (2017) found a positive relationship between the entrepreneur’s creative 
abilities and growth of the company in a combined sample from Slovenia and 
the United States of America but not in a sample from Serbia, possibly 
making it important to re-examine this relationship. Entrepreneurs are 
constantly faced with uncertainty and encounter questions for which they 
have no clear answer. New ideas lead to the identification of new and better 
ways and bring the planned positive results (Zhou and George 2001). A 
creative entrepreneur thinks of something else despite seeing the same 
things as everyone else (Krueger and Brazeal, 1994). The authors 
operationalise the above in the hypothesis: 
 
H2: Entrepreneurial creativity has a positive effect on company growth. 
 

Steinmetz et al. (2011) emphasize that the effects of the interaction 
between explanatory constructs are an important part of many theories in 
the social sciences. Studying the interaction effects can shed considerable 
additional light on the impact of different elements on a company’s growth 
(Antončič, 2002). Perry-Smith and Mannucci (2015) found that great 
curiosity is the reason for studying different creative individuals and 
discovering why they have become so successful. Curiosity is important for 
explaining the connection between personality traits, life experiences and 
the development of creative abilities, and the results that flow from creativity 
(Kashdan and Fincham, 2002). 

Entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity of the entrepreneur can influence 
the company’s growth, as stated while developing H1 (Entrepreneurial 
curiosity has a positive effect on company growth) and H2 (Entrepreneurial 
creativity has a positive effect on company growth). Curiosity may be seen 
as the guiding vision in the process of creativity (Pusca and Northwood, 
2018). If curiosity exists alone without creativity, then no creative process is 
started or taking place and outcomes do not follow. Curiosity is a self-
regulatory mechanism that facilitates intrinsic goal efforts, persistence, 
personal growth, and creativity in the right circumstances (Kashdan and 
Fincham, 2002). If creativity is present without curiosity, success might not 
follow because creativity alone cannot be enough to motivate a person to 
consistently put in long workdays at the expense of developing work-life 
balance (Kashdan and Fincham, 2002). The authors expect the two studied 
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constructs to have a positive impact in their interaction on growth of the 
company ((++) -> company growth): 
 
H3: Entrepreneurial curiosity in interaction with the entrepreneur’s creativity 
has a positive effect on growth of the company. 
 

The structural model dealt with partially and tested in this study, along 
with the scope of hypotheses H1, H2 and H3 presented above, are shown in 
Figure 1. 
 
Figure 1: Model of the interaction curiosity-creativity of the entrepreneur and 
growth of the company 

 
Source: Own survey. 

 
 
RESEARCH METHODS 
 
The survey instrument contained the following measures: (1) entrepreneurial 
curiosity (Jeraj and Antončič, 2013; 16 questions); (2) creativity on the level 
of an entrepreneur (Puhakka, 2005; 5 questions); (3) growth of the company 
(Antončič and Hisrich, 2001; Auer Antončič and Antončič, 2011; 3 items on 
the company level: growth in the number of employees, sales growth, and 
market share growth). The survey was conducted before the COVID-19 
pandemic in the winter and spring months of 2019. The items for company 
growth referred to the last 3 years (2016-2018). 

The sample included usable responses from entrepreneurs of SMEs with 
up to 250 employees and had 3 samples based on countries (Slovenia, 
n=359; Serbia, n=154; Latvia, n=338). The authors selected a group of three 
European post-transition countries because of their relative comparability 
(similar in transitions from a planned to a market economy and similar in size 
– smaller countries): (1) Slovenia is the first in this group to have adopted 
the euro as its payment currency and have held the presidency of the Council 
of the European Union; Slovenia has a relatively solid economy and well-
developed entrepreneurship; (2) Serbia is economically different or less 
developed than Slovenia yet shares cultural similarities with Slovenia since 
for decades they were both part of the same country; Serbia suffered a war 
after its transition to a market economy, the economy has poorer credit 
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ratings and a higher unemployment rate. (3) Latvia has a greater cultural 
distance to the first two countries and underwent a peaceful transition to a 
market economy. 

The survey questionnaire was sent to companies (SMEs) with up to 250 
employees with a request they be filled out by entrepreneurs (owners and/or 
founders). The on-line survey of SMEs was found to be sufficiently 
representative after comparing the size structure of the companies with up 
to 250 employees in each country between the total population and the 
sample. The sample companies were generally small (up to 50 employees, 
up to EUR 4 million in annual sales) and middle-aged (operating in business 
for between 11 and 50 years in Slovenia and Serbia and between 6 and 20 
years in Latvia) from various industries (with services prevailing). The 
sample entrepreneurs were well represented in terms of gender and age (a 
slight majority of females in Slovenia and Latvia and males in Serbia; the 
majority over 40 years of age, younger also well represented). The first 
sample (Slovenia) was used to develop the model while the second and third 
samples (Serbia and Latvia) were used to validate the models. 

The constructs were analyzed for internal consistency and validity 
(Cronbach's alpha reliability analysis, and exploratory and confirmatory 
factor analysis). SPSS and EQS were used to assess the constructs, which 
showed adequate results. The constructs were first tested using exploratory 
factor analysis (method: ML, rotation: Oblimin) on the three samples 
(Slovenia, Serbia, Latvia). Second, the constructs were tested using 
confirmatory factor analysis (method: ERLS) on the three samples. The 
confirmatory factor analysis confirmed the results of the exploratory factor 
analysis. All items had high, positive and significant coefficients. The 
constructs showed good internal consistency (Cronbach alpha reliability) 
and good convergence (model goodness-of-fit indices: NFI, RMSEA, CFI). 

Four items were retained in the analysis for the entrepreneurial curiosity 
construct (based on the size of the communalities and factor loadings): (1) I 
am interested in other entrepreneurs’ interests. (2) In my business, I must 
have information about marketing that is as complete as possible. (3) I simply 
must know how a certain business system works. (4) I continuously delve 
into entrepreneurship matters. Four items were retained in the analysis for 
the creativity of the entrepreneur construct: (1) I am good at modifying 
normally used ways of doing things. (2) New solutions come to my mind even 
if they are not especially needed. (3) I invent exceptional and surprising 
solutions for problems. (4) I have plenty of ideas. All four items were retained 
for the company growth construct. 

The models and hypotheses were tested with structural equation 
modelling (EQS, method: ERLS). Structural equation modelling was 
selected as an appropriate analysis method because it has many strengths 
(Tomarken and Waler, 2005: 34-35): (1) the ability to specify latent variable 
models that provide separate estimates of the relationships among latent 
constructs and their manifest indicators (the measurement model) and of the 
relationships among constructs (the structural model); (2) the availability of 
measures of global fit that can provide a summary evaluation of even 
complex models that involve a large number of linear equations; (3) it allows 
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researchers to directly test the model of interest rather than a straw-man 
alternative; and (4) an exceedingly broad data-analytic framework that is 
associated with unique capabilities relative to the statistical procedures 
traditionally used by clinical scientists. In addition, structural equation 
modelling is able to develop interaction terms and include them in models 
(Ping, 1995). The structural equation model included latent constructs of 
entrepreneurial curiosity, creativity of the entrepreneur and growth of the 
company, and the curiosity-creativity interaction. 

The interaction effects in the structural model were examined in two 
ways. First, by making an interaction construct determined by the 
interactions of the combinations of individual elements of both constructs in 
interaction, in a similar way as Antončič (2002) did, and connecting this 
interaction construct with the company growth construct. Second, the 
authors calculated a new interaction variable based on both interacting 
constructs (++, + - or - +, and --) and related it in the model with the company 
growth construct. 
 
 
EMPIRICAL RESULTS 
 
The hypothesized relationships were first tested in models with the 
interaction construct with structural equation modelling on the three samples 
(results shown in Tables 1 and 2). The models were found appropriate in all 
three countries (model goodness-of-fit indices: NFI: Slovenia 0.83, Serbia 
0.67, Latvia 0.99; RMSEA: Slovenia 0.08, Serbia 0.09, Latvia 0.10; CFI: 
Slovenia 0.87, Serbia 0.78, Latvia 0.99; internal consistency: Cronbach 
alpha reliability: Slovenia 0.80, Serbia 0.75, Latvia 0.78). 

Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive relationship between entrepreneurial 
curiosity and company growth. The coefficients were close to zero in all three 
countries and the results are not in support of H1. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted a positive relationship between the creativity of 
the entrepreneur and company growth. Coefficients were found positive and 
significant (at the 0.10 level) in two countries (standardized coefficients: 
Slovenia 0.23, Serbia 0.31) and close to zero in the third country (Latvia). 
The results mostly act in support H2, except for Latvia. 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive relationship between the interaction 
(entrepreneurial curiosity x creativity of the entrepreneur) and company 
growth. Coefficients were found to be non-significant in all three countries 
(standardized coefficients: Slovenia -0.01, Serbia 0.17, Latvia 0.07). The 
results do not support H3. Variance explained (R-squared) of growth was 
found moderate in Slovenia (5%) and in Serbia (9%), and low in Latvia (1%). 
 

Second, the hypothesized relationships were tested in models with the 
interaction variable with structural equation modelling on the three samples 
(results shown in Tables 3 and 4). The models were found appropriate in all 
three countries (model goodness-of-fit indices: NFI: Slovenia 0.97, Serbia 
0.92, Latvia 1.00; RMSEA: Slovenia 0.05, Serbia 0.06, Latvia 0.04; CFI: 
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Slovenia 0.98, Serbia 0.97, Latvia 1.00; internal consistency: Cronbach 
alpha reliability: Slovenia 0.84, Serbia 0.79, Latvia 0.73). 
 
Table 1: Structural equation modelling results (interaction construct 
included, standardized coefficients and variance explained) 

Sample (n) EC-GR CE-GR ECxCE-GR EC-ECxCE CE-ECxCE R2GR 

Slovenia (359) -0.02 0.23· -0.01 -0.16· -0.38* 0.05 

Serbia (154) -0.05 0.31· 0.17 -0.29* -0.32* 0.09 

Latvia (338) 0.07 -0.03 0.07 -0.01 -0.07 0.01 

EC-GR: the entrepreneurial curiosity-growth relationship coefficient 
CE-GR: the creativity of the entrepreneur-growth relationship coefficient 
ECxCE-GR: the entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity of the entrepreneur interaction-growth 
relationship coefficient 
EC-ECxCE: the entrepreneurial curiosity-the entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity of the 
entrepreneur interaction correlation 
CE-ECxCE: the creativity of the entrepreneur-the entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity of 
the entrepreneur interaction correlation 
R2GR: the variance explained (R-squared) of firm growth 
* sig.<0.05 (two-sided), · sig.<0.10 (two-sided) 
Source: Own survey. 

 
Table 2: Structural equation modelling results (interaction construct 
included, goodness-of-fit and reliability) 

Sample (n) Chi df Sig. NFI RMSEA CFI Cronbach alpha 

Slovenia (359) 1,083.45 321 0.000 0.83 0.08 0.87 0.80 

Serbia (154) 744.85 321 0.000 0.67 0.09 0.78 0.75 

Latvia (338) 1,358.84 322 0.000 0.99 0.10 0.99 0.78 

Source: Own survey. 

 
Hypothesis 1 predicted a positive relationship between entrepreneurial 

curiosity and company growth. Coefficients were found non-significant in all 
three countries. The results thus do not support H1. 

Hypothesis 2 predicted a positive relationship between the creativity of 
the entrepreneur and company growth. Coefficients were found positive and 
significant in Slovenia (standardized coefficient 0.33) and close to zero in 
Serbia and Latvia. The results provide mixed support for H2 (only supported 
in Slovenia and not in the validation samples). 

Hypothesis 3 predicted a positive relationship between the interaction 
(entrepreneurial curiosity x creativity of the entrepreneur) and company 
growth. Coefficients were found non-significant in all three countries 
(standardized coefficients: Slovenia -0.19, Serbia 0.41, Latvia -0.10). The 
results do not support H3. Variance explained (R-squared) of growth was 
found moderate in Slovenia (6%) and in Serbia (10%), and low in Latvia 
(1%). 

Correlations between the independent variables and the interaction term 
were calculated in the models. In the models with the interaction construct, 
the correlations were low to moderate (Table 1), while the correlations were 
high in the models with the interaction variable (Table 3). These results 
indicate that the interaction construct may be more appropriate than the 
interaction variable because the interaction construct may be more 
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independent of the interaction defining variables than the interaction 
variable. 
 
Table 3: Structural equation modelling results (interaction variable included, 
standardized coefficients and variance explained) 

Sample (n) EC-GR CE-GR ECxCE-GR EC-ECxCE CE-ECxCE R2GR 

Slovenia (359) 0.07 0.33* -0.19 0.75* 0.74* 0.06 

Serbia (154) -0.35 0.06 0.41 0.76* 0.73* 0.10 

Latvia (338) 0.13 0.02 -0.10 0.65* 0.62* 0.01 

EC-GR: the entrepreneurial curiosity-growth relationship coefficient 
CE-GR: the creativity of the entrepreneur-growth relationship coefficient 
ECxCE-GR: the entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity of the entrepreneur interaction-growth 
relationship coefficient 
EC-ECxCE: the entrepreneurial curiosity-the entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity of the 
entrepreneur interaction correlation 
CE-ECxCE: the creativity of the entrepreneur-the entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity of 
the entrepreneur interaction correlation 
R2GR: the variance explained (R-squared) of firm growth 
* sig.<0.05 (two-sided), · sig.<0.10 (two-sided) 
Source: Own survey. 

 
Table 4: Structural equation modelling results (interaction variable included, 
goodness-of-fit and reliability) 

Sample (n) Chi df Sig. NFI RMSEA CFI Cronbach alpha 

Slovenia (359) 96.17 51 0.000 0.97 0.05 0.98 0.84 

Serbia (154) 79.38 51 0.007 0.92 0.06 0.97 0.79 

Latvia (338) 80.79 52 0.006 1.00 0.04 1.00 0.73 

Source: Own survey. 

 
 
DISCUSSION, CONTRIBUTIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
In this study, the authors found mixed or limited support for the proposed 
hypotheses. The authors had predicted a positive relationship between 
entrepreneurial curiosity and company growth and found no significant 
effects. 

First, this finding contradicts Jeraj and Antončič (2013: 432) when stating 
that »motivated individuals with a relatively high level of entrepreneurial 
curiosity could be involved in the entrepreneurial process and contribute to 
the innovativeness and growth of the company«. Perhaps motivation would 
have to be assessed in order to show the effects on company growth. 

Second, in some respects this finding is different and yet similar to the 
empirical findings of Jeraj et al. 2015, who established that entrepreneurial 
curiosity was positively related to growth of the company for a sample from 
the USA and Slovenia, with a low and a statistically significant influence, 
while the entrepreneurial curiosity-growth relationship was very low and not 
significant on a sample from Serbia. 

Jeraj et al. (2015: 383) offered a rationale for this finding: “Serbia is going 
through transition and high levels of corruption and monopoly are detected, 
which are the legacy of the previous period of drastic economic instability. 
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The Serbian economy has been affected by embargos and wars, and is not 
as developed as markets in Slovenia and the USA. For this reason, other 
factors, like political connections, access to sources of capital, social status 
or social power of an entrepreneur, may influence the growth of the 
companies in such an environment more than openness and entrepreneurial 
curiosity”. Therefore, certain other factors, like environmental ones, might be 
more important, or entrepreneurial curiosity might be indirectly related to 
growth via particular other elements, for example innovativeness. 

The authors had predicted a positive relationship between the creativity 
of the entrepreneur and company growth and found mixed evidence: a 
positive and significant (0.10 level) relationship in two countries (Slovenia 
and Serbia) and close to zero in Latvia in the model with the interaction term 
construct, and a positive and significant (0.05 level) only in Slovenia and not 
in the validation samples of Serbia and Latvia in the model with the 
interaction term variable. This result is somewhat similar to the findings of 
Peljko et al. (2017): the entrepreneur’s creative abilities and growth of the 
company being related in the sample from Slovenia and the USA and not in 
the sample from Serbia. However, the authors wish to emphasize that in their 
study the results based on the interaction term construct could prove more 
relevant than the results based on the interaction term variable because 
multicollinearity effects might exist while using the interaction term variable 
since high correlations of the interaction variable with the creativity of the 
entrepreneur were detected. This allows the authors to conclude that 
company growth (in Slovenia and Serbia) can benefit from the creativity of 
the entrepreneur, who possesses plenty of ideas and new solutions and is 
good at modifying ways of doing things. 

The authors had predicted a positive relationship between the interaction 
term (entrepreneurial curiosity x creativity of the entrepreneur) and company 
growth and found no significant evidence in support. It may be that the 
examined interaction term does not matter for company growth, or that some 
other intermediary variables may need to be included (such as innovation), 
through which the examined interaction could affect the growth. 

The contribution to science made by this study is the conceptually 
developed and empirically tested model of entrepreneurial curiosity, the 
creativity of the entrepreneur, with their interaction and the relationships to 
company growth. This study makes a theoretical contribution by developing 
the model hypotheses and by indicating through the empirical analysis that 
the creativity of the entrepreneur may be important for company growth (in 
two countries) and that entrepreneurial curiosity and the interaction term may 
be less important. The study empirically contributes by using two variants of 
the entrepreneurial curiosity-creativity of the entrepreneur interaction terms 
in models based on data drawn from three countries. 

This study holds implications for research and practice. Researchers can 
to a larger extent use the creativity of the entrepreneur while composing 
models of company growth. Although this study did not show significant 
effects of the interaction on company performance, it revealed that the 
interaction construct may be more appropriate than the interaction variable 
and thus researchers may like to consider using interaction constructs 
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instead of interaction variables. Practitioners and policymakers must take 
into account that the entrepreneur’s creativity can be important for company 
growth. Therefore, education, personal development, and training need to 
focus more on developing the entrepreneur’s creativity through general and 
specific (entrepreneurship targeted) creativity trainings. 
 
 
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH POSSIBILITIES 
 
The main limitations are: (1) A partial model was developed in this study, 
only two individual-level constructs of the entrepreneur were considered. (2) 
The use of perceptual measures in the questionnaire. (3) Inferences about 
causality in the hypotheses were developed based on the literature and not 
directly verified (cross-sectional data and not longitudinal data). (4) The data 
were collected in three countries and the results may prove to be more 
relevant for these countries. 

The authors propose some future research avenues: (1) The interaction 
construct employed in this study could be upgraded and various interaction 
constructs (based on constructs other than those used in this study) could 
also be used in future research. (2) The relationships between the constructs 
entrepreneurial curiosity, creativity of the entrepreneur on the individual 
level, as well as their interaction construct, and the growth construct (firm 
level) might be further examined in other countries. (3) In-depth interviews 
or learned experiences-based research may yield additional insights into 
relationships between entrepreneurial curiosity and creativity, and their 
interaction, and their role in company growth. 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
This study has expanded what is known about entrepreneurship by providing 
supporting empirical evidence on the relationship between the creativity of 
the entrepreneur and company growth, and some empirical evidence on the 
non-existence of relationships between entrepreneurial curiosity and growth 
and between the curiosity-creativity interaction term and growth. The growth 
of the company in some countries can be developed on the basis of the 
entrepreneur’s creativity. Interaction effects may warrant greater emphasis 
in future research. 
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