EoquiLiBRIUM

Quarterly Journal of Economics and Economic Policy
2016 VOLUME11 ISSUE 3, September

p-ISSN 1689-765X, e-ISSN 2353-3293
BY ND

www.economic-policy.pl

Rahman, A., Civelek, M., & Kozubikova, L. (2016)oBctiveness, Competitive Aggressiveness and
Autonomy: A Comparative Study from the Czech RejoubEquilibrium. Quarterly Journal of
Economics and Economic Policy, 11(3), 631-650. DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.1277581Q.2016.028

Ashiqur Rahman, Mehmet Civelek

Ludmila Kozubikova"
Tomas Bata University in Zlin, Czech Republic

Proactiveness, Competitive Aggressiveness
and Autonomy: A Comparative Study
from the Czech Republic™

JEL Classification: L26; M21

Keywords: entrepreneurial orientation; micro enterprises, small and medium
enterprises

Abstract: The purpose of this comparative study isto explore the differencesin the
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) between micro versus small and medium enter-
prises (SMES). We have selected three dimensions of EO (proactiveness, competi-
tive aggressiveness and autonomy) for our analysis. We have analyzed the data
collected from 1141 respondents during the period of 2015 from 14 regions of the
Czech Republic, which consists of 740 micro firms and 401 small and medium
firms. Empirical results of our paper show significant differences between micro
versus small and medium enterprises in terms of proactiveness and autonomy.
However, we can only partially confirm that micro firms are statistically different
from the SMEs in terms of competitive aggressiveness. Thus, our paper enables
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better understanding of the EO from the firm sieespective, when they have
different levels of resources.

Introduction

Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) have got tineost importance in
the modern economies due to their quick adaptatitnthe changes in the
business conditions, and also due to their sigaificontribution towards
the economic growth. It is argued that a vibrateES8éctor is the founda-
tion of economic growth of the country and whicHlwitimately lead to
the overall development of the standard of livinglowering unemploy-
ment (Jahur & Quadir, 2012). However, a firm's sumVis the major issue
for the small businesses due to lack of strategitabior of the entrepre-
neurs, and also due to suppressive behavior frentatige corporate firms.
Thornhill & Amit (2003) also find that firm survivds the lowest in the
SME segment and, more importantly, when the firmes ia their earlier
stages of the development process. Hence, the dngi for the survival
of the business it is necessary to have effectirsegjic decisions so that
small firms can react timely with the hostile besia conditions. At pre-
sent, SMEs are not only the integral part of thedbzRepublic economy,
but they are also extremely important for the wHelgopean Union econ-
omies, and as a result SMEs are one of the ceuaiat for academic re-
search (lvanova & Koisova, 2014). Begekal. (2015) also find that micro-
enterprises are a significant part of the econaraevth in the underdevel-
oped countries by reducing poverty. However, Snwkakt al. (2014)
argue that the influence of entrepreneurial agtieih economic develop-
ment is not solely a question of neither size dfepreneurs’ company nor
of the schemes. It is strongly dependent on indiis, and particularly on
their decision about establishing of a new entregueal unit.

According to Irelancet al. (2003), it is important for the SMEs to de-
velop strategic entrepreneurship which deals wighformation of competi-
tive advantage by identifying new opportunitiesefidfore, it is highlighted
in the literature that Entrepreneurial Orientat{&®) of the entrepreneur is
the key for identifying those new opportunities @fhconsist of risk raking,
innovativeness, autonomy, pro-activeness, and ctitivpeaggressiveness
(Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Lumpkiet al, 2009). Research in the field of
entrepreneurship has found a positive link betwEénand firm perfor-
mance because it facilitates the firm to act imeely manner, which is also
essential for its survival (Munoet al, 2015). However, the moderation
effect of the firm's performance can come from was sources, which
may not be associated with the internal part oftthsiness (Raucét al,
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2009; Messersmith & Wales, 2011). The current n@sichis not only one,
global, but represents thousands of worlds in wieigbryone is different
— from the region through the site to the commuaitg individuals. Glob-
alization creates enormous pressure on the orgaomiz&MES must better
develop an entrepreneurial culture, understanditke and opportunities
in the market and ensure their sustainability.sltpositive that subcon-
sciously companies acknowledge the fact that flmng-term success and
ensuring the existence, it is not enough to simydych what is happening
on the market, but there is a need to be proaatitiegsh means to seek new
market opportunities (Kozubikow al, 2015; Szwajca, 2016).

A large number of research shows that there arsfisignt differences
between the micro, small and medium firms in thiicision making pro-
cess due to their number of employees, and alsorasult of their asset
size (in general SMEs are defined as firms whickeHawer than 250 em-
ployees in the European Union). However, it is 8eaey to distinguish
between micro, small and medium firms in the SMEnsent, due to dif-
ferent level of resources at their disposal andciviaiffect their basic busi-
ness decisions and strategic innovativeness (Al&iéuster, 1986; Pett &
Wolff, 2011). Lack of resources of the micro firrmay limit their willing-
ness to take more risk, to initiate any innovatdeas, be more aggressive-
ness or to be proactive, due to fear of failure.tlhes central argument in
this paper, we employed Barney (1991) resourcedbasev, and we argue
that as micro firms have less resources than tredl smd medium firms,
hence micro firms will be less entrepreneurial tttaa small and medium
firms. However, when the firm increases its resesyan that case the fear
of survival may not be substantial for the largem$, and hence they can
be more entrepreneurial than the micro firms. Tioeee the current re-
search is initiated to highlight the differencedwsen micro, small and
medium firms in terms of their entrepreneurial otéion in the Czech
Republic. In this paper, we have divided the sedgmmo two parts. Micro
firms where the number of employees are less tBaaridd SME segment is
considered where the number of employees are ffbto 250.

While entrepreneurship research are overwhelmiglycentrated on
the two most basic constructs of EO, for exampk taking and innova-
tiveness (Munozt al, 2015; Jelenet al, 2015; Anderson & Eshima,
2013; Kraus, 2013; Mahmood & Hanafi, 2013; MorencCé&sillas, 2008;
Runyanet al, 2006). We have selected three other constrdd®o name-
ly: autonomy, proactiveness and competitive aggressss for our analy-
sis, because they lack empirical research in thdernic arena. Hence, our
research can fulfil this gap and foster knowledgeua EO research. Our
results suggest that there are significant diffeesrwhich can be noticed
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between the micro and SMEs in terms of their enéregurial orientation.

Especially, our results indicate that small and ionedfirms are more pro-

active and autonomous than the micro firms. Howewerdid not find any

conclusive answer regarding the competitive aggresess between the
micro, small and medium firms. Therefore, our resphrtially suggest that
EO can be more explained by the resources of the that it possesses,
and which may help them to take more innovativasiees when there are
not resource constraints.

According to our knowledge, this is the sole papehe context of Cen-
tral Europe to highlight the firm level differencesterms of the three EO
constructs that we have presented in this papere Mhaportantly, this pa-
per will enable to understand the EO accordingh&ofirm resource based
view which is not that much highlighted in the epireneurship research.
Thus, our research will contribute to a better wsi@amding of the ongoing
debate about the firm level differences in theeprneurial orientation.

The rest of the paper is structured as followsti@edwo documents the
theoretical literature about entrepreneurial oa&ah, especially concen-
trating on proactiveness, competitive aggressiveaasl autonomy. In the
next section, objectives, methodology and resouofesformation which
were used in our research are presented. Finhkyntost important rec-
ommendations for theoretical area and the econanportance have been
stated.

Literature Review

Entrepreneurial orientation (EO) has been an isfweganizational pursuit
of entrepreneurial activities. Due to its importarne the strategic decision
making for the development of new firms, it hasrbeecentral to entrepre-
neurship research for many decades. According topkin & Dess (1996),
EO is an opportunity seeking behavior by which & fiem can take the
initiative to start the new business by utilizirtg fesources. In the man-
agement research, it is assumed that the qualigntvepreneurship is es-
teemed from the various continuous variables theat affect the activities
of the firm and hence, directly or indirectly afiet firms have some EO
(Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999). Therefore, the firrhacacteristics of EO
may differ and which may range from lower level Ehigher level of the
EO (Covin & Selvin, 1989). However, no conclusiwaidition is given for
the EO. However, Covin & Wales (2011) regarded EQua entrepreneur-
ship process which is generated from the individuah focused on the
opportunity seeking behavior for market exploitatiiller (1983) defined
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three main dimensions of EO as innovativeness, ctik@ess and risk
taking. These three constructs of EO have been imseshtrepreneurial
orientation literature very often to understand firm's EO level. See, for
example, Dimitratoet al. (2002) and Kemelgor (2002). However, Lump-
kin & Dess (1996) further extended the EO concdiztakion by adopting
two more constructs, such as competitive aggresssse and autonomy.
Hence, according to Lumpkin & Dess (1996), EO csissof five dimen-
sions, and in this paper we have adopted thredaht namely: proac-
tivness, competitive aggressiveness and autonoaychiet al (2009) find
that in most of the cases, the EO research cordistsly three dimensions
of EO, (see, for example, Bhuiah al, 2005; Coviret al, 1994; Slater &
Narver, 2000; Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003). Wheready @eorgeet al.
(2001) used all the five dimensions of EO in timesearch.

In Table 1 we have presented some previous resek@famtion about
EO to provide more conceptual background that ney to further foster
the understanding of EO literature.

Table 1 Definitions of Entrepreneurial Orientation

Authors Definition of EO

Mintzberg (1973)  “In the entrepreneurial mode, telgg-making is dominated by the active
search for new opportunities” as well as “dramégaps forward in the face
of uncertainty” (p. 45).

Miller (1983) “An entrepreneurial firm is one thahgages in product-market innovation,
undertakes somewhat risky ventures, and is firsbtoe up with ‘proactive’
innovations, beating competitors to the punch7(fl).

Covin & Slevin “Entrepreneurial firms are those in which the toanagers have entrepreneur-

(1998) ial management styles, as evidenced by the firrategic decisions and
operating management philosophies. Non-entrepréleor conservative
firms are those in which the top management styldecidedly risk-averse,
non-innovative, and passive or reactive” (p. 218).

Lumpkin & Dess  “EO refers to the processes, practices, and deemsaking activities that leac

(1996) to new entry” as characterized by one, or moreheffollowing dimensions:
“a propensity to act autonomously, a willingnessrioovate and take-risks,
and a tendency to be aggressive toward competitaisproactive relative to
marketplace opportunities” (pp. 136—137).

Zahra & “The sum total of a firm’s radical innovation,gactive strategic action, and

Neubaum (1998) risk taking activities that are manifested in supf projects with uncertain
outcomes” (p. 124)

Pearceet al., “An EO is conceptualized as a set of distinct llated behaviors that have

(2010) the qualities of innovativeness, proactiveness, pEiitive aggressiveness,
risk taking, and autonomy” (p. 219).

Source: own work.
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Research in the field of SME segment find that there are significant dif-
ferences between the small and large firms, due to the assets at their dis-
posal, which give them more flexibility and foster innovativeness (Salavou
et al, 2004). Hence, flexibility in their resources helps them to be more
entrepreneurial, because when the firm size is large, they can take more
initiatives since survival issue is not the main concern for them anymore.
On the other hand, micro firms are in the sharp edge of the razor and they
can be eliminated from the market if they take any wrong steps in terms of
innovativeness or riskiness. Aldrich & Auster (1986) enlighten the resource
constraints of the small firms, and they find that small firms have lower
liability and also they possess lower level of assets at their disposal. Simi-
larly, Barney (1991) resource based view suggests that risk taking, being
more aggressive, or more proactive, can be a luxurious decision for the
micro firms. In contrast, the situation is not true for the older or matured
firms which have more assets and established market orientation in their
own business segments. Pett & Wolff (2011) aso find result consistent
with the resource limitations view, and show that micro firms have a lower
level of EO than the small and medium firms. They also argue that as the
firms grow, the management of the business may want to exploit new mar-
kets and, as aresult, they can take aggressive decisions. Similarly, to attract
new customers they have to innovate new products consistently, but which
is not the case for the micro business as they are still in the rigid conditions
for their business to grow. Therefore, it is quite obvious that small and me-
dium firms can have more EO which stems from their flexibility in re-
sources at their disposal.

Proactiveness: Measures the firm opportunity seeking tendency by
which it can exploit the market by initiating new products and services
(Rauch et al, 2009). Entrepreneuria research find that being proactive can
positively affect the firm performance due to first mover advantage. Since
being proactive can reduce the market competition as a result of advanced
decision making, it can increase the profitability of the firm (Lechner &
Gudmundsson, 2014). Hughes & Morgan (2007) find that proactiveness
deals with the anticipation of future demand and act on that. Thus, having
strategic decision making about the future market condition can be helpful
to increase the overall profitability of the firm. Nevertheless, entrepreneur-
ship research also suggest that at times firms being more proactive can be
in danger of extinction, since, it is possible that the market does not change
according to the anticipation of the entrepreneur (Allen et al., 2006). Simi-
larly, Welsh et al. (2013) aso find that proactiveness is related to the new
product development and increase in the sales of the firms, which ultimate-
ly increases the growth of the SMEs. Munoz et al. (2013) find similar re-
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sults in the Malaysian market and suggest thatgtiremess is related to
the higher sales, net profit and company growthdy&g(2016) by using
a sample of 137 SMEs in the Polish market, fourad, throactiveness can
increase the innovative behavior of the firm andnisre relevant for the
small firms than the micro firms. Jeleatal. (2015) utilized the data from
the Croatian SME market and they also found thaigoenore proactive
can significantly increase the market share offitlnes. However, they did
not differentiate between micro or other segmefApart from the proac-
tiveness and firm performance, Anderson and Esli#6a3) showed that
small firms are more proactive when they have miot@ngible assets and
micro are less proactive. Interestingly, the resbttw that the growth rate
is higher for the young firms than for the smalksnlt is shown that re-
gardless of the EO, small and medium firms laekiBility in terms of
market conditions, lot of paperwork and adminigbraprocess can hamper
the growth rate of the firm.

Competitive Aggressiveness: “Competitive aggressgs refers to
a firm’s propensity to directly and intensively dbage its competitors to
achieve entry or improve situation that is to otfien industry rivals
“Lumpkin & Dess (1996). As mentioned elsewhere, petitive aggres-
siveness is vital to act timely in the market cdiods by outperforming the
competitors. Acting aggressively in the market nead the firm to take
initiatives such as cutting prices, adopting aggjkes marketing strategies
or increasing the product capabilities. In somesarms adopt this EO as
a result of creating more market demand or to aehezonomies of scale.
Similarly, a firm can also engage in competitivg@gsiveness when they
cut down the prices radically tacrease thenarket penetratiorgr just to
create a monopoly nature of the product. Howetvs, strategy may not
be suitable for firms which have resource limitaipbecause they may not
be able to reduce the product costs, since theyataperate at the maxi-
mum level of economies of scale (Blumentritt & Dgr2006). Lechner &
Gudmundsson (2014) argue that small firms are mafeerable to the
changes in the market competition and, as a rehay, have to be more
aggressive to beat the market competition to craagafety net for their
survival. On the other hand, Mostal. (2015) find that if micro firms can
show a better competitive aggressiveness, it id fikady that they can be
funded by banks as a result of signaling approactiné market. Thus, it
suggests that banks can increase the funding ¢évérms when they can
get the information that the firm is competitivehish may lead to an easy
access to finance.

Autonomy: Autonomy refers to an independent actban individual
or a team in bringing forth an idea of vision aiagrging it through to com-
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pletion (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996). Autonomy in the EOntext is clearly

a vital aspect of entrepreneurial value creatioth @ntral to the notion of
strategic entrepreneurship. Autonomy may not basane among inde-
pendently owned and managed firms, because suctddes are already
acting autonomously (Lumpkiat al, 2009). According to a study of 72
subsidiaries of micro, small and medium-sized dralcompanies, by Pisoni
et al (2013), subsidiary's autonomy reflects the l@malntry’s characteris-

tics, but not the economic development. Their figgdi also show that the
subsidiaries looking for penetrating the local nearlare generally more
autonomous than the ones pursuing cost-cuttingesgiss. According to

Clear & Dickson (2005), there are some task elesestitich must neces-
sarily by taken into account when considering th®@omy: the method of
working, pace of work, procedures, scheduling, waniteria, work goals,

the workplace, work evaluation, working hours, kiofdwork and amount

of work. The authors state that differing levelsvafrker autonomy are
reflected in the level of trust held in them by doyers. They consider
telework as a way increasing autonomy. Regardiegatitonomous differ-

ence between micro and small firms Ismail (2014wshthat there is no
difference between the micro, small and mediumdirmterms of the need
for autonomy. Hence, it suggest that autonomoussidecmaking is the

same regardless of the firm size. On the other h@hdpa (2015) shows
that there is a positive correlation between thermamous decision making
and microenterprises performance. Therefore, thdeage suggests that
micro firms may enjoy the autonomous decision mglda a result of their
small size, as they require less paperwork ordessinistrative process to
be an independent decision maker.

Research Methodology

The aim of this article is to explore the questidiproactiveness, competi-
tive aggressiveness, and autonomy as an elemeéf®ah the segment of
SMEs in the Czech Republic according to the firne si

The research was conducted in the Czech RepubkO1®. The com-
panies were chosen from the Albertina databaseaaallly 1650 randomly
selected firms were addressed by e-mail or phofi# o the questionnaire
placed at website The data was provided by 1141 owners of SMEs4in 1
regions of the Czech Republic. The questionnainsisted of 52 questions.
In this context, in the first nine questions theisture of the respondents in

! https://docs.google.com/forms/d/1U9coaC5JRLON2Q®RIEBj3mnaZXdSM47Kugtd
EDGFo/viewform?usp=send_form.
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relation to their education, gender, age, the exgig and size of a firm, the
length and area of conducting business, motivestioting a business and
the most important characteristics of entreprengene analyzed. The rest
of the questions were scale questions on a 1-% ¢dal- totally agree,

2 — agree, 3 — do not hold a position, 4 — disadgreecompletely disagree)
focused on five elements of entrepreneurial oriestia

In accordance to the set objective, nine quest{tnmee questions for
each of the elements) were chosen to find out ésalts about proactive-
ness, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy dirths. The first set of
guestions are about measuring the firm level preawgss which are given
respectively for better understating in relationhte results tables.. “We try
to use anticipated changes in our target markatégtion 1), “We take
initiative in our market to get ahead of the contet (question 2)” and
“We try to form entrepreneurial environment, in aliniwe operate” (3).

Afterwards, we measured the firm level of competitaggressiveness
which consists of the following questions- “ournfirhas a reputation of
aggressive firm (4)”, our activities against conmoes are aggressive
(5)"and we often realize activities aimed agairshpetition (6)'.

Finally, the autonomous decision making of the fimas highlighted by
the following set of questions- “My firm has a régtion of an autonomous
firm“(7), “I consider employees in my firm to be approprigtelitonomous
(8)", | support initiative of my employees when g#gdang new entrepre-
neurial opportunities (9)“

The structure of the sample according to the bssimeea was as fol-
lows: trade companies (33%), manufacturing coma(28%), construc-
tion companies (14%), transport companies (6%) amdcultural firms
(3%). The largest portion of companies operatedthrer sectors (39%).
The sum is more than 100 % because some resporaltergs more than
one business area.

In relation to the gender and age of the entrepret® structure of the
sample was as follows: 75% men (861 respondentsR&%0 women (280
respondents), 48 % older entrepreneurs — moredhamars (542 respond-
ents) and 52 % younger entrepreneurs — less thae&5 (599 respond-
ents).

In accordance with the length of doing the businfrem the total num-
ber of 1.141 companies, 62% (705 firms) of themeadwing the business
for more than 10 years, 38% (436 firms) of themléss than 10 years.
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According to the goal of the research, we have ldpeel the following
hypotheses:

H1: There are statistically significant differendestween micro, small
and medium firms in relation to proactiveness. Wsume that small and
medium enterprises are more proactive than theorfilcns.

H2: There are statistically significant differendestween micro, small
and medium firms in relation to competitive aggnemsess. We assume
that small and medium firms will be more compeétthan the micro firms.

H3: There are statistically significant differendestween micro, small
and medium firms in relation to autonomy. We asstina¢ small and me-
dium firms will be more autonomous than the migrms.

The associations in contingency tables were andlpgePearson statis-
tics for counting of data. P-value has been conptrestandard 5 % confi-
dence level. P-value that is lower than the comiigelevel leads to the
rejection of the null hypothesis. The null clairhere is no association be-
tween the variables. The calculations have beeflonpeed using software
available at http://www.socscistatistics.com/tesiatistically significant
differences in particular responses were examihemigh the Z-score. The
calculations were carried out through open-sourceftware:
http://www.socscistatistics.com/tests/ztest/Defaalipx.

Results and Discussion

Table 2 shows our research results which have gwdtirom three ques-
tions to measure the differences in the firms’ ptivaness level. Our re-
sults suggest that there are differences betweemtbro versus small and
medium firms in terms of their proactiveness and tasults from Chi-

square are significant at 5% level as well as 1@ificance level. In par-

ticular, we have found that 492 (about 67%) amo#Q micro firms’ re-

spondents agree and totally agree that “we trys@anticipated changes in
our target market“. However, 321 (about 80%) amd@d respondents
from small and medium enterprises agree and totghge with the same
guestion. The P-value from Z score is also sigaificat 1% level, and
hence it suggest that small and medium firms areemooactive than the
micro firms. In terms of our second question of gmtiveness (we take
initiative in our market to get ahead of a comjpatit the P value < 5% also
suggest that there are significant differencestexietween the micro,
small and medium firms. Our segmented result shinat about 58% of

the total respondents from the micro segment agneletotally agree with

the notation (2), however, about 70% of the respatgifrom the small and
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medium segment agree and totally agree. As suah,Ptvalue from

Z scores shows a statistical difference in the sagrof opinion between
micro, small and medium firms and, therefore, wel fpositive result ac-
cording to our expectation that micro firms areslpsoactive than the small
and medium firms. We have found similar resultdar question 3 (we try
to form entrepreneurial environment in which we rape) for proactive-

ness. It suggests that about 69% of the respamdemh the small and
medium segment agree and totally agree, whereast &286 of our re-

spondent in the micro segment indicate that theypaoactive and the re-
sult is also significant at the 5% level. Thus,dadlbur results for proactive-
ness suggest that micro firms are less proactiae the small and medium
firms. Therefore, by way of preview we can accapthypothesis 1.

Table 2. Measure of proactiveness in between micro and SMEs

Question 1 Question 2 Question 3 P value
from

Micro SMEs Micro SMEs Micro SMEs Z-score
Totally
agree 492 321 427 277 457 2715 0000
and (66.48)  (80.05)  (57.70)  (69.08) (61.76)  (68.58)  '(ong
agree '
Haveno g9 62 188 82 193 88 oo
P (25.54) (15.46) (25.41) (20.45) (26.08)  (21.94) 0’1211
Totally
disagree 59 18 125 42 90 38 8832}1
and (7.98) (4.49) (16.89) (10.47) (12.16) (9.48) 0’1707
disagree '
Chi-
square 23.4141 21.2023 8.0145
P-value 0.0001 0.0003 0.091
Total
number
of Micro 740 401 740 401 740 401
and
SMEs

Note: small and medium firms are merged togetheBMEs. Response percentages are in
parentheses.

Source: own calculations.

In Table 3 we have presented the result of conpetitggressiveness in
between the micro, small and medium firms. Theltesows that statisti-
cal differences exist in relation to the questiomber 4 and 5 and the re-
sults are significant at the 5% level in our segm@nanalysis. However,
we did not find statistical difference in questiommber 6 about the com-
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petitive aggressiveness. Therefore, we can onltigligrconfirm our hy-
pothesis 2 that there are significant differencdstg between micro and
SME segment as we do not have any complete indicati relation to all
the questions of competitive aggressiveness. Riegatde question num-
ber 4 (our firm has a reputation of an aggressita)fwe see that only
about 10% of the micro firms agree and totally egies opposed to only
about 13% of the firm in the small and medium aednsent have agreed
and totally agreed with the same question. Thusatvs that regardless of
the firm size, entrepreneurs do not believe thair thactivities in the market
are aggressive. Similarly, in relation to quest®riour activities against
competition are aggressive) is also found statilfidnsignificant in the
SME segment. Chi-Square shows significant diffeesnbetween micro,
small and medium firms in relation to the questimmber 5. It is possible
that the result may stemmed from the overall goastthich also included
disagree and totally disagree. But the P valueltrésum Z score do not
show such differences between the micro, smallnaedium firms.

Table 3.Measure of competitive aggressiveness in betwaerorand SMEs

Question 4 Question 5 Question 6 P value
from
Micro SMEs Micro SMEs Micro SMEs Z-score
Totally agree 71 50 92 53 157 76 8%3}18
and agree (9.59) (12.47) (12.43) (13.22) (21.22) (18.95) 013628
0,7642
Have no opinion 175 98 130 22 162 109 0,0228

(23.65) (24.44) (17.57) (22.94) (21.89) (27.18)

0.0455
Totally disagree 494 253 518 256 421 216 0207
and disagree  (66.76) (63.09) (70.00) (63.84) (56.80) (53.87) O'Joos
Chi-square 16'1817 12.8283 4.2767
Pvalue 0.0021 0.0121 0.3699

Total number of
Micro and SMEs

Note: small and medium firms are merged togethe8MESs. Response percentages are in
parentheses.

740 401 740 401 740 401

Soruce: own calculations.

Therefore, we cannot clearly comment on whetherarficms are less
competitive than the small and medium firms. Lgstiyelation to question
number 6 (we often realize activities aimed agatashpetition) regarding
the competitive aggressiveness shows that thenecasatistical difference
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exists between micro, small and medium enterpriBes.results therefore,
suggest that regardless of the firm size entrepirede not actually realize
their activities to beat the market competitionnkl® our results suggest
that firms are happier to involve in passive adigmthe market. It is pos-
sible to say that SMEs are more price takers tharptice makers, due to
their limitation in the resources.

In Table 4 we have presented our results for thenmmous behavior of
the firms in the SME segment. The results sugdpedtwe have significant
differences between the micro, small and mediumdiin relation to au-
tonomy. Therefore, according to the results, we aasept our hypothesis
3, and we can infer that employees in the micnmdiare less autonomous
than the employees in the small and medium firnteofding to question
number 7 ( my firm has a reputation of an autonarfom), we see that P
value is lower than the 5% significant level, arsdaaresult we can infer
that micro firms are less autonomous than the sarall medium ones. It
has been found that about 49% respondents fromorfitns agree and
totally agree versus about 43% of the respondemigyithe opinion about
their autonomy in the firm level. This result ca@ &ignificantly inflated
from the neutral position of the firm about theit@nomous decision mak-
ing process. As we can see, about 24% of the nfitns and about 19%
of the small and medium firms have neutral positiegarding their auton-
omy position in the firm. Similarly, in relation tquestion 8 (I consider
employees in my firm to be appropriately autonomdtisi-square P value
is lower than 1% significant level, and that suggeat micro firms em-
ployees have limited autonomous decision makingpeddence than the
small and medium firms. In particular, we find tlettout 73% of the re-
spondent from small and medium firms versus ab&@b @ntrepreneur in
the micro segment regarded that their employeesacarautonomously.
Finally, regarding question 9 (I support initiatieé my employees when
searching new entrepreneurial opportunities), @sults are statistically
significant at 5% significance level, and we fifgt micro firms have low-
er level autonomous decision making than the saradl medium firms.
Segmented analysis shows that about 77% of thd am&lmedium firms
provided positive response about the autonomousideanaking of their
employees while looking for new opportunities. mtrast, about 68% of
the micro firms provided the positive response alibe support to the
employees when looking for new opportunities arshitws that small and
medium firms gives more freedom to their employe@®spared to the mi-
cro firms.
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Table 4. Measure of autonomy in between micro and SMEs

Question 7 Question 8 Question 9 vaalue
rom
Micro SMEs Micro SMEs Micro SMEs Z-score
Totally agree 358 170 450 290 500 306 20523
andagree  (48.38) (4240) (60.81) (7232) (6757) (7631)  ('oing
Have no 172 73 206 55 191 74 0'00477
opinion (2324) (1820) (27.84) (1372) (2581) (1845) (. os
Gisagroband 20 158 84 56 4 21 OO%
doagoe | (2838) (39.40)  (1135) (1396)  (662)  (524) (oo,
Chi-square  17.27 31.9011 10.7526
P-value 0.0017 <0,00001 0.0295
Total
number of 740 401 740 401 740 401
Micro and
SMEs

Note: small and medium firms are merged togethe8MESs. Response percentages are in
parentheses.

Soruce: own calculations.

As we already mentioned elsewhere, the goal ofpaper is to identify
the firm level differences in the SME segment ilatien to their EO. With
regard to the view of Barney (1991), central to atgument of resource
constraint we have found statistical differencedlation to the proactive-
ness and autonomy between micro, small and mediuns,fhowever we
have found partial confirmation about competitigg@ssiveness. Never-
theless, our results are not always supportedeapttéscribed significance
level, but it was possible to identify the firm éh\differences ina majority
of the cases. Our results presented in the papereay similar to the work
of Pett & Wolff (2011), who also discovered thatathand medium firms
are more innovative in terms of their strategicisiea making than the
micro firms. As EO studies are overwhelmed with pegformance meas-
urement, our result may shed light in understantiiegoasic differences in
the firm level, where firms in the SME segment ao¢ identical due to
their resource accumulation. Firms can be moreepregneurial, or they
may experiment with new things, and they can algperform their rivals
by showing competitive behavior, if they have flahkiy in their tangible
and intangible resources. Unlike micro firms, whigk always in danger of
extinction, it may be difficult for them to act eepreneurially with their
small asset base to overcome the market competiiioto provide more
decision-making authority to the employees. In sagbumstances, our
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results suggest that micro firms may act more pabsin the market, and
they would be happy to be price takers rather tharprice makers. How-
ever, in terms of assets the difference betweefl amé medium firms can
be lower, but if they are compared with resourdesiigro firms, they can
be much higher. As a result, it is possible thatlband medium firms may
act in the same direction about their entrepreaéudecision-making, but
micro firms are identically different from them, camence micro firms
decision-making process can be different from tMES. However, when
the firm is getting more mature, it also accumudat®re assets under its
disposal, therefore, small and medium firms wowket more initiative
decisions, which may give them the opportunitgmter into the new mar-
kets, or they may develop new product that can tiedm to penetrate the
market even better. Our results also suggest tine siference in relation
to their EO and firm level differences. As writtetsewhere, Lumpkin &
Dess (1996) state that the level of autonomy diffi#pending on the size
of the company, management style or type of as8etording to Clear &
Dickson (2005), there are some task elements wimuahkt be taken into
account when considering the autonomy: the metadooking, pace of
work, procedures, scheduling, and work criteria.

Conclusions

The aim of the paper was to identify the firm leddferences in between
the micro, small and medium enterprises in relatotheir EO. Since EO
is now one of the central research topic in theegpnéneurship and strate-
gic management, due to significant positive assiotias found in between
EO and firm performance. In this paper, we havaréxed three constructs
of EO, for example, proactiveness, competitive aggiveness and auton-
omy in relation to firm size, as firms have diffetéevels of assets, and that
may affect their competitive decision making pracedence, we have
employed resource constrained view as our cenigahaent in this paper.

The empirical results of our paper suggest thatarficms have a lower
level of EO. Particularly, they are less proactaral autonomous than the
small and medium firms. However, we can only péytieonfirm that mi-
cro firms are significantly different from the sihhahd medium firms in
terms of competitive aggressiveness. The resuliopaper suggests that it
is possible that entrepreneurial decision making b&more related to the
assets that a firm that they possesses, and dtlatalifferent firms act
differently in terms of their entrepreneurial démmsmaking.
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Regardless of important findings about the micnaalé and medium en-
terprises, our paper has some limitations. Inphiser we have only differ-
entiated the firms according to their sizes, howewe did not investigate
any entrepreneur characteristics related to decisiaking such as the gen-
der of the entrepreneur, education level, busimegerience. Moreover,
our data set is only limited to the Czech Repulalitd as a result we cannot
generalize our results with other countries, whezenomic and financial
differences are relevant. Similarly, we have noasidered all five con-
structs of EO, hence we cannot comment on thengski and innovative-
ness of the firms and whether they are also affidayethe firm level differ-
ences. Thus, we are leaving them for potentiaréutasearch problems.
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