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ABSTRACT
This article aims to identify common features, disparities, and consequences in the perception of business risks between
generation X, Y, and Z entrepreneurs in the segment of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). The empirical part of
this research included the dataset of 1585 questionnaires fulfilled by the entrepreneurs from the SME segment from four
Central European countries across 2019-2020. The disparities of the perception of business risks were analyzed using Chisquare and Kruskal-Wallis tests. The research results prove the existence of the significant disparities in the perception of the
market, financial, personnel, legal, and operational risks sources by the entrepreneurs from X, Y, and Z generations. Generally,
essential disparities are in the perception of business risks between generation X and Z. 61.7% of SMEs from generation X
believe that the number of possible requests for the specific products/services has a downward trend. In comparison, only
49.0% of SMEs from generation Z and 45.3% of SMEs from generation Y present the same opinion. The presented research
results have the following implications: i. top management of SMEs should improve interpersonal relationships in the
workplace; ii. fine-tuning of supporting programs by organizations supporting the business environment in the region of the
Visegrad Group; iii. preparation of strategic documents dealing with the quality of the business environment or the training
of top SME managers in the case of national policymakers.
KEYWORDS: SMEs, risk sources, disparities, age of entrepreneurs, assessment.
JEL CLASSIFICATION: M21, G32, L26.
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INTRODUCTION
Many research studies claim that companies reflect the characteristics and values of their top managers
and owners (Aktas et al., 2016). As a result, a substantial diversity in business practices is taking place.
Furthermore, recent financial studies (e.g. Neuberger & Räthke-Döppner, 2015; Allee & Yohn, 2009)
highlight the effect of demographic characteristics (such as gender, age) of a top manager and behavioral
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traits (overconfidence, narcissism) on corporate decision-making (Belot & Serve, 2018). However, the
link between the characteristics of the top manager and financial decisions in the case of the small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) segment remains an insufficiently researched issue in the region of the
Visegrad Group countries (hereinafter "V4 countries").
The demographic characteristics of top managers and owners are addressed in several ways: the
internationalization of companies (Wach & Glodowska, 2021); risk management (Crovini et al., 2021);
entrepreneurial orientation (Kozubikova et al., 2015); leadership skills (Hubner et al., 2021); business
decline experience (Dvorský et al., 2020) or innovation in the SME segment (Hock-Doepgen et al., 2021).
The originality of the article lies in the comprehensive analysis, assessment, and quantification of business
risks in the SME segment in the business environment of the V4 countries with regard to the age of the
parent manager or business owner. The sample of 1585 SMEs evaluates the differences and common
features of the perception of selected sources of business risks based on primary research.
The article consists of five parts, which are logically connected. The theoretical basis is the area of risk
management. This section is divided into subsections according to the types of business risks (market,
financial, personnel, legal, operational risk, and business management). Scientific hypotheses are
formulated separately for each section. The article's aim formulation, data collection information, and
applied methods for scientific hypotheses evaluation and the demographic structure of respondents are
described in the methodological section. Empirical results include findings of common and different
characteristics of respondents' attitudes to selected types of business risks and the evaluation of the
scientific hypotheses. Subsequently, the discussion consists of a summary of empirical results and a
comparison of empirical studies that deal with the issue in the world. At the end of the article, the goal,
the most important findings, the limits of the case study, the definition of primary and secondary users
of the case study, and the formulation of other research directions and publishing activities of the authors
are reformulated.
1 THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE SCIENTIFIC HYPOTHESES
SMEs are sensitive to economic change (Hvolkova et al., 2016), suffer from a lack of capital and limited
access to external capital (Rahman et al., 2018; Kersten et al., 2017; Baños-Caballero et al., 2016). They
also do not have sufficient knowledge of business risk management and, as a result, poor quality human
resource management. Pisar & Bilkova (2019) claim that due to the lack of funds, SMEs face a shortage
of quality and talented people. Ravselj & Aristovnik (2018) emphasize the aspect of administrative and
tax obstacles in the activities of SMEs. This is emphasized by the low financial performance of SMEs,
which is reflected in the impossibility of hiring qualified professionals or outsourcing these services to an
external entity.
Frantz et al. (2017) argue that strategic corporate governance depends on business owners, managers and
leaders who think, analyze and implement long-term goals, set the direction and create well-defined plans
to address major challenges and issues related to business development and growth. Today, strategic
corporate governance is an integral part of every type and size of business, whether large, medium or
small, and plays an important role in the success of any business operation (Zsigmond et al., 2021).
In SMEs, strategic managers can be SME owners, unlike large companies. Thus, the SME owner may be
the key person responsible for the strategic management process (Fuertes et al., 2020). Strategic
management is about a manager's ability to oversee, control, interpret, and manage a dynamic external
and internal environment (Barbosa et al., 2020). It, therefore, depends on how the owners/managers
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implement strategic management, and it depends on the perception, approach and understanding of
managers, as different managers may have different approaches to it.
H1: Generation of the respondent has an effect on the perception of attitudes on the management of enterprise.
The success of SMEs is linked to local economic conditions, as market growth in the SME sector usually
occurs at the same pace as the macroeconomy as a whole; therefore, in the event of an economic
downturn, SMEs have difficulties (Betáková et al., 2021).
Business market risks are determined by a number of causes, which focus on the overall level of market
competitiveness (Malega et al., 2019). Market risk can be defined as the strategic risk of SMEs, which
consists in the long-term retention of existing customers and in finding and retaining new customers and
producing new products or providing new services (Beck & Demirguc-Kunt, 2006). Only a sufficient
number of customers allows SMEs to achieve a reasonable sales volume that will allow them to remain
in the market (Herath & Mahmood, 2014).
The level of a company's competitiveness is decisively influenced by two main factors of the competitive
environment: customers and competitors (De Clercq et al., 2013).
H2: Generation of the respondent has an effect on the perception of attitudes on market risk sources.
The financial risks of a business are considered to be an integral part of the company's activities. The
assessment of a company's financial performance is made on the basis of successful financial risk
management decisions (Mättö & Niskanen, 2021; Sánchez-Ballesta & Yagüe, 2021). Yang (2017) also
argues that mismanagement of company's financial aspects is one of the main threats to the business of
SMEs. Difficulties in financing a business and a lack of financial resources are the most common
manifestations of the financial risk of SMEs, as most of the capital for the operation of SMEs is financed
by the owners themselves (Bosma et al., 2018). The consequences can be reflected in rising operating
costs, growing corporate debt, and the problem of debt repayment (Prijadi et al., 2020). Aparicio et al.
(2016) argue that the availability of finance in the SME segment improves the quality of the business
environment because it motivates SMEs to be more productive. In this context, Wang (2016) states that
SME owners consider access to finance, the value of tax rates and competition to be the main barriers to
external financing.
Fernandez-Gamez et al. (2020) emphasize that SMEs cannot be assessed (or are insufficiently assessed)
solely on the basis of their economic and financial indicators. In the context of globalized markets and
internationalized companies, other indicators relating to the country in which the company operates must
also be taken into account. The author also supports the profiling of companies based on their financial
variables and the specific macroeconomic and regulatory factors of each country.
H3: Generation of the respondent has an effect on the perception of attitudes on financial risk sources.
The quality of human capital in a company is the basis for increasing the company's performance (Gede
Riana et al., 2020). Human capital is a potential for a company, but it can carry risks that are often very
neglected (Becker & Smidt, 2016). El Shoubaki et al. (2020) argue, based on a study of 46,412 SMEs in
France, that human capital (using a new idea, the desire to be independent) is the motivation to start a
business.
Mura et al. (2017) argue that the voluntary efforts of employees increase productivity and ultimately its
performance. This creates a competitive advantage for the business. It is important to develop positive
interpersonal relationships between individuals working at different levels in the organization (Alnoor,
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2020). When employees cooperated with others to create social-interpersonal relationships, this
confirmed the needs of employee association (Afsar & Badir, 2016) and belonging (Adamopoulou et al.,
2016). Theories of social exchange and reciprocity explain how managers and co-workers' behavior
determine the quality of these relationships (Deckop et al., 2003) and influence employee judgment
(Redmond & Sharafizad, 2020).
Gede Riana et al. (2020) conducted a questionnaire data collection that was applied to measure HRM
using the Likert scale. An analysis of 126 SME managers showed that HRM significantly affects the
company's performance and innovation. The authors also found that innovation can improve an
organization's performance. In this context, Konstantopoulou et al. (2019) argue that the lack of attention
paid to investment in human resources has become one of the obstacles for SMEs to innovate. AlHaddad et al. (2019) have shown that SMEs play a crucial role in job creation. The authors also argue
that there is a positive relationship between SMEs and reducing unemployment. And also between SMEs
and raising income levels.
H4: Generation of the respondent has an effect on the perception of attitudes on personal risk sources.
The legal risks of doing business are a factor that SMEs cannot ignore when doing business in the
postmodern age. If legal risks are properly managed in SMEs, then SMEs will easily achieve good financial
results and avoid additional costs, such as fines and punitive damages, which will ultimately reduce
profitability and also endanger the business (Deligonul, 2020). Reverte (2015) argues that SMEs can
achieve sustainability and stability in business if they accept the presence of legal aspects.
Pereira et al. (2015) stated that there are relationships and legal links between the legal aspects of SMEs
in the V4 countries and in Ukraine. SMEs in the V4 countries and Ukraine are inherently exposed to the
legal risks of doing business, as SMEs are considered a key element of the business environment. For
this reason, a direct business effect can be seen when legal risk management failure is assumed (Gwizdała,
2017). Managing the legal risks of SMEs in the Czech Republic and the V4 countries facilitates the process
of using loans and other credit resources from financial institutions and European communities, thus
creating a healthy business environment (Virglerova et al., 2020).
In research conducted by Grau & Reig (2020), the authors found that although SMEs are undergoing
changes due to changes in legislation, they still have the ability to adapt better than large companies.
When examining legislative changes, SMEs are able to ensure that the changes do not undermine their
sustainability in terms of profitability, operation and investment.
H5: Generation of the respondent has an effect on the perception of attitudes on legal risk sources.
The impact of the corporate capacity of SMEs on the competitive advantage was assessed by Games &
Roliza (2019), taking into account the age of the company. In the case of Indonesia, the inward capacity
of SMEs was strongly and positively correlated with competitive advantage. In the case of SMEs with
less than five years of activity in the business environment, this dependence is weaker compared to older
companies. Bayaga & Flowerday (2010) point out that inadequately developed internal processes or the
failure of the company's internal processes are directly related to the performance of SMEs.
Innovation has a profound and significant impact on firms' competitiveness through increased
productivity, as shown by a study for transition markets (Ngoc Mai et al., 2019). Santa et al. (2019)
analyzed the internal and external determinants of companies' innovation capacity based on World
Economic Forum data sets of 135 countries over 10 years on a total sample of 1,239 observations. The
central determinant based on the application of a holistic approach is direct public and private financial
support for research and development.
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Doran et al. (2019) in their study of the business environment for SMEs in Ireland, point out that SMEs
generate innovation internally through R&D while also using external resources. However, the impact of
external sources is not uniform. The results suggest that feedback has a positive effect on SME product
innovation, but negatively affects SME process innovation. Public sources of knowledge are positively
related to product innovation. Another finding is that SMEs consider process innovation to be a key
factor in SME productivity. Product innovation does not affect the performance of SMEs.
Brunswicker & Vanhaverbeke (2015) in a sample of 1411 SMEs found that SMEs use four types of
external knowledge acquisition - minimal supply chain, technology-oriented, application-oriented and
complex sourcing.
H6: Generation of the respondent has an effect on the perception of attitudes on operational risk sources.
2 DATA, METHODOLOGY AND METHODS
The aim of article is identify common features and disparities in the perception of business risks between
generation X, Y and Z of entrepreneurs in the small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). The criterion
of research is type of generation of respondent (Gen. X – age of respondent older than 45 years (n =
798; 50.3%); Gen. Y – age of respondent 35 and 45 years (n = 475; 30.0%); Gen. Z – age of respondent
younger than 35 year (n = 312; 19.7%)).
Data collection was realised by means of questionnaire (combined online and hard version). The
respondent was defined as a business owner or senior manager of a small and medium-sized enterprise
in V4 countries. The time period of data collection was realized during 9/2019 - 4/2020. Random
selection of SMEs was used for each country from the CRIBIS database for Czech Republic (CR) and
Slovak Republic (SR), the database of chambers of commerce and industry in Budapest for Hungary, the
database of the Central Statistical Office for Poland. The process of data collection contained these steps
(separately for each country - SR, CR, PL, H): i. define of the range SMEs (criterion: SMEs up to 249
employees); ii. assignment of a serial number according to the database; iii. random numbers generated
using the mathematical function "Randbetween"; iv. assignment of SMEs to randomly generated
numbers; v. finding contacts and addressing SMEs by e-mail with a request.
SMEs (more than 30,000) were contacted with a request to complete the questionnaire. The response
rate was more than 5.0%. The questionnaires were translated from English into the national languages
of the respondents. The consistency of the respondents' answers was verified by a control question. The
questionnaire was formulated in such a way as to prevent the computer from filling in the questionnaire
automatically. The business risk sources (see tab. 1) were use on the evaluation of the article's hypotheses.
The respondent had to answer one of the following answers: A1 - completely agree, A2 - agree, A3 - I
do not take a position, A4 - disagree, A5 - completely disagree.
Table 1 Business risk sources
TR

Risk source (RS)

MN

RS1: I do business (manage a company) intensively (more than 8 hours a day).
RS2: I apply a participative management style (involving employees in decision
making).
RS3: The business owner (manager) should regularly evaluate the performance of their
subordinates and motivate them to innovate workflows.
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MR

FR

PR

LR

OR

RS4: Businesscompetition motivates me to perform better.
RS5: Selling products and services on the market is challenging. However, our
company has adequate sales volume.
RS 6: Our company uses innovative ways to win new markets and retain existing
customers.
RS7: I consider financial risk as part of everyday business.
RS8: I understand the most crucial aspect of financial risk.
RS9: I can adequately manage the financial risk in my (our) company.
RS10: Personnel risk in the company is considered adequate and does not harm my
business.
RS11: The error rate of employees is low and has no negative impact on my (our)
business.
RS12: Our employees strive to improve their performance and competition among
them prevails.
RS13: I consider the legal risk-appropriate and does not harm our (my) business.
RS14: I do not consider the business environment to be 'over-regulated'.
RS15: I understand the essential legal aspects of doing business.
RS16: We use company capacities at a sufficient level.
RS17: We place great emphasis on the innovation of our products and services, and it
is positively reflected in the stability and performance of the company.
RS18: The number of possible requests for specific products/services has a downward
trend.

Note: TR – Type of risk; MN – management of enterprise; MR – Market risk; FR – Financial risk; PR – Personnel risk; LR –
Legal risk, OR – Operational risk.

(Source: Own data collection)
The results of a sample size analysis are as follows. The minimum number of SMEs was calculated with
the following data: margin of error - 5%; confidence level - 99%; number of SMEs in the V4 countries
(together) – 4.5 mil. The results showed that the minimum of SMEs (n = 666) was confirmed for the
research sample. The research sample contains 1585 correctly fulfill questionnaires.
The process of verification of hypotheses contains the four steps: 1. Creation of contingency tables absolute and relative frequencies according to the respondent's age; the type of answer on the risk source.
2. Evaluation of significant disparities between generations - applied the Chi-square tests (Ch. S.) and the
non-parametric approach (Kruskal-Wallis tests) 3. Evaluation of significant disparities in the positive
attitudes (A1+A2) between generations - applied the Z-Score for 2 population proportions. 4. Definition
of level of significance (α) - in tables: α = 5%; α = 1%; α = 0.1%; in conclusions: α = 5%.
Demographic structure of respondents according to the characteristics of SMEs/respondents (n = 1585):
country of SMEs: 28.6% from (CR, 23.2% from SR, 23.0% from PL, 25.2% from H; size of an enterprise:
61.6% micro enterprise, 18.8% small enterprise, 19.6% medium enterprise; type of an entity: 30.2% sole
trader, 56.7% limited liability company, 6.0% joint-stock company, 7.1% another form of business; time
period of doing business: 9.2% (0; 3 years>, 8.8% (3; 5 years>, 15.8% (5; 10 years>, 66.2% more than
10 years; the highest level of respondent´s education: 28.2% comprehensive college and high school
graduate, 14.3% bachelor's degree, 50.0% master's degree, 7.5% doctoral degree; gender of a respondent:
68.2% men, 31.8% women; position of a respondent in the SME: 26.6% business owner; 73.4% senior
manager.
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3 EMPIRICAL RESULTS
Table 2 presented the evaluation of validity and reliability of questionnaire according to the following
indicators: FL – Factor loading; CA – Cronbach alpha; CR – Composite reliability; AVE – Average
variance extracted.
Table 2 The results of validity and reliability of questionnaire
TR
MN
MR
FR

RS
RS1
RS2
RS3
RS4
RS5
RS6
RS7
RS8
RS9

FL
CA
CR AVE
0.674
0.733 0.706 0.769 0.527
0.768
0.749
0.780 0.732 0.804 0.578
0.751
0.656
0.879 0.784 0.838 0.637
0.841

TR
PR
LR
OR

RS
RS10
RS11
RS12
RS13
RS14
RS15
RS16
RS17
RS18

FL
CA
CR AVE
0.739
0.804 0.757 0.814 0.593
0.766
0.801
0.763 0.716 0.795 0.565
0.687
0.796
0.794 0.721 0.751 0.510
0.516

(Source: Own data collection)
The results showed (see table 2) that CAs and CRs of each are greater than 0.70 (the minimum criterion).
The results further exhibited (see table 2) that FLs of all RS are in the interval of 0.591 to 0.852, meeting
the discriminant validity. The value of AVE is more significant than 0.50 for each RS, which meets the
constructs' convergent validity criterion.
3.1 Evaluation of management of enterprise
The structure of the respondents´ attitudes (n = 1585; management risk sources– RS1, RS2, RS3) were:
RS1: A1+A2 – 1101 (69.5%), A3 – 239 (15.1%), A4+A5 – 265 (15.5%); RS2: A1+A2 – 1055 (66.6%),
A3 – 276 (17.4%), A4+A5 – 254 (16.1%); RS3: A1+A2 – 1347 (85.0%), A3 – 159 (10.0%), A4+A5 – 79
(5.0%). Table 3 showed the evaluation of management risk sources according to the age of respondent.
Table 3 The attitudes of respondents on the management risk sources
T. A.

Gen. Z

RS1
Gen. Y

Gen. X

Gen. Z

RS2
Gen. Y

Gen. X

A1
A2

129
76

205
124

368
199

95
100

124
179

221
336

A1+A2
%

205
(65.7)

329
(69.3)

567
(71.1)

195
(62.5)

303
(63.8)

557
(69.8)

A3
A4
A5
Ch. S.
ZScore

52
34
21

54
53
39

133
60
38

65
25
27

90
51
31

121
77
43

19.076* (0.014)

Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen
.Y
.Z

17.628* (0.024)

Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen
.Y
.Z

Gen.
Z
178
87
265
(84.9
)
26
11
10

RS3
Gen. Gen. X
Y
230
376
163
313
393
(82.7)

689
(86.3)

52
14
16

81
13
15

21.671** (0.006)

Gen.X/Gen
.Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z
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A1+A2
(p-val.)

0.676(0.497)

1.045(0.294)

Gen. X / Gen. Z
1.740(0.082)

2.215*
(0.026)

0.367(0.711)

Gen. X / Gen. Z

2.339* (0.019)

0.815(0.412)
Gen. X / Gen. Z
0.605(0.542)

1.742(0.082)

Note: T.A. – Type of answer; * α = 5%; ** α = 1%; Ch.S. – Chi-square test.

(Source: Own data collection)

The results (see tab. 3) confirm that there are statistically significant differences between generations (X,
Y, Z) in the perception of the MN sources (RS1: p-value = 0.014; RS2: p-value = 0.024; RS3: p-value =
0.006). Also, there are statistically significant differences in positive answers between generations: X-Y
(RS2: p-value = 0.026) and X-Z (RS2: p- value = 0.019). Hypothesis H1 was confirmed.
3.2 Evaluation of market risk sources
The Structure of the respondents´ attitudes (n = 1585; market risk sources – RS4, RS5, RS6) were: RS4:
A1+A2 – 1131 (71.4%), A3 – 277 (17.5%), A4+A5 – 177 (11.1%); RS5: A1+A2 – 1022 (64.5%), A3 –
375 (23.7%), A4+A5 – 188 (11.8%); RS6: A1+A2 – 796 (50.2%), A3 – 457 (28.8%), A4+A5 – 332
(21.0%). Table 4 showed the evaluation of market risk sources according to the age of respondent.
Table 4 The attitudes of respondents on the market risk sources
T. A.
A1
A2
A1+A2
%
A3
A4
A5
Ch. S.
ZScore
A1+A2
(p-val.)

Gen. Z
127
109
236
(75.6)
35
28
13

RS4
Gen. Y
132
202
334
(70.3)
80
39
22

Gen. X
217
344
561
(70.3)
162
59
16

37.613*** (0.000)

Gen. Z
66
137
203
(65.1)
68
34
7

RS5
Gen. Y
59
242
301
(63.4)
111
53
10

Gen. X
142
376
518
(64.9)
196
65
19

15.793* (0.045)

Gen. Z
72
101
173
(55.4)
81
45
13

RS6
Gen. Y
60
183
243
(51.2)
128
82
22

Gen. X
101
279
380
(47.6)
248
134
36

24.684** (0.002)

Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen
.Y
.Z
.Y
.Z
.Y
.Z
0.006(0.992) -1.635(0.101) -0.556(0.575) -0.485(0.631) -1.222(0.222) -1.180(0.238)
Gen. X / Gen. Z
Gen. X / Gen. Z
Gen. X / Gen. Z
-1.778(0.075)
-0.048(0.960)
-2.345* (0.019)

Note: T.A. – Type of answer; * α = 5%; ** α = 1%; *** α = 0.1%; Ch.S. – Chi-square test.

(Source: Own data collection)
The results (see tab. 4) confirm that there are statistically significant differences between generations (X,
Y, Z) in the perception of the market risk sources (RS4: p-value = 0.000; RS5: p-value = 0.045; RS6: pvalue = 0.002). Also, there are statistically significant differences in positive answers between generations
X and Z (RS6: p- value = 0.019). Hypothesis H2 was confirmed.
3.3 Evaluation of financial risk sources
The Structure of the respondents´ attitudes (n = 1585; financial risk sources– RS7, …, RS9) were: RS7:
A1+A2 – 1184 (74.7%), A3 – 272 (17.2%), A4+A5 – 129 (8.1%); RS8: A1+A2 – 1208 (76.2%), A3 – 289
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(18.2%), A4+A5 – 88 (5.6%); RS9: A1+A2 – 1125 (71.0%), A3 – 341 (21.5%), A4+A5 – 119 (7.5%).
Table 5 showed the evaluation of financial risk sources according to the age of respondent.
Table 5 The attitudes of respondents on the financial risk sources
T. A.

Gen. Z

RS7
Gen. Y

Gen.
X
241
385
626
(78.5)
112
47
13

A1
93
108
A2
130
227
A1+2
223
335
%
(71.5)
(70.5)
A3
57
103
A4
25
30
A5
7
7
Ch.
21.398** (0.006)
S.
Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen
Z.Y
.Z
Score
A1+A 3.177**(0.001
-0.286(0.772)
)
2
(pGen. X / Gen. Z
val.)
2.462* (0.014)

Gen. Z

RS8
Gen. Y

Gen. X

91
140
231
(74.0)
58
16
7

115
259
374
(78.7)
69
24
8

215
388
603
(75.6)
162
23
10

Gen.
Z
73
140
213
(68.3)
73
21
5

17.454* (0.026)

RS9
Gen. Y

Gen. X

82
265
347
(73.1)
82
37
9

176
389
565
(70.8)
186
36
11

21.531** (0.006)

Gen.X/Gen
.Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z

Gen.X/Gen.
Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z

-1.296(0.194)

1.529(0.126)

-0.862(0.390)

1.449(0.147)

Gen. X / Gen. Z
0.529(0.596)

Gen. X / Gen. Z
0.828(0.407)

Note: T.A. – Type of answer; * α = 5%; ** α = 1%; Chi. S. – Chi-square test.

(Source: Own data collection)
The results (see tab. 5) confirm that there are statistically significant differences between generations (X,
Y, Z) in the perception of the financial risk sources (RS7: p-value = 0.006; RS8: p-value = 0.026; RS9: pvalue = 0.006). Also, there are statistically significant differences in positive answers between generations:
X-Y (RS7: p-value = 0.001) and X-Z (RS7: p- value = 0.014).Hypothesis H3 was confirmed.
3.4 Evaluation of personnel risk sources
The Structure of the respondents´ attitudes (n = 1585; personnel risk sources – RS10, RS11, RS12) were:
RS10: A1+A2 – 826 (52.1%), A3 – 432 (27.3%), A4+A5 – 327 (20.6%); RS11: A1+A2 – 914 (57.7%),
A3 – 356 (22.5%), A4+A5 – 315 (19.8%); RS12: A1+A2 – 729 (46.0%), A3 – 521 (32.9%), A4+A5 – 335
(21.1%). Table 6 showed the evaluation of personnel risk sources according to the age of respondent.
Table 6. The attitudes of respondents on the personnel risk sources

T. A.
A1
A2
A1+A
2

Gen. Z

RS10
Gen. Y

64
118
182
(58.3)

49
188
237
(49.9)

Gen.
X

Gen. Z

RS11
Gen. Y

101
306
407
(51.0)

83
106
189
(60.6)

68
176
244
(51.4)

Gen. X
159
322
481
(60.3)

Ge
n.
Z
64
84
148

RS12
Gen. Y Gen. X
51
158
209
(44.0)

99
273
372
(46.6)
40

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF ENTREPRENEURIAL KNOWLEDGE
Issue 9, volume 2, ISSN 2336-2960 (Online)
www.ijek.org

%
A3
A4
A5
Ch.
S.
ZScore
A1+A
2
(pval.)

76
45
9

137
79
22

219
125
47

60
44
19

119
82
30

21.760** (0.005)

177
108
32

(47.
4)
88
59
17

26.881***(0.001)

Gen.X/Gen
.Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z

0.382(0.704)

-2.321*(0.02)

Gen.X/Gen
.Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z

3.104**(0.002
-2.541*(0.01)
)

Gen. X / Gen. Z

-2.200 (0.028)

276
113
37

25.960*** (0.001)
Gen.X/Gen.
Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z

0.907(0.363)

-0.947(0.342)

Gen. X / Gen. Z
-0.092(0.928)

*

157
85
24

Gen. X / Gen. Z
-0.246(0.803)

Note: T.A. – Type of answer; ** α = 1%; *** α = 0.1%; Ch.S. – Chi-square test.

(Source: Own data collection)
The results (see tab. 6) confirm that there are statistically significant differences between generations (X,
Y, Z) in the perception of the personnel risk sources (RS10: p-value = 0.005; RS11: p-value = 0.001;
RS12: p-value = 0.001). Also, there are statistically significant differences in positive answers between
generations: X-Y (RS11: p-value = 0.002); X-Z (RS10: p- value = 0.028) and Y-Z (RS10: p-value = 0.020;
RS11: p- value = 0.010). Hypothesis H4 was confirmed.
3.5 Evaluation of legal risk sources
The Structure of the respondents´ attitudes (n = 1585; legal risk sources – RS13, RS14, RS15) were: RS13:
A1+A2 – 702 (44.3%), A3 – 437 (27.6%), A4+A5 – 446 (28.1%); RS14: A1+A2 – 467 (29.5%), A3 – 434
(27.4%), A4+A5 – 684 (43.1%); RS15: A1+A2 – 1269 (80.1%), A3 – 247 (15.6%), A4+A5 – 69 (4.3%).
Table 7 showed the evaluation of legal risk sources according to the age of respondent.
Table 7. The attitudes of respondents on the legal risk sources
T. A.

Gen. Z

RS13
Gen. Y

Gen. X

A1
65
47
71
A2
94
171
254
A1+A
159
218
325
2
(51.0)
(45.9)
(40.7)
%
A3
73
125
239
A4
56
94
157
A5
24
38
77
Ch.S.
37.398*** (0.000)
ZGen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen
Score
.Y
.Z
A1+A -1.803(0.072) -1.392(0.165)
2
Gen. X / Gen. Z
(p3.091**(0.002)
val.)

Gen. Z

RS14
Gen. Y

Gen. Z

36
106

Gen.
X
64
153

RS15
Gen. Y

42
66

114
130

150
219

234
422

108
(34.6)

142
(29.9)

217
(27.2)

244
(78.2)

369
(77.7)

656
(82.2)

92
70
42

143
111
79

199
228
154

48
14
6

85
12
9

114
21
7

23.341** (0.003)

Gen. X

18.987* (0.015)

Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen Gen.X/Gen Gen.Y/Gen
.Y
.Z
.Y
.Z
*
-1.036(0.298) -1.391(0.165) 1.970 (0.049) -0.172(0.865)
Gen. X / Gen. Z
Gen. X / Gen. Z

-2.443*(0.015)

1.530(0.126)
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Note: T.A. – Type of answer; * α = 5%; ** α = 1%; *** α = 0.1%; Ch.S.– Chi-square test.

(Source: Own data collection)
The results (see tab. 7) confirm that there are statistically significant differences between generations (X,
Y, Z) in the perception of the legal risk sources (RS13: p-value = 0.000; RS14: p-value = 0.003; RS15: pvalue = 0.015). Also, there are statistically significant differences in positive answers between generations:
X-Z (RS13: p-value = 0.002; RS14: p-value = 0.015) and X-Y (RS15: p- value = 0.049). Hypothesis H5 was
confirmed.
3.6 Evaluation of operational risk sources
The Structure of the respondents´ attitudes (n = 1585; operational risk sources – RS16, RS17, RS18)
were: RS16: A1+A2 – 1066 (67.3%), A3 – 354 (23.0%), A4+A5 – 155 (9.7%); RS17: A1+A2 – 1009
(63.7%), A3 – 423 (26.7%), A4+A5 – 153 (9.6%); RS18: A1+A2 – 860 (54.3%), A3 – 393 (24.8%),
A4+A5 – 332 (20.9%). Table 8 showed the evaluation of operational risk sources according to the age of
respondent.
Table 8 The attitudes of respondents on the operational risk sources
T. A.

Gen. Z

RS16
Gen. Y

Gen. Z

RS17
Gen. Y

74
224

Gen.
X
146
411

A1
A2
A1+A
2
%
A3
A4
A5
Chi.
S.
ZScore
A1+A
2
(pval.)

70
141

94
115

211
(67.6)

298
(62.7)

557
(69.8)

71
25
5

119
53
5

174
55
12

15.577* (0.049)

Gen. Z

RS18
Gen. Y

Gen. X

91
203

Gen.
X
168
338

72
81

90
125

232
260

209
(67.0)

294
(61.9)

506
(63.4)

153
(49.0)

215
(45.3)

492
(61.7)

66
25
12

133
40
8

224
51
17

70
56
33

114
94
52

209
69
28

24.762** (0.006)

Gen.X/Gen
.Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z

Gen.X/Gen
.Y

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z

2.595(0.009)

-1.404(0.161)

0.540(0.589)

-1.455(0.144)

Gen. X / Gen. Z
0.704(0.484)

Gen. X / Gen. Z
-1.120(0.263)

80.907*** (0.000)
Gen.X/Gen
.Y

5.692***(0.00
)

Gen.Y/Gen
.Z
-1.040(0.298)

Gen. X / Gen. Z

3.830***(0.000)

Note: T.A. – Type of answer; * α = 5%; ** α = 1%; *** α = 0.1%; Ch.S.– Chi-square test.

(Source: Own data collection)
The results (see tab. 8) confirm that there are statistically significant differences between generations (X,
Y, Z) in the perception of the operational risk sources (RS16: p-value = 0.049; RS17: p-value = 0.006;
RS18: p-value = 0.000). Also, there are statistically significant differences in positive answers between
generations: X-Y (RS16: p-value = 0.009; RS18: p-value = 0.000) and X-Z (RS18: p- value = 0.000).
Hypothesis H6 was confirmed. All results according to the Chi-square tests were verified non-parametric
approach (by Kruskal-Wallis tests) with the same evaluation of hypotheses.
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4 DISCUSSION
Key findings of the case study:
• Generation X (69.8%) applies a participative management style (involving employees in decision
making) more often than generation Y (63.8%) and generation Z (62.5%).
• Generation Z (55.4%) uses innovative ways to win new markets and retain existing customers in the
SME more often than generation Y (51.2%) and generation X (47.6%).
• Generation X (78.5%) considers financial risk as part of everyday business at a greater level than
generation Z (71.5%) and generation Y (70.5%).
• Generation Y (51.4%) in the least level thinks that the error rate of employees is low and has no
negative impact on the SME than generation X (60.3%) and generation Z (60.6%). Generation Z
(58.3%) considers that the personnel risk is adequate in the SME and does not harm business at a
greater level than generation X (51.0%) and generation Y (49.9%).
• Generation X (40.7%) in the least level consider the legal risk-appropriate and does not harm
respondent's business than generation Z (51.0%). Generation X (27.2%) in the least level do not
consider the business environment to be 'over-regulated' than generation Z (34.6%).
• Generation X (61.7%) thinks that the number of possible requests for specific products/services has
a downward trend at the greater level than generation Z (49.0%) and generation Y (45.3%).
The results agree with the findings of Wasilczuk & Richert-Kaźmierska (2020), which found significant
differences in the perception of business risks and in the business orientation between generations Y and
Z.
CONCLUSIONS
This article aimed to identify common features, disparities, and consequences in the perception of
business risks between generation X, Y, and Z entrepreneurs in the segment of small and medium-sized
enterprises.
The research results prove the existence of the significant disparities in the perception of the market,
financial, personnel, legal, and operational risks sources by the entrepreneurs from X, Y, and Z
generations. In addition, generation X perceives the sources of legal risk more negatively than Generation
Y and Z. Generation X better manages operational risk than generation Y and Z. The perception of the
personnel and legal risk sources reveal the most significant disparities between generations (X, Y, Z).
The findings are essential for the business environment of the Visegrad Group countries (Czech
Republic, Slovak Republic, Hungary, and Poland) focused on the segment of small and medium-sized
enterprises. However, this research has certain limitations related to the data collection period. For
example, the data collection took place before and during the first months of the coronavirus pandemic
when the SME segment had not already perceived the adverse effects associated with the COVID-19
pandemic. Furthermore, the subjectivity of the owners' and top managers' responses is often inconsistent
and determined by the company's financial performance.
The article's findings are of some benefit to the owners and top managers in small and medium-sized
enterprises. They are the ones who make decisions and communicate on a daily basis with their
employees, suppliers, customers. The knowledge of the differences between generations of entrepreneurs
contributes to the improvement of interpersonal and labor relations. It is equally essential to bring case
studies from primary research for national policymakers in the SME segment to create more targeted
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support (economic, educational, etc.). Organizations and associations that focus on supporting the
business environment in the SME segment in selected research countries are also the potential recipients
of the findings.
The case study analyzes and quantifies different perceptions of business risks only concerning the
respondent's age. By examining other demographic characteristics of the respondent, such as gender,
level of education, or the link between the level of education and the focus of SMEs, could be the
following research direction.
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