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Abstract

This study examines whether entrepreneurs’ creative personality is associated with company
growth indirectly through management and employee ownership emphasis. Drawing on
creativity and ownership perspectives, it proposes that creative personality is associated
with an emphasis on co-ownership and that such ownership is associated with firm growth.
Survey data were collected from owners and founders of Slovenian small and medium-
sized enterprises. Creative personality captured self-reported creativity, management and
employee ownership emphasis reflected firms” emphasis on co-ownership, and growth
was assessed through changes in employment, sales, and market share. Exploratory and
confirmatory factor analyses were used to evaluate the measures, and structural equation
modelling was used to test the hypotheses. Creative personality was positively associated
with ownership emphasis, which was positively associated with growth. The indirect
effect through ownership was positive and significant. The findings suggest that creative
tendencies may be associated with small and medium-sized enterprises’ growth through
organizational arrangements encouraging ownership participation. The study extends
entrepreneurship research by identifying ownership as a potential mechanism linking
entrepreneur-level characteristics with firm-level outcomes.

Keywords: creative personality; ownership; growth

1. Introduction

In small firms, entrepreneurs often exert a particularly strong influence on strategic de-
cisions and organizational outcomes. Their personal characteristics, especially those related
to motivation and cognition, may help explain why firms operating in similar industries
and market conditions achieve markedly different growth rates (Auer Antoncic et al., 2018).
Entrepreneurial personality is important because broad traits, such as openness, extraver-
sion, and lower agreeableness, together with specific motivational characteristics, have been
associated with entrepreneurial intentions and business start-up behavior (Antoncic et al.,
2015; Antonci¢ & Auer Antoncic, 2023). Research on managerial effects has long demon-
strated that individual leaders can influence firm performance (Lieberson & O’Connor,
1972; Bertrand & Schoar, 2003; Crossland & Hambrick, 2011). Comparable arguments have
been advanced in entrepreneurship research, where founders’ characteristics and decisions
are viewed as important determinants of firm development and performance (Gimeno
et al., 1997; Mollick, 2012; Auer Antoncic¢ et al., 2018).

Creative personality represents a potentially important but insufficiently examined
explanation for differences in firm growth. Evidence from Slovenia indicates that en-
trepreneurs’ openness and creativity may contribute to firm growth, although creative
personality alone does not necessarily constitute a sufficient pathway to growth (Peljko
& Auer Antoncic, 2022). More broadly, creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship are
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frequently discussed as closely related concepts, yet the processes through which indi-
vidual creative capabilities translate into entrepreneurial outcomes remain incompletely
understood (Edwards-Schachter et al., 2015). Further research is needed to identify the
organizational mechanisms that may transmit or strengthen the effect of an entrepreneur’s
creative personality on firm growth.

One such mechanism may be managerial and employee ownership. Previous studies
have associated ownership participation with firm performance, innovation, commitment,
and growth-related outcomes (Kapopoulos & Lazaretou, 2007; Qin & Deng, 2009; Alabdul-
lah, 2018; Klanecek et al., 2019; Bhakar et al., 2024). Ownership may align the interests of
organizational members with those of the firm, strengthen their involvement in decision-
making, and encourage a longer-term orientation. These effects may be of special relevance
in smaller firms, where the entrepreneur’s personality and strategic preferences can be
directly associated with ownership arrangements and organizational practices.

This study focus is on examining whether entrepreneurs’ creative personality is indi-
rectly associated with firm growth through firms” emphasis on managerial and employee
ownership. By considering these relationships in a model, the study makes a scientific contri-
bution as it helps clarify how entrepreneurs’ personal characteristics relate to organizational
priorities and outcomes.

Creative personality may be used to explain why some firms grow faster than others,
but its role remains insufficiently understood. Individuals with stronger creative personali-
ties are more likely to recognize business opportunities and engage in creations of ventures
(Shane & Nicolaou, 2015). However, these tendencies do not necessarily translate directly
into growth at the firm level. Research on small firms indicates that the relationship be-
tween entrepreneurs’ creativity and firm performance may be linked through organizational
and strategic mechanisms, such as entrepreneurial orientation (Khedhaouria et al., 2015).
Evidence from Slovenia similarly suggests that entrepreneurs” openness and creativity
may contribute to firm growth, although creative personality alone does not necessarily
constitute a sufficient pathway to growth (Peljko & Auer Antoncic, 2022).

These findings support the examination of mediating mechanisms that connect individ-
ual creativity with organizational outcomes. One such mechanism may be managerial and
employee ownership. Previous research relates ownership participation with performance,
innovation, commitment, and growth-related outcomes (Kapopoulos & Lazaretou, 2007;
Qin & Deng, 2009; Alabdullah, 2018; Klanecek et al., 2019; O'Boyle et al., 2016). However,
evidence also indicates that the effects of ownership depend on its form, concentration, and
organizational context (K. Y. Kim & Patel, 2017; Short & Keasey, 1999). The present study
therefore examines whether managerial and employee ownership functions as a mechanism
through which the entrepreneur’s creative personality is associated with firm growth.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development
2.1. Creative Personality and Managerial and Employee Ownership

Creativity is a multidimensional construct that encompasses originality, usefulness,
flexibility, and the capacity to move between different ideas or perspectives (Stemberger,
2013). This study focuses on creativity at the individual level. It draws on the creative-
person approach, which examines the abilities, motivations, and relatively stable traits of
individuals who consistently produce creative outcomes (Batey & Furnham, 2006; Carroll,
1993; Eysenck, 1993; Gough, 1979).

Individual creativity also develops within a social and organizational context. This
is especially evident in tourism and other service industries, where interactions among
people often create value. Hosts, visitors, employees, and other stakeholders can develop
experiences together, while destinations provide spaces and conditions that support cre-
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ative activity (Benhaida et al., 2024; Richards, 2011). Understanding individual creativity
therefore requires attention to the organizational arrangements that help people share,
develop, and implement ideas.

Research also suggests that creativity is partly domain-specific. Individuals may
demonstrate high levels of creativity in areas such as business and advertising while dis-
playing lower creativity in domains such as mathematics or science (Kaufman & Baer, 2004;
Kaufman et al., 2009). This distinction is important for entrepreneurship research because
it permits entrepreneurial or business creativity to be examined as a more context-specific
construct that is closely connected to entrepreneurial behavior. For example, Puhakka
(2005) conceptualized opportunity recognition as a cognitively creative process based on
entrepreneurial human and intellectual capital. Similarly, entrepreneurship in turbulent
environments requires individuals to search for novel solutions that fit changing market
and organizational conditions (Ko & Butler, 2007).

Creative personality has also been examined as an entrepreneurial characteristic. Evi-
dence from Shanghai, P. R. China, identifies it as an aspect of openness within the conative
dimension of entrepreneurial competencies (Li & Antoncic, 2023). It has likewise been
reported as an important characteristic of women entrepreneurs in Slovenia, together with
resilience and commitment to their firms and families across different historical periods
(Klansek & Antoncic, 2026). Entrepreneurs may develop and express creativity because
their work requires novel responses to uncertain and weakly structured problems. At
the same time, individuals with stronger creative tendencies may be more likely to select
entrepreneurial careers characterized by autonomy and relatively limited formal structure
(Antonio et al., 2014; Tiwari & Verma, 2020).

A broad creative personality, however, does not necessarily translate directly into firm
growth, as Peljko et al. (2017) reported mixed findings across national contexts. Peljko
and Auer Antoncic¢ (2022) found that entrepreneurial creativity was directly associated
with firm growth in Slovenia, while general creative personality showed no significant
direct association. The two constructs are related but differ in scope (Kaufman & Baer,
2004; Peljko & Auer Antoncic, 2022): creative personality describes a broad, relatively stable
individual disposition, whereas entrepreneurial creativity concerns business activities such
as recognizing opportunities and developing new solutions. The focus of this study is
creative personality and examines whether it can be indirectly associated with firm growth
through firms’ emphasis on managerial and employee ownership.

Ownership choices may provide a link between entrepreneurs’ preferences and per-
sonal characteristics and the way their firms are organized. Klanecek et al. (2019) de-
scribed managerial and employee ownership as an important motivational arrangement
and compared the introduction of new products and services in firms with and without
such ownership. Their findings from Slovenian firms indicated that ownership was more
prevalent and increasing among managers than among employees. Firms with managerial
ownership also introduced more new products and services than those without it.

Previous research has additionally shown that ownership may shape the relationship
between top-management-team characteristics and organizational outcomes, including
corporate social responsibility (Hu et al., 2019; Zheng & Lin, 2021; Habek & Saeed, 2024).
In small firms, the entrepreneur is frequently both a principal owner and a central decision-
maker. An entrepreneur’s creative personality may therefore shape their preferences for par-
ticipation, autonomy, control, and how ownership is shared within the firm. Entrepreneurs
with stronger creative dispositions may be more willing to consider ownership arrangements
that encourage managers and employees to take initiative and contribute more actively to
the business.
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The relevance of creative personality to entrepreneurship has received direct empir-
ical support. Shane and Nicolaou (2015) found that individuals with stronger creative
personalities were more likely to recognize business opportunities and start businesses.
Their findings connect a general individual disposition with two central entrepreneurial
outcomes. Recognizing opportunities and starting a venture do not necessarily lead to later
firm growth. The relationship between creativity and firm performance may depend on
organizational processes or strategic choices that help turn ideas into business outcomes.

Khedhaouria et al. (2015) provide relevant evidence for this proposed indirect rela-
tionship. Their study of French small-firm owners found that the relationship between
entrepreneurs’ creativity and firm performance was fully mediated by entrepreneurial
orientation. Creativity was therefore associated with performance through organizational
behaviors characterized by innovativeness, proactiveness, and risk-taking. This finding sup-
ports the idea that organizational arrangements may help explain how creative personality
relates to firm growth.

Managerial and employee ownership may serve this role because it can influence
how financial interests, decision-making authority, and control are distributed within
the firm. In small firms, entrepreneurs typically have considerable influence over these
arrangements. Creative entrepreneurs may be more willing to consider unconventional
organizational arrangements that encourage managers and employees to take initiative,
participate in decisions, and assume responsibility. However, previous research has not
directly established that creative personality leads to broader managerial or employee
ownership. The proposed relationship therefore extends existing creativity research by
examining ownership emphasis as a possible organizational expression of the entrepreneur’s
individual characteristics.

Creative personality is understood here as a disposition toward imaginative and un-
conventional thinking; although it overlaps with openness to experience, research associates
creativity with a broader configuration of personality characteristics rather than openness
alone (Feist, 1998). It is also conceptually distinct from participative leadership, which
concerns involving others in decision-making (Lam et al., 2015), and entrepreneurial ori-
entation, which concerns entrepreneurial processes and strategic actions at the firm level
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Upper echelons theory provides a basis for connecting person-
ality to ownership decisions by explaining how executives’ personal characteristics shape
their interpretation of strategic alternatives and organizational choices (Hambrick, 2007).
Extending this reasoning, we propose that entrepreneurs inclined toward imaginative and
unconventional thinking may be more willing to reconsider established ownership arrange-
ments and emphasize co-ownership as a means of securing collaborators’ commitment to
implementing new ideas. This proposed mechanism draws on ownership theory, which
explains how appropriately implemented formal ownership arrangements can strengthen
organizational attachment through psychological ownership (Pierce et al., 1991).

H1. The entrepreneur’s creative personality is positively associated with managerial and employee
ownership emphasis.

2.2. Managerial and Employee Ownership and Firm Growth

Managerial and employee ownership may contribute to firm growth by strengthening
motivation, commitment, and the alignment of individual and organizational interests.
Klanecek et al. (2019) argued that managerial ownership can facilitate the introduction of
new products and services, thereby supporting revenue generation, competitiveness, and
growth. Previous empirical studies (Kapopoulos & Lazaretou, 2007; Qin & Deng, 2009;
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Alabdullah, 2018) have also reported positive relationships between managerial ownership
and different indicators of firm performance.

The evidence concerning employee ownership is generally supportive but not unequiv-
ocal. In a meta-analysis of 102 samples encompassing 56,984 firms, O’Boyle et al. (2016)
found a small but positive and statistically significant relationship between employee own-
ership and firm performance. The relationship remained generally positive across different
research designs, performance measures including efficiency and growth, and publicly
and privately held firms. This evidence suggests that employee ownership can produce
performance benefits across diverse organizational contexts.

Evidence from European firms nevertheless indicates that these benefits are context
dependent. Based on 12,648 firm-year observations from 1797 European firms, K. Y. Kim and
Patel (2017) found that the effects of employee ownership were shaped by firm-, industry-,
year-, and country-level conditions. Employee ownership should therefore not be viewed as
an organizational arrangement that automatically improves performance. Its effects depend
on how ownership is implemented and the management and organizational practices that
support it.

The relationship between managerial ownership and firm performance is also complex.
Holding an ownership stake can align managers’ interests with those of other shareholders,
reduce agency costs, and encourage decisions that support the firm’s long-term value.
However, Short and Keasey (1999) demonstrated that the relationship between managerial
ownership and firm performance may be nonlinear. Ownership can align managers’ and
shareholders’ interests, but it may also entrench managers when their stakes give them
substantial control. Benefits of ownership are therefore more likely when ownership creates
meaningful incentives while preserving accountability.

Managers and employees who invest in a firm gain a direct financial stake in its future
development. Ownership may strengthen the persons” attachment to the organization, en-
courage them to exercise control responsibly, and reinforce their expectations of future returns
(Blair, 1995; Ravenscraft, 1996). Ownership may consequently encourage greater effort, longer-
term decision-making, innovation, and support for growth-oriented activities. The theoretical
arguments and accumulated empirical evidence support the following hypothesis:

H2. Managerial and employee ownership emphasis is positively associated with firm growth.

3. Methods
3.1. Research Design and Sample

The hypotheses were tested using cross-sectional survey data collected from en-
trepreneurs in Slovenian small and medium-sized enterprises. The sampling frame was
developed from national business databases containing the email addresses of Slovenian
firms with no more than 250 employees. A probability sampling procedure was applied
to the database records to compile the invitation list. Data were obtained in March 2026.
The sampling frame for an online survey of Slovenian SMEs comprised 74,270 SMEs listed
in the Slovenian Business Register, from which 5000 companies were randomly selected.
Survey invitations were emailed to the selected companies and addressed to their own-
ers and/or founders. The questionnaire was addressed specifically to firm owners and
founders. Respondents could complete it online or return the completed questionnaire by
email. After data screening, 359 usable responses were retained for analysis. A total of
359 usable questionnaires correspond to a usable response rate of 7.18%.

The participating firms were predominantly small: 96% employed no more than
50 people, and 92% generated annual sales of up to EUR 4 million. Most had operated
for between 11 and 50 years. The sample covered a range of industries, although service
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firms were the most strongly represented. Women accounted for 63% of the participating
entrepreneurs, and 75% of respondents were older than 40 years. Most firms in the sample
(96%) had 50 or fewer employees, a pattern consistent with AJPES data showing that
approximately 98% of companies filing annual reports for 2025 were classified as micro or
small (Agencija Republike Slovenije za Javnopravne Evidence in Storitve, 2026).

3.2. Measures

Creative personality was assessed using 10 items adapted from Kaufman and Baer
(2004) and Kaufman et al. (2009). Respondents rated statements about their general
creativity across different activities and domains on a five-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (very untrue) to 5 (very true). Following the exploratory factor analysis, three items were
retained: “Do strange things,” “Enjoy fantasy,” and “Love to daydream.” Higher scores
indicated a stronger creative-personality orientation.

Managerial and employee ownership emphasis was measured with two items: “Your
company’s emphasis on co-ownership by company managers” and “Your company’s em-
phasis on co-ownership by employees who are not company managers.” Responses were
measured on a five-point scale ranging from 1 (significant reduction) to 5 (significant
increase). Higher scores therefore represented an increased organizational emphasis on
managerial and nonmanagerial employee co-ownership.

Firm growth was measured with three subjective indicators commonly applied in
research on SMEs: growth in the number of employees, growth in sales, and growth in
market share during the preceding period (Antonci¢ & Hisrich, 2001; Auer Antoncic &
Antoncic, 2011). Respondents assessed growth in employment, sales, and market share
over three years preceding the survey. Subjective growth indicators are useful in SME
research because comparable accounting information is often unavailable, incomplete,
or difficult to obtain (Davidsson et al., 2010). Subjective growth assessments may differ
from accounting-based measures because they reflect respondents’ judgments and can be
affected by recall errors, response biases, and differences in the reporting periods considered
(Wall et al., 2004).

3.3. Analytical Procedure

SPSS version 31 (IBM Corp., 2025) was used for the descriptive statistics, correlations,
reliability analysis, and exploratory factor analysis. Exploratory factor analysis was con-
ducted using maximume-likelihood extraction and oblimin rotation. Construct reliability
was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha and the reliability coefficient rho. Convergent validity
was examined through the magnitude and significance of the standardized factor loadings
and the average variance extracted.

Confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modelling were conducted in
EQS 6.1 (Bentler, 2006). The structural model was estimated using elliptically reweighted
least squares because the normalized estimate of Mardia’s multivariate kurtosis coefficient
was 8.54, indicating departure from multivariate normality. Model fit was evaluated using
the chi-square statistic, the Bentler-Bonett normed fit index, the comparative fit index,
and the root mean square error of approximation with its 90% confidence interval. The
same 359 cases were used for exploratory factor analysis, confirmatory factor analysis, and
structural equation modelling. Consequently, CFA provided a within-sample assessment of
the measurement specification rather than an independent validation, particularly because
the creative personality scale had been reduced from ten to three items using the same data.
Using the same sample for item selection, measurement assessment, and structural model
estimation may capitalize on sample-specific patterns, making independent replication
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necessary. Furthermore, the response rate of 7.18% raises the possibility of nonresponse
bias, which random selection of the invited companies does not eliminate.

The possibility of common method variance was examined using Harman’s single-
factor test (Harman, 1976; Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Under this procedure, common
method variance may be of concern when a single factor accounts for more than 50% of the
total extracted variance. The first factor in Harman'’s single-factor test explained 21.6% of
the total variance; however, the test’s limited ability to detect common method bias means
that such bias cannot be entirely ruled out, particularly because all study variables were
reported by a single respondent per firm.

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Assessment

Exploratory factor analysis was first conducted on the creative-personality items. Three
of the original ten items were retained based on their communalities and factor loadings.
Item deletion was guided by the communalities obtained from the exploratory factor anal-
ysis. Items with communalities below 0.20 were excluded because the extracted factor
solution explained less than 20% of their variance. This cutoff served as a screening criterion
for items poorly represented by the factor solution. The retained items (“Do strange things,”
“Enjoy fantasy,” and “Love to daydream”) primarily reflect unconventionality and imagina-
tive engagement. Consequently, the reduced scale captures a narrower aspect of creative
personality and may not adequately represent the full breadth of the original ten-item mea-
sure. Bartlett’s test of sphericity was statistically significant (p < 0.001), indicating that the
correlation matrix was suitable for factor analysis. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value
of 0.60 indicated marginally acceptable sampling adequacy, so the factor structure should
be interpreted cautiously. Although the reliability estimates support internal consistency;,
they do not establish comprehensive content validity.

The three-item creative personality scale demonstrated acceptable internal consistency,
with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.71 and a rho coefficient of 0.79. In the structural model, the
standardized factor loadings were 0.564, 0.894, and 0.745. The creative personality average
variance extracted was 0.56, supporting convergent validity. The separate confirmatory
factor analysis produced an NFI of 0.96 and a CFI of 0.96. However, the RMSEA of 0.15 ex-
ceeded generally accepted levels, meaning that the evidence concerning the fit of this
measurement model was mixed.

The two items measuring managerial and employee ownership emphasis showed a
strong positive correlation (r = 0.745, p < 0.001). Their estimated two-item Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.85, indicating good internal consistency. The two indicators had standardized
factor loadings of 1.000 and 0.746 in the structural model. The combined construct treats
managerial and nonmanagerial employee ownership emphasis as two aspects of a firm'’s
broader support for internal co-ownership. Both managerial and employee co-ownership
can help align financial interests (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; E. H. Kim & Ouimet, 2014):
managerial ownership may reduce conflicts between managers and shareholders, whereas
employee ownership may provide incentives that support productivity. Formal ownership
arrangements may also improve connection to the firm when they lead to psychological own-
ership (Pierce et al., 1991), which supports examining a common organizational emphasis
on co-ownership, in line with the wording of the survey items.

The mechanisms may also differ. Managerial ownership includes managers’ incentives
and control, while employee ownership involves collective incentives that may be under-
mined by free riding (Jensen & Meckling, 1976; E. H. Kim & Ouimet, 2014). The combined
measure offers a way to examine overall ownership emphasis, whilst separate analyses can
clarify how its managerial and nonmanagerial components relate to firm growth. While the
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two ownership-emphasis indicators were strongly correlated (r = 0.745) and demonstrated
good internal consistency (x = 0.85), the two-item specification limits assessment of con-
struct validity, and the unstandardized loading of 1.000 was fixed as a reference parameter
for model identification rather than freely estimated.

For firm growth, all three indicators were retained. Bartlett’s test was statistically
significant (p < 0.001), and the KMO value of 0.66 indicated acceptable sampling adequacy.
The scale demonstrated acceptable reliability, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.70 and a rho
coefficient of 0.76. The separate confirmatory factor analysis produced an NFI of 0.96, a CFI
of 0.97, and an RMSEA of 0.13. The incremental fit indices were satisfactory, but the RMSEA
raised concerns about the model’s absolute fit. Standardized factor loadings in the structural
model ranged from 0.611 to 0.755. The average variance extracted calculated from these
loadings was approximately 0.46, indicating marginal rather than fully established conver-
gent validity. The elevated RMSEA values for creative personality (0.15; 90% confidence
interval from 0.075 to 0.248) and firm growth (0.13; 90% confidence interval from 0.049 to
0.223) suggest weak absolute fit, while the wide confidence intervals indicate considerable
uncertainty in the fit estimates. Together with the firm growth AVE of 0.46, which suggests
limited convergent validity, these measurement limitations warrant cautious interpretation
of the estimated structural relationships.

4.2. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations. The two ownership emphasis
indicators were strongly correlated. Creative personality was positively associated with
both managerial ownership emphasis (r = 0.166, p = 0.002) and nonmanagerial employee
ownership emphasis (r = 0.177, p < 0.001). Firm growth was positively associated with
managerial ownership emphasis (r = 0.266, p < 0.001) and employee ownership emphasis
(r =0.129, p = 0.015). The correlation between creative personality and firm growth was
small and nonsignificant (r = 0.042, p = 0.429).

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4
1. Managerial co-ownership emphasis 2.38 113 1
2. Nonmanaggrlal employee 217 111 0.745 * 1
co-ownership emphasis
3. Creative personality 4.34 1.42 0.166 ** 0.177 ** 1
4. Firm growth 2.40 0.94 0.266 ** 0.129 * 0.042 1

n =359. M = mean; SD = standard deviation. * p < 0.05. ** p < 0.01.

4.3. Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing

The hypothesized relationships were tested using structural equation modelling with
the elliptically reweighted least-squares estimator. The model (Table 2 and Figure 1) pro-
duced the following fit statistics: x2(19) = 33.07, p = 0.024, NFI = 0.951, CFI = 0.98, and
RMSEA = 0.045, with a 90% confidence interval of [0.017, 0.071]. Although the chi-square
test was statistically significant, the incremental fit indices and RMSEA indicated an ac-
ceptable overall fit. The unstandardized loading of managerial ownership emphasis was
fixed at 1.000 to establish the latent factor’s scale, whereas that of employee ownership
emphasis was freely estimated at 0.731 (the corresponding standardized loadings 1.000 and
0.746, respectively). The standardized loading of 1.000 for managerial ownership emphasis
reflected an estimated residual variance of zero and is distinguished from the fixed reference
loading constraint.
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Table 2. Structural model results.
Relationship B SE z B p Conclusion
Creative personality — ownership emphasis ~ 0.216 0.069 3.135 0.190 0.002 H1 supported
Ownership emphasis — firm growth 0.210 0.058 3.593 0.301 <0.001  H2supported
Creative personah.ty — ownership emphasis 0.045 0.019 2362 0.057 0.018 . Slgnlflcant
— firm growth indirect effect

n = 359. B = unstandardized coefficient; SE = standard error; p = standardized coefficient. Model fit:
x2(19) = 33.07, p = 0.024, NFI = 0.951, CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.045, 90% CI [0.017, 0.071].

Creative Owneiirsh_ip
i e asis
personality Fr{';p= ezl

.56 .89 .75

Do strange Enjoy Love to Manager Employee Employee Sales hgz;l;it
things fantasy daydream co-ownership co-ownership growth growth growth

Indirect effect: 8 = .057, p = .018

Figure 1. Structural model of creative personality, ownership emphasis, and firm growth. f = stan-
dardized coefficient; standardized coefficients are shown. * p < 0.05. R? = coefficient of determination.

Creative personality had a positive and statistically significant relationship with man-
agerial and employee ownership emphasis (B = 0.216, SE = 0.069, z = 3.135, p = 0.002;
p = 0.190). Hypothesis 1 was therefore supported.

Managerial and employee ownership emphasis was also positively and significantly
related to firm growth (B = 0.210, SE = 0.058, z = 3.593, p < 0.001; p = 0.301). Hypothesis 2
was consequently supported.

The indirect effect of creative personality on firm growth through ownership emphasis
was positive and statistically significant (B = 0.045, SE = 0.019, z = 2.362, p = 0.018; p = 0.057).
Thus, creative personality was indirectly associated with firm growth through a stronger
emphasis on managerial and employee co-ownership. Creative personality explained 3.6%
of the variance in ownership emphasis, while the model explained 9.0% of the variance in
firm growth.

Figure 1 presents the standardized measurement and structural coefficients. Creative
personality was positively associated with ownership emphasis (p = 0.190), which was
positively associated with firm growth (B = 0.301). The standardized indirect effect of
creative personality on growth was 0.057. Model fit indices were appropriate (x2(19) = 33.07,
p = 0.024, CFI = 0.98, NFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.045, 90% CI [0.017, 0.071]). The structural
model specified an indirect pathway from creative personality to firm growth through
ownership emphasis, with the direct path excluded from the model because of the Lagrange
Multiplier Test results. The estimated indirect effect was positive, with an approximate
95% confidence interval from 0.008 to 0.082. The approximate normal theory confidence
interval was calculated. The interval excluded zero, supporting a statistically significant
positive indirect association under this approximation. The model total effect equaled the
indirect effect. The direct path was not included because Lagrange Multiplier Test indicated
it should not be added. Despite its statistical significance, the indirect association was small
(B = 0.057), and the model explained only 3.6% of the variance in ownership emphasis and
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9.0% in firm growth, indicating limited explanatory power and demanding caution in the
assessment of findings.

As a robustness check, the structural model was re-estimated with industry, company
age, and company size, measured by revenue, as control variables. Creative personality
remained positively and significantly associated with ownership emphasis (p = 0.19), and
ownership emphasis remained positively and significantly associated with firm growth
(B = 0.27). These coefficients were similar to those obtained in the original model. Among
the control variables, only industry was significantly associated with growth (p = —0.22),
indicating that production firms reported lower growth than service firms in this sample,
conditional on the other variables in the model. These findings support the stability of the
two hypothesized associations after adjustment for the selected firm characteristics.

To examine the ownership dimensions separately, the structural model was reestimated
with managerial and nonmanagerial employee ownership emphasis specified as distinct
variables. The model demonstrated good fit (NFI = 0.96, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.036,
90% CI [0.000, 0.064]). Managerial ownership emphasis was positively and significantly
associated with firm growth (B = 0.43), whereas the association between nonmanagerial
employee ownership emphasis and growth was not statistically significant (p = 0.18). These
findings warrant distinguishing the two ownership dimensions when interpreting their
relationships with firm growth.

5. Discussion

The results indicate that the entrepreneur’s creative personality is positively associated
with the firm’s emphasis on managerial and employee co-ownership. Ownership emphasis,
in turn, is positively associated with firm growth, with managerial ownership having a
stronger association. The significant indirect effect suggests that creative personality may
be related to growth through organizational arrangements that extend participation in
ownership to managers and employees. This pattern contributes to a more detailed under-
standing of how an individual characteristic of the entrepreneur may become connected
with firm-level outcomes.

The findings are particularly relevant because creative personality was not directly
correlated with firm growth. This result is consistent with previous evidence showing
that a broad creative personality does not necessarily translate directly into SME growth
(Peljko & Auer Antoncic, 2022). Creative individuals may express their creativity in artistic,
intellectual, interpersonal, or everyday domains that are not inherently related to busi-
ness performance. Creative personality may therefore provide a general cognitive and
motivational capacity, but its economic relevance depends on whether it is translated into
entrepreneurial actions, strategic decisions, or organizational practices.

Previous research similarly suggests that creativity produces entrepreneurial outcomes
through intervening mechanisms and has linked creative personality to opportunity recog-
nition and the tendency to start new ventures (Shane & Nicolaou, 2015). Khedhaouria et al.
(2015) also found an indirect relationship between entrepreneurs’ creativity and small-firm
performance through entrepreneurial orientation. The present findings suggest that an
emphasis on managerial and employee ownership may provide another organizational
pathway linking creative personality to firm growth. This interpretation is consistent with
the view that organizational structures and practices help explain how individual creativity
relates to business outcomes.

The positive association between creative personality and ownership emphasis may re-
flect creative entrepreneurs’ willingness to consider arrangements that share responsibility,
financial stakes, and involvement in decisions. Entrepreneurs with creative personalities
may be more willing to explore alternatives to conventional, centralized ownership struc-
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tures. This interpretation remains tentative, however, because the study did not examine
why firms introduced co-ownership or when ownership changes occurred. The study can-
not establish whether creative personality leads to co-ownership arrangements or whether
they are influenced by other characteristics, such as openness, participative leadership,
entrepreneurial orientation, or organizational culture.

The positive relationship between managerial and employee ownership emphasis and
firm growth supports research (Kapopoulos & Lazaretou, 2007; Qin & Deng, 2009; Alabdul-
lah, 2018; Klanecek et al., 2019; Bhakar et al., 2024), which bonds ownership participation
to organizational performance. Ownership may bring managers” and employees’ interests
closer to those of the firm, strengthen commitment, encourage a longer-term perspective,
and also motivate them to seek improvements, support innovation, control costs, and help
the firm remain competitive.

This insight is consistent with the meta-analysis by O’Boyle et al. (2016), who found a
slight positive association between employee ownership and firm performance across dif-
ferent settings and performance measures. The benefits of ownership may not be universal,
since evidence from European firms suggests that outcomes depend on firm characteristics
and institutional conditions (K. Y. Kim & Patel, 2017). Managerial ownership may also
have a nonlinear relationship with performance (Short & Keasey, 1999): ownership can
align interests, but concentrated managerial control may weaken accountability and lead
to entrenchment. The findings of this study suggest that ownership participation can be
relevant for firm growth without implying that all ownership arrangements have the same
relationship with growth.

The standardized coefficient linking ownership emphasis to growth was larger than
the coefficient linking creative personality to ownership emphasis. Yet, the model explained
only 3.6% of the variance in ownership emphasis and 9.0% in firm growth. The indirect
association was statistically significant and small, suggesting that creative personality and
ownership emphasis are two of many factors relevant to firm growth. Other potential influ-
ences include resources, capabilities, strategy, market conditions, industry characteristics,
innovation, access to finance, and entrepreneurs’ growth intentions.

The study connects research on individual creativity, ownership, and SME growth.
Its theoretical contribution is the suggestion that entrepreneurs’ personal characteristics
may be indirectly associated with firm outcomes through perceptions of organizational
arrangements (the ownership emphasis). This perspective moves beyond a simple direct
relationship between personality and growth and emphasizes the organizational effects
linked to entrepreneurs’ characteristics.

A practical implication is that entrepreneurs should not expect creativity alone to
generate growth, and organizational practices can help put ideas into action by drawing on
the knowledge, motivation, and commitment of managers and employees. Carefully de-
signed co-ownership structural arrangements may support this progression, but ownership
rights, responsibilities, decision-making authority, and remuneration expectations should
be clearly defined. Co-ownership should fit the firm’s governance arrangements, strategic
goals, and organizational context, rather than be treated as a general solution for growth.

6. Limitations and Future Research Directions

Several limitations should be considered. First, the study used cross-sectional, self-
reported data, which do not establish causality. Although the results are consistent with an
indirect association between creative personality and firm growth through managerial and
employee ownership emphasis, reverse relationships also remain possible. For example,
growing companies may be more disposed to introduce co-ownership arrangements. The
estimated pathway should be interpreted as an indirect association rather than evidence
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of causal mediation. The cross-sectional design does not establish temporal order, and
reliance on a single respondent per firm means that common method bias cannot be entirely
ruled out.

Second, all answers were reported by the same respondent, which increases the possi-
bility of common method bias and social desirability bias. The subjective growth measures
may also differ from accounting indicators.

Moreover, the sample consisted exclusively of Slovenian SMEs and was dominated by
small firms. Differences in coverage and size classification (Agencija Republike Slovenije za
Javnopravne Evidence in Storitve, 2026) limit conclusions about sample representativeness.
The results therefore may not generalize directly to larger organizations, or countries with
different ownership institutions and entrepreneurial environments.

Measurement limitations also warrant attention. Management and employee own-
ership was measured as the company’s emphasis on co-ownership rather than actual eq-
uity participation, ownership percentages, voting rights, or decision-making control. The
two-item measure also combined managerial and non-managerial employee ownership, al-
though these arrangements may have different motivational and governance consequences.
In addition, the creative-personality measure was reduced from ten items to three items
during the exploratory analysis. Although the retained construct showed acceptable re-
liability, its comparatively narrow content may not represent the full domain of creative
personality. The reduced measure of creative personality requires further validation in
independent samples. Some measurement-model indicators were also less than optimal,
and the structural model explained relatively modest proportions of variance in ownership
and company growth. The low proportions of explained variance in ownership emphasis
(3.6%) and firm growth (9.0%), together with the small standardized indirect association
(B = 0.057), indicate limited explanatory power and warrant caution when assessing the
substantive importance of the findings. The findings provide preliminary indication of a
statistically significant indirect association but do not establish causal mediation.

Future research should use longitudinal designs to clarify temporal order and combine
entrepreneur surveys with employee reports, ownership records, and more objective firm
data. Ownership, being managerial or nonmanagerial (employee), should be examined
separately because they can involve different organizational roles and may be associated
differently with innovation and firm performance (Klanecek et al., 2019).

Future measures should capture actual equity shares, voting and control rights, owner-
ship duration, participation in decision-making, and the motives for adopting co-ownership.
These dimensions would provide a more precise assessment of how combining ownership,
management, and control affects organizational outcomes (Demsetz, 1983; Blair, 1995;
Ravenscraft, 1996) and whether ownership aligns the interests of managers, employees,
and shareholders (Alabdullah, 2018; Bhakar et al., 2024). Future research should test
whether these effects vary across governance arrangements, organizational characteristics,
and institutional environments, given that ownership structure can condition the effects of
managerial characteristics on organizational outcomes (Blair, 1995; Klanecek et al., 2019).

7. Conclusions

This study examined whether managerial and employee ownership emphasis provides
an organizational pathway connecting entrepreneurs’ creative personality with SME growth.
Based on data from 359 Slovenian entrepreneurs, creative personality was positively associ-
ated with ownership emphasis, and ownership emphasis was positively associated with firm
growth, with managerial ownership having a stronger association. The indirect relationship
between creative personality and growth was also positive and statistically significant.
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The findings suggest that a broad creative personality may become relevant to firm
growth when it is expressed through organizational arrangements that encourage manage-
rial and employee participation in ownership. The study extends research on entrepreneurial
creativity by linking entrepreneurs’ creative personality with ownership emphasis and
firm growth.

The sample consisted of Slovenian SMEs, 96% of which had 50 or fewer employees.
The findings should therefore be generalized cautiously to larger firms or firms in other
countries. The results indicate a modest indirect association but do not establish causal
mediation. The cross-sectional design, subjective measures, limited explanatory power, and
assessment of ownership emphasis rather than actual ownership stakes limit the conclusions
that can be drawn. Nevertheless, the study provides a foundation for further research on
how entrepreneurs’ personal characteristics are reflected in organizational structures and
how these structures relate to SME development and growth.
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