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Abstract

In an increasingly globalizing and competitive wiatk place, where innovativeness and its underlyireative
abilities becomes the key for survival, it is urgfar Latvian economy to address the issue of hmativity actually is
understood. Social representations study of theatority’ concept took place on the basis of 126pmndents sample
of entrepreneurs of different domains.

Results have demonstrated that creativity is unoedsas an abstract theoretical phenomena, noicapf# to the
each day situation and professional context.

This suggests the need to further promote cregtddhcept and introduce programs for so doing fferdint state
and educational levels.
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1. INTRODUCTION

During the periods of economic recession it is eqditird to build a new enterprise or keep up the
business, not even speaking of its flourishing.afgued, globalisation creates another constrainthie
middle size business (Mirandet, al, 2009). It is emphasised by many authors that thrsod of history
requires creativity as never before, and it becormasonly a competitive advantage, but also a kegq t
survival in business (i.@bocrep, 2009). Already in 1991 M. Porter (1991) has adytleat is not only the
adaptability to the constraints but also the gpittit shift these constraints which is in the cdreampetitive
advantage of the company, stressing this way tipeiitance of creativity.

A. Green (Green, 2008) believes in creativity t@ #xtend that sees the only solution for today’ddyo
opposing flexible thinking, creative freedom stupidity, and he argues that business without curiosity,
without a common sense and flexibility, withoutatiee approach becomes ‘simply stupid’ and contgbu
to generation of a whole ‘stupid society’ with ilireaucratic demands and unnecessary ‘security’
proceedings. AmabileAmabaiin, 2006) studies suggest that attention paid totiersadevelopment during
the last twenty years resulted in enhanced prodtyctif business and society’s general well-being.

Dealing with risk, creativity, autonomy, continudegsrning are emphasised as a core of entrepraheuri
activity (Sternberget al, 2011). Studies suggest that entrepreneurshipsedupon innovativeness and its
underlying creative skills (Martins, Terblance, 3D0

The aim of this article is to describe the results of the study of theéadoepresentations of creativity
construct among Latvian entrepreneurs.

The tasks therefore include a brief analysis oérditure on creativity and social perceptions,
demonstration of the results and elaboration ofclumions promoting the discussion for the practical
implications following from this study.

- One of the basic society reasoning elements isfdhmation of social perceptions. S. Moscovici
(Moscovici, 1993) following E. Durkheim statemehiss proved in his theory of social perceptions that
human being choosing an activity does not refethto stimulus of objective reality but rather to/hés
perceptions and imaginations of what this realtyAccording to S. Moscovici, social representagiane
universal socio—psychological phenomena, which aioat all of the cognitive functions — thinking,
imagination, knowledge, and which is shared bytelmembers of a certain society (Moscovici, 1983).
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If social representations are in the basis of huatilities to perceive, conduct the conclusionsutlbioe
world, build memories and self-awareness, the temmativity then is often referred to collective
unconsciousness concept verbalised as an abilitgctocreatively (Chikshentmihalyi, 2003) and it has
positive connotation in humans’ perceptions (Stergh2003). According to Pavlov (sBepsiesa, T. A.,
XKuranos, 10. A. (2006), creativity is in the base of orientatinstinct of ‘what it is?’ and ‘what if?" as well
as a part of playful behaviour, which is pleasamt eeleasing activity. Scholars of creativity emgiba its
novelty and appropriateness as obligatory pre-s#gsi of the term (e.g. Lubart, 2000, Cropley, 2001
Jro6apr et al, 2009). Creativity refers to product — somethirgwvnand practical, ‘the best solution’,
personality — the one who is looking for unusuatisiens, process — ways of doing something in an
innovative or untraditional manndifeun, 2009, Sternberggt al, 2011).

The crucial role of creativity is emphasised inlgsig of critical situations, self-realisation pesses
and self-satisfaction personal referend®&s@apr et al, 2009). As to Tezci, Karaca and Sezginsoy (Tekci
al., 2008) a creative personality can be any person iwlable to find a new solution to the problem and
make generalisations of high level of abstractkinig.

Latin creatio— creativity is in a way deviation from the tradital thinking scheme#ieua, 2009). It is
a multidimensional psychic organisation, which @& just an intellectual potential, but involvesakhe
spheres of motivation, emotions, and estheticaktential and communicational parameters (Sternberg
2008,baprimiera, XXuramos, 2006).

K. Rogers by creativity understands the human tgbib compose unusual ideas, to find original
solutions, as well as new ways of self-realisa{Rogers, 1972). P. Torrenss (In: Gardner, 1998)srturn,
observes creativity as a process of sensitivityatolw a problem, knowledge deficit drive, searchtfar
incongruence in the knowledge, need for formulattbmew hypothesis. Creativity is a beginning off an
possible potential discovery. Thus, creativity ¢enreferred not only to the masterpieces of Pigagan
Gogh, Da Vinci, but it also finds its expressiontite duties of a common housewife in her search for
original decision of everyday life.JIfo6apr, et al, 2009). Therefore, creativity can be expressed in
communication, modes of behaviour, ways of dressty.. (Tezckt al, 2008).

H. Gardner in order to distinguish among each daykss and solutions met by every person and
influential level of creative and innovative diseoies proposes so called “small — C” (Small crégdiyand
“Big-C” (Big Creativity), which involves societaklel with changes it brings (Gardner, 1993). M. &od
(Boden, 2005) research divides creativity into gcpslogical categoryR-creativity), when individual is
doing something new for him/herself, discovers dwnizons, and a historical categoky-€reativity), when
the individual is doing new for the humankind, stimireg not done by others.

Thus, creativity is underlying ability for the invetiveness, which can be expressed in differentrgsh
of human activity: cognition, thinking style, prefonal activity, self-realisation, and on differdevels:
personality (potential), process and resuligus, 2009).

The model of T. Amabile (Amabile, 1998, Amabdeal, 2004, Amabaiin, 2006) was used in the study,
as her considerations are based upon profoundestudicreativity on its theoretical and practicaldls.
Concluding her 20 years of research of businesgicity and theory of creativity Amabile has iddiel the
following creativity components: 1) competencee sum of knowledge; knowledge as an intellectuatsp
which is used to acquire and solve the problems,wider it is — the better; 2) the creative thirgkin
flexibility and openness to ambiguity. It dependsagly on personal traits and abilities as welhabits for
creative imagination; and 3) motivation - intringiterest in a problenfiepmanosa, Kpsiiosa, 2004).

2. METHODS AND SAMPLE

The question of the research was formulated: wheatlee social representations of the term cregtivit
among Latviarentreprenels?

120 entrepreneuaged 34 — 46 composed a sample of this stildyas decided to select representatives
of the different production and service industr@s;h as wood processing, food, textile and beahignce
industry. Pilot study was based on 20 respondents samplel@bdntrepreneurparticipated in the main
study. They were approached personally, and thbodeif free association analysis was applied. Tindys
was not aimed to distinguish the gender or natidifédrences in regards to the social represemtaifathe
term ‘creativity’ but the sample nevertheless wasbgenous in these terms, consisting to 54% of anein
46% of women.
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Method of free association analysis is widely ugedhe research of social representations (e.g. Di
Giacomo, 1980; Doise, Clémence, Lorenzi — Ciold93; Tsoukalas 2006; Zakrizevska, 2010). Each
respondent was asked to produce three associatiinshe word ‘creativity’. Latvian or Russian lamge
was applied depending on the mother tongue of dnécpant.

3. RESULTS

“Association field” analysis demonstrated that ‘atreity” has generally low frequencies of its
‘association field'. Highest frequency associatians combined in Table 1 below.

In Table Nr. 1 association with highest frequeny presented, artistic creativity was mentionedvgve
times, which composes only 4 % from the total amafrassociations. Among the frequency of 3 x, the
following other words appeared: fashion, velocitigney, smart, inspiration. There were 149 wordsctvhi
appeared only ones, and major part of them dicbpeh up the meaning of the construct, for exampkre
were produced such associations as cretinism, églment, good look, scarf, and so on.

Table 1
High frequency associations
Association Frequency Explanation
x)
Artistic creativity 12 As a synonym
Non-standard 8 As a refuse of traditional ways of thinking
Luck/success 7 Connected with successful result
Intelligence 7 Fast, smart solutions
Cognition 6 As a sphere of cognitive abilities
Courage 6 As a personality trait
Risk 6 As working in unclear conditions, where the ressltnot
guaranteed
Movement 5 On the personal level, as a self-growth and edocati
(development)
Communication 5 Possibility to attract attention of other people

This suggests that “creativity” as a concept is campletely understood by the entrepreneurs. The
nuclear of this word has a low frequency, is nanptetely represented in the minds of Latvian sangble
those doing business. We can argue that it miglsbheected with the fact that entrepreneurs dasetthis
word in their each day practice, and they don’tehastrong image of what exactly in might be.

There were also used T. Amabile business creatbatyponents to structure the answers around three
categories (please see Tab. 2).

Table 2
Business creativity components

Business creativity components Frequency

Competence as acquired knowledge (general, sotgahnical,| 14 associations or 5 %.
methodological)

Cognitive style as ability to think creatively: érgence ang 137 associations or 46 %
flexibility
Intrinsic motivation 17 associations or 6 %

Source: based camabile (2006)

The biggest amount of association was connectdd asognitive style as ability to perceive informatio
and proceed it, using creative approach: to beabiexorientation to multiple solutions, exit frotrivial
thinking, readiness to re-structure knowledge -tagkther such associations compose 46% of angwers
137 associations). Intrinsic motivation and compe¢e were ‘figurating’ relatively little in our styd
Competence as knowledge, intuition and experieraee mentioned in 5% of the answers (14 associations)
and motivational drive received its 6% part (17oag#ions) of reference. 43% (132 assoc.) fell uride
category “others”, they could not be referred tihexi one of these categories. They were mentiobeuea
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words, such as cretinism, advertisement, good Isokyf, and so on. The demonstration is provided in
Figure 1 below.
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Figure 1. Distribution of the results of Social regentation of the term creativity
using Amabile conception of business creativity

To observe from statistical point of view, using@Bon Criteria, we have (please see Table 3) fttgud
with p = 0.466 >0.05, the social representations of itigato not have statistically significant corrétm
with Amabile distinguished components.

Table 3
Pierson Criteria »2
Value Two-side value levelp]
Piersonx? 900.0 0,466

The social representation analysis of the cregtisitnstruct demonstrated that entrepreneurs were no
connecting it with entrepreneurship, with theirleday work, but rather as a term related to a shdwstry,
or to the artistic skills. Amabile cognitive comont is addressed in the answers, as well as miotivahd
competence, but not the degree to say that thespaments form clear association with the term origyat
Entrepreneurs lack the knowledge about the creagigesonality traits, about intrinsic motivation,
innovativeness; they don’t connect it with pradiiity and competencies. Intuition and inspiration
remained unvalued as well.

During the study some entrepreneurs spontaneoosiynitted that creativity is not for them, and they
are ‘struggling with much creativity at work’, thaeople are already lazy enough’ and ‘it is hardind a
good worker’, so creativity would be the last cancir them. The comments of such character shaetd
under-evaluation of creativity takes place.

The results have demonstrated that major part wémmeneurs who were approached in the study were
not concerned with providing creative environmethiey were not aware of techniques of creativity
enhancement and they don’t connect business deweltpwith this term.

If the social representation of the word is pratic absent, should we then conclude that part of
entrepreneurs of Latvia are not connecting entrepreal skills, motivation, business strategy with
creativity in their each day work? This may prolyashed the light to Latvian relatively low innowati
efficiency index in comparison to other countri€hifia is on the Blace, Germany is ranked 15, Sweden —
6, while Latvia’s rank is 72) and our overall econo stagnation (INSEAD the global Innovation Index,
2011).
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4. CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION

In the conditions of the modern economy creatilify all means is a required skill due to growing
demands for creative and innovative solutions viddiality expressions, and growth of temps of textbgy.

Analysis of social perceptions of creativity withet free association method demonstrated that
entrepreneurs of Latvia connect the word creatitatyhe abstract possibility to be artistic rattien to its
practical meaning or its usage in entrepreneudtvigy.

Comparing the results with T. Amabile business tivita theory we are concluding that the biggest
amount of associations (46%) were connected witctkative thinking style, so it is most often assied
with the thinking peculiarities, competence was tiwered in 5 % of cases and motivation in 6%.
Entrepreneurs of Latvia are lacking the perceptiboreative personality character traits, its cotapees,
motivational drives, etc.

Surprising result was that 43% of all associatissese not connected with the term creativity dingctl
This suggests that there might be a significantuarhof people doing business in Latvia who areavedre
of the meaning of creativity; who might not be agvaf its techniques and possibilities for businessed
society.

The results of this study have permitted us to kalec that there is certain ignorance in regards to
creativity among the entrepreneurs of Latvia, axideran argument of the lack of promotion of knalgke
about creativity in business community. This sugg#sat more education is needed in regards tdicitga
A further study with more precise sample selectioteria should be conducted in order to verify tsults
and justify the conclusions. The need to specifyovexactly should be considered an entrepreneur is
urgently addressed. As to study of creativity ia Workplace or entrepreneurship, other methodsldHuau
definitely applied in order to answer the questibhow creativity is actually met.
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