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Abstract

Resear ch background: The identification of risks and their managemers ey task of strategic
management. The right and early identificationisit sources can help companies to survive not
only during a crisis period. However, small and medenterprises (SMEs) underestimate the
necessity to analyze risks and implement the enserpsk management (ERM).

Purpose of the article: The primary aim of the contribution is to identifye most important non-
financial risks and their causes in the V4 coustead to analyze the perception of these risks by
SME owners.
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Methods: The results are based on the survey conductedli®. 2Zhe valid questionnaire of 1781
owners of SMEs from four countries was evaluatetlamalyzed to fulfil the main objective. The
statistical hypotheses were con-firmed throughstieal methods such as Z-score and Chi-square
test. The SPSS Statistics was used for data ei@iuat

Findings & Value added: The results can be interesting not only for redeanganizations
investigating the development of SMEs, but alsostate institutions or private agencies seeking
to adapt national support for SMEs. It was discedehat the entrepreneur’s country is the most
important factor for the perception of the souroésafety risk, legal risk, and other business
risks. There are differences in managers’ percepticase of other risk sources (corruption and
clientelism) between entrepreneurs from the CzeghuBlic and other countries of the Visegrad
Group. The SMEs’ country of origin is an importdattor for the evaluation of the source of
non-financial risks (safety risk, legal risk andhet business risks). Differences in the perception
of safe-ty risk sources between entrepreneurs ftenCzech Republic and Poland were con-
firmed. More than 25% of SMEs in the Visegrad Grqguceive frequent changes of the legal
regulation as a legal risk.

I ntroduction

SMEs’ performance is an important tool for the aumgbility of market
activity. Therefore, it is necessary to supporirtiggowth (Hanggraenét
al., 2019). Many studies found that SMEs grow fa#tan larger compa-
nies (e.g. Fiala & Hedija, 2015, Hashi & Krasnig@)11). Smaller size of
SMEs allows for a faster development of their sgas (Anderson &
Eshima, 2013). SMEs are more pliable and when seeyspace for a new
opportunity, they employ new workers to penetrae market (Blackburn
etal., 2013).

The Visegrad Group (V4) can be defined as a grdufjowr European
countries from Central Europe: the Czech RepuBlaland, Hungary and
Slovakia. The similarity of these countries is eiptited because of many
common characteristics such as history, economieldement, and geo-
graphical and political ideas (Kowalskaal., 2018). The Visegrad coun-
tries create an important part of the European @oan framework and
SMEs are the most important business units forpgormance of their
economies (Sikdakovaet al., 2017). Despite the fact that the V4 countries
have similar economic development and conditioms,dusiness risks can
be perceived differently.

SMEs are confronted with various types of risksalihian be unknown
for big companies or perceived as unimportant. dditeon to financial
risks (Kljucnikov & Sobekova Majkova, 2018; Kozubik et al., 2015),
there are a large number of non-financial riskshsas reputation risk
(Kayeset al., 2007), legal risk (Dvorskst al., 2019; Petkoviet al., 2016),
innovation risk (Ballingert al., 2011), safety risk (Schul al., 2018),
personnel risk (Battisti & Vallanti, 2013), and myaathers. These non-
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financial risks are not analyzed as often as financial risks because entrepre-
neurs generally do not perceive their direct impact.

Through Enterprise Risk Management (ERM), entrepreneurs manage
their risks and reduce potential losses. However, the implementation of the
ERM is difficult, mainly due to the impossibility of generalizing specific
procedures. There are different procedures for ERM implementation in
different companies (Hanggraeni et al., 2019). Because of new trends such
as globalization, dynamic and turbulent environment firms have to deal
with new forms of business risks. The factors that need to be implemented
for the proper functioning of the ERM are risk identification and risk as-
sessment. General approaches to ERM, underestimation of low knowledge,
and experience in ERM can threaten SMEs’ health (Hudakova et al., 2018).

The main objective of the paper is to identify the most serious sources
of non-financial business risks in the V4 countries and to analyze the per-
ception of these risks by SMEs.

The paper is designed as follows: The theoretical background is devoted
to the description of the main sources of safety, legal and other business
risks (especially clientelism, corruption, bad quality of public sector, and
administrative burden for entrepreneurs). The next section is aimed at the
description of the data and methodology. Z-score and Chi-square test were
used to evaluate the hypotheses. Further, the results of the evaluation of the
most important sources of safety, legal and other risks are presented. The
last part of the paper discusses the results, presents opinions of other inter-
national authors, and describes the limits of the research.

Literature review

Implementing enterprise risk management is a very important strategic goal
for entrepreneurs (Buganovd & Moricovd, 2017; Mura & Kljucnikov,
2018). The perception of ERM has significantly changed due to dynamic
changes in the business environment. Many firms realize the necessity of
systematic risk management (Hudakova & Dvorsky, 2018). Appropriate
ERM can help to extend SMEs’ internationalization (Karami & Tang,
2019).

The first step for the implementation of ERM is risk identification. En-
trepreneurs must be aware of various types of risks. Some risks directly
affect their existence (Haviernikovd & Kordo§, 2019; Kljucnikov & So-
bekova Majkova, 2018; Kozubikova et al., 2015). Therefore, companies try
to manage financial risks (Ferreira de Aradjo et al., 2020, Mutezo, 2013).
However, it is not only the risks that can be immediately translated into
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financial losses that need to be managed. For deammnagement of
health and safety risks is a key part of everyrmss. Many investigations
have shown that work accidents and deaths are sixebshigh in SMEs,
which is obviously caused by a lack of ERM (KaagsiBadri, 2018). En-
terprises with fewer than 250 employees have aragptionate risk of
injury and mortality. Attention should be drawnitmreased efforts to in-
volve entrepreneurs in preventive health protecjiwograms at work.
Companies of different sizes require different camioation approaches
regarding security risks. Furthermore, SME owneard workers lack re-
sources in terms of attention and time to addresdtth and safety issues
and tend to respond to prompt needs (Sclauie, 2018).

Risk management Guide for Small Businesses proddss¢he organi-
zation of Global Risk Alliance (2005) defines amkaifies risks that are
typical for SMEs, e.g. organizational risks, finetcisks, legal risks, oper-
ational risks, market risks, safety risks, techinitsks, criminal risks, stra-
tegic risks, reputation risks, service risks, pcojesks, risks of the man-
agement of interested parties, technological risks.apparent that most of
them are non-financial risks.

The risk associated with the safety may appeartadmiman resources
errors, insufficient job descriptions, unsafe equépt, or inappropriate
social relationships among employees. SME emplogesseive these risks
differently due to the diversity of work complexitievel of experience,
knowledge, and understanding of the dynamics oétineg events related to
work conditions. Safety risk is especially concerngith occupational
health and safety on the workplace. In most SMEftg management
procedures are inadequate. This is due to a laekvafeness, resilience to
change, insufficient staff training and a lack ofahcial resources (Un-
nikrishnanet al., 2015). In many countries, law requires to previafor-
mation, training, and instructions to workers. Hoer the law is obvious-
ly underestimated by SMEs (Bluff, 2019). The comparshould keep an
efficient system of occupational health and safistys management (Kaas-
sis & Badri, 2018). Hasle and Refslund (2018) state¢ SMEs have weak
occupational health and safety management and higlwipational risks
due to limited managerial and financial resouréesthermore, SMEs typi-
cally have a reactive attitude to occupational theahd safety and do not
look for assistance with occupational health aridtgan their own.

Legal risk as one of the operational risks pertamsompliance with
applicable legal standards both individually inle@ountry and in EU as
a whole (Dvorskyet al., 2019). Petkoviet al. (2016) discovered that com-
plicated legal procedure is one of the main obetatb successful devel-
opment of enterprises.
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Infopro Digital Risk (2019) ranked the 10 largest risks indicating the in-
creasing importance of legal risks, additionally combined with the security
risk. The TOP 10 risks are as follows: Data compromise, IT disruption, IT
failure, Organizational change, Theft and fraud, Third-party risk, Regulato-
ry risk, Data management, Brexit, Mis-selling. “Data compromise” is also
dealt with in the EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) which
aims to reduce the risk of stealing and misuse of personal data (Infopro
Digital Risk, 2018).

Usiak (2018) states that policymaking is influenced by external and in-
ternal variables and influences on the security environment, as well as re-
sponses to all these factors. In his findings, he marked the growing nation-
alism and extremism as factors currently affecting the security policy of the
Visegrad Group. The security risks were analyzed by the Report of Federa-
tion of European Risk Management Associations (FERMA). The study
showed that 37% of respondents identify cyber threats as the main risk to
growth prospects for their organizations in 2018 (it ranked seventh in 2016,
while economic conditions ranked first), followed by uncertain economic
growth, then geopolitical uncertainty. The top 5 non-financial risks in Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe were defined as: over-regulation (38%), environ-
mental risks (36%), changes in client behavior (36%), cyber-attacks (30%),
and unsure economic conditions (27%) (FERMA, 2019).

Corruption can be perceived as a business risk as well. If entrepreneurs
perceive the business environment as highly corrupt, it affects their busi-
ness decisions. Su et al. (2018) warn that the level of corruption perceived
by company owners affects foreign direct investment inflows in the V4
countries. The research of Belds ef al. (2015) implies that corruption is
perceived differently in the Czech Republic and Slovakia. The perceived
corruption is lower in the Czech Republic than in Slovakia. Corruption
cannot be managed by entrepreneurs; nevertheless, it cannot be overlooked
by state authorities who control the transparency of the business environ-
ment.

This paper is focused on the management of three groups of non-
financial risks: safety risks, legal risks and other business risks (corruption,
clientelism, poor quality of public institution services, and administrative
complexity for entrepreneurs).

Research methodology

The main aim of the paper is to identify the most important sources of non-
financial risks in the V4 countries (Slovakia — SK, Poland — PL, the
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Czech Republic — CZ, Hungary — HU) and to analyze the perception of

these risks by SMEs. The partial objective is focused on statistically signif-

icant differences in the evaluation of safety, legal and other business risk
sources among entrepreneurs in selected countries, using selected mathe-
matical methods.

The entrepreneurs were selected using the "random selection method"
from specialized databases of entrepreneurs in each country. The online
questionnaire consisted of the following statements about: the market, eco-
nomic, financial, operational, HR, safety, legal and other risk sources, and
was translated into managers’ native languages. Out of 1,781 small and
medium-sized enterprises analyzed, 487 were Slovak, 498 Polish, 408
Czech, and 388 Hungarian. The return rate was approximately 32%.

The entrepreneurs answered which risk sources affect the company
more intensively on the Likert scale, using the following ranking: very low
intensity of the risk source (I1); low intensity of the risk source (12); medi-
um intensity of the risk source (I3); high intensity of the risk source (14),
and very high intensity of the risk source (I5). The sources (causes) of the
selected group of risks were defined as follows:

— Safety risks (S1): accidents and external threats (floods, fire, etc.) (S11);
misusing information (S12); low protection (occupational health and
safety at work) (S13); criminal offences against property laws (S14).

— Legal risks (§2): low enforcement of law (S21); frequent changes of the
legal regulations (S22); low independence of the courts (S23); long time
until the lawsuit is solved (S24).

— Octher risks (S3): corruption (S31), clientelism (S32), poor quality of
public institution services (S33), administrative complexity for entre-
preneurs (S34).

The following hypotheses were formulated to fulfil the main aim:

H1: The entrepreneur’s country of origin is the statistically significant fac-
tor in the evaluation of the sources of safety risks (Hla), legal risks (H1b),
and other business risks (HIc).

H2: There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (I4+15)
of safety risks (H2a), legal risks (H2b), and other business risk (H2c)
sources between entrepreneurs from the Czech Republic and other coun-
tries of the Visegrad Group.

Descriptive statistics tools were used for the evaluation of these hypoth-

eses. To determine the frequency of entrepreneurs’ answers, simple sorting
of the statistical sign (S11-S34) and sorting according to two statistical
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signs (I1-I5) were used. Descriptive characteristics were needed to calcu-
late the Z-score (Cepel et al., 2018; Treviiio, 2015). The p-value on the
level 0.05 of significance was determined. The statistically significant dif-
ference in evaluation of selected risk sources was confirmed through the
Goodness of fit (Chi-square test) (Hudakova & Dvorsky, 2019). The condi-
tions for carrying out the Z-test were fulfilled. SPSS Statistics was used for
data evaluation.
The entrepreneurs’ characteristics are in Table 1.

Results
Safety risks

Tables 2, 3, 4, and 5 sum up the results of SMEs’ perception of the safety
risk sources (S11, S12, S13, and S14) based on the selected countries.

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S11) was (number
of entrepreneurs: SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 176/128/129/80; 12 —
131/125/122/57; 13 — 119/109/80/41; 14 — 30/70/51/29; and 15 —
31/42/29/9. The entrepreneurs’ country of origin is the statistically signifi-
cant factor in the evaluation of the source ”S11: accidents and external
threats (floods, fire, etc.)” (Chi-square = 35.716; p-value = 0.0004).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (I14+15) of
the safety risk source "S11" between: entrepreneurs from Slovakia and the
Czech Republic (see Table 2; Z-Score is - 2.619, p-value 0.009), and entre-
preneurs from Slovakia and Poland (see Table 2; Z-Score - 4.479 and p-
value is 0.000).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S12) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 169/123/118/43; 12 — 151/169/117/62; 13 —
97/119/89/50; 14 — 51/46/60/43; and IS — 19/17/24/18. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ”S12: misusing information” (Chi-square = 44.538; p-
value = 0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
3; 14415) of the safety risk source "S12" between: entrepreneurs from Slo-
vakia and the Czech Republic (Z-score is -2.453, p-value is 0.014); entre-
preneurs from the Czech Republic and Poland (Z-score is -2.899, p-value is
0.004), and entrepreneurs from the Czech Republic and Hungary (Z-score
is 2.153 and p-value is 0.032).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S13) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 200/128/138/82; 12 — 154/127/151/51; 13 —
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83/145/86/46; 14 — 38/63/27/26; and 15 — 12/11/6/11. The entrepreneurs’
country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evaluation of
the source ”S13: criminal offences against property laws” (Chi-square =
67.295; p-value < 0.0001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
4; 14+15) of the safety risk source "S13" between: entrepreneurs from the
Czech Republic and Poland (Z-score is 3.412, p-value is 0.0006); entrepre-
neurs from the Czech Republic and Hungary (Z-score is 3.404, p-value is
0.0007), and entrepreneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is -2.471, p-
value is 0.013).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S14) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 201/124/147/66; 12 — 122/132/112/59; 13 —
96/126/98/43; 14 — 48/61/40/31; and IS — 20/31/11/17. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ”S14: criminal offences against property laws” (Chi-
square = 39.733; p-value < 0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation of the
safety risk source (see Table 5; I4+I5) "S14" between: entrepreneurs from
the Czech Republic and Poland (Z-score is 2.776, p-value is 0.005); entre-
preneurs from the Czech Republic and Hungary (Z-score is 3.162, p-value
is 0.002), and entrepreneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is -2.266,
p-value is 0.023).

Hypothesis Hla is accepted because p-values of chi-square tests are less
than the level of significance. Hypothesis H2a cannot be accepted because
p-value is higher than 0.05.

Legal risks

Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 summarize the results of the assessment of safety
risk sources (S21, S22, S23, and S24) of entrepreneurs based on the select-
ed countries.

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S21) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 97/104/68/51; 12 — 129/135/100/68; 13 —
120/162/143/49; 14 — 79/45/59/38; and 15 — 62/28/38/10. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ’S21: low enforcement of law” (Chi-square = 50.497; p-
value < 0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
6; 14+15) of the legal risk source ”S21” between: entrepreneurs from the
Czech Republic and Poland (Z-score is -3.143, p-value is 0.002) and entre-
preneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is 5.048, p-value is 0.000).
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The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S22) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 78/67/63/35; 12 — 114/140/117/55; 13 —
142/152/131/60; 14 — 85/66/65/48; and 15 — 68/49/32/18. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ”S22: frequent changes of the legal regulations” (Chi-
square = 22.016; p-value = 0.0373).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
7; 14+15) of the legal risk source ”S22” between: entrepreneurs from Slo-
vakia and the Czech Republic (Z-score is 02.538, p-value is 0.011) and
entrepreneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is 2.473, p-value is
0.014).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S23) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 115/107/103/66; 12 — 118/151/135/62; 13 —
125/125/107/45; 14 — 81/66/47/29; and 15 — 48/25/16/14. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ’S23: low independence of the courts” (Chi-square =
31.492; p-value = 0.0016).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
8; 14+15) of the legal risk source ”’S23” between: entrepreneurs from Slo-
vakia and the Czech Republic (Z-score is 4.010, p-value is 0.000) and en-
trepreneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is 2.689, p-value is 0.007).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S24) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 116/100/88/50; 12 — 82/153/89/48; I3 —
98/115/96/51; 14 — 106/63/69/46; and 15 — 85/43/66/21. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ”S24: long time until the lawsuit is solved” (Chi-square =
56.170; p-value <0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
9; 14+15) of the legal risk source ’S24” between: entrepreneurs from the
Czech Republic and Poland (p-value of Z-score is 0.0004) and entrepre-
neurs from Slovakia and Poland (p-value of Z-score is 0.000).

Hypothesis H1b is accepted because p-values of chi-square tests are less
than the level of significance. Hypothesis H2b cannot be accepted because
p-value of Z- score is higher than 0.05.

Other risks
Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13 summarize the results of the evaluation of the

safety risk sources (S31, S32, S33, and S34) of entrepreneurs based on the
selected countries.
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The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S31) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 130/197/120/53; 12 — 78/118/123/38; 13 —
104/101/89/36; 14 — 94/36/44/53; and IS — 81/22/32/36. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ’S31: corruption” (Chi-square = 132.890; p-value <
0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
10; I4+15) of other risk source ”S31” between: entrepreneurs from Slovakia
and the Czech Republic (Z-score is 5.740, p-value is 0.000); entrepreneurs
from the Czech Republic and Poland (Z-score is -2.636, p-value is 0.008);
entrepreneurs from the Czech Republic and Hungary (Z-score is 6.083, p-
value is 0.000), and entrepreneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is
8.570, p-value is 0.000).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S32) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 92/201/92/35; 12 — 88/144/99/45; 13 —
121/82/134/68; 14 — 114/39/62/43; and IS — 72/8/21/25. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ’S32: clientelism” (Chi-square = 203.074; p-value <
0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
11; I4+I5) of other risk source ”S32” between: entrepreneurs from Slovakia
and the Czech Republic (Z-score is 5.800, p-value is 0.000); entrepreneurs
from the Czech Republic and Poland (Z-score is -4.356, p-value is 0.000);
entrepreneurs from the Czech Republic and Hungary (Z-score is 3.091, p-
value is 0.002), and entrepreneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is
10.226, p-value is 0.000).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S33) was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 85/125/80/42; 12 — 107/146/116/58; 13 —
151/125/141/57; 14 — 96/56/48/42; and 15 — 48/22/23/17. The entrepre-
neurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalua-
tion of the source ”S33: poor quality of public institution services” (Chi-
square = 50.121; p-value < 0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
12; 14+15) of other risk source ”S33” between: entrepreneurs from Slovakia
and the Czech Republic (Z-score is 4.243, p-value is 0.000); entrepreneurs
from the Czech Republic and Hungary (Z-score is 2.901, p-value is 0.004)
and entrepreneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is 4.822, p-value is
0.000).

The structure of the entrepreneurs’ answers (source S34 was
(SK/PL/CZ/HU): 11 — 51/102/25/20; 12 — 75/101/60/35; I3 —
125/132/116/58; 14 — 98/86/111/63; and IS — 138/53/96/40. The entre-
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preneurs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor in the evalu-
ation of the source ’S34: administrative complexity for entrepreneurs”
(Chi-square = 105.585; p-value < 0.00001).

There are statistically significant differences in the evaluation (see Table
13; T4+41I5) of other risk source ”’S34” between: entrepreneurs from the
Czech Republic and Poland (Z-score is -6.493, p-value is 0.000) and entre-
preneurs from Slovakia and Poland (Z-score is 6.080, p-value is 0.000).

Hypothesis Hlc is accepted because p-values of chi-square tests are less
than the level of significance. H2c is not accepted because p-value of Z-
score is higher than 0.05.

Discussion

The implementation of the ERM represents an increase in the enterprise
performance efficiency and cost saving. It is important for managers to be
certain that the relied ERM ensures financial stability and company per-
formance efficiency, provides opportunities to achieve gain, and maintains
good company reputation against competitors and relevant interested par-
ties. The implementation of the ERM requires the identification of various
risks. 2 hypotheses were developed to evaluate how SMEs from the V4
countries perceive risks.

The first hypothesis analyzed if the entrepreneurs’ country of origin is
a significant factor for the perception of various risk sources. It was discov-
ered that the SMEs’ country of origin is the statistically significant factor
for perception and evaluation of the sources of all risks analyzed in the
research (safety, legal and other business risks). Hla, H2a, and H3a were
confirmed. There are differences in managers’ perception in case of other
business risk sources (corruption and clientelism) between entrepreneurs
from the Czech Republic and other countries of the Visegrad Group. These
findings agree with Djankov et al. (2007) who state that SMEs are affected
by the institutional and legal environment in the country.

The second hypothesis analyzed if there are statistically significant dif-
ferences between entrepreneurs from the Czech Republic and other coun-
tries of the Visegrad Group. Based on the research, hypotheses H2a, H2b,
and H2c cannot be confirmed. Statistically significant differences in per-
ception of safety, legal, and other business risks between the Czech Repub-
lic and other countries of the V4 Group have not been identified. Dobe§ et
al. (2017) came to another conclusion. They state that some industries in
the Czech Republic are preferred or not by the government (according to
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the perception of SMEs). This finding confirms the higher perception of
legal risk in the Czech Republic.

In case of legal risks, it was discovered that more than 25% of SMEs in
the Visegrad countries perceive frequent changes of the legal regulation as
a legal risk. Similar results were obtained by Belas ef al. (2019) and Belas
et al. (2019a) whose findings confirm that entrepreneurs in the Czech Re-
public and Slovakia negatively evaluate the political factors of the business
environment. This fact can discourage new entrepreneurs from doing busi-
ness. This tendency was also confirmed in Serbia (Olah et al., 2019).

Administrative complexity for entrepreneurs was analyzed as part of the
business risk analysis. It was discovered that there are statistically signifi-
cant differences in the perception of this risk between entrepreneurs from
Poland and Slovakia and entrepreneurs from the Czech Republic and Po-
land. This result agrees with the research by Gaganis et al. (2019) who
confirm that governments in the European countries should pay attention to
the bureaucracy, which has a huge impact on the business environment.

Conclusions

The main objective of the paper was to identify the most serious sources of
non-financial business risks in the V4 countries and to analyze the percep-
tion of these risks by SMEs.

It was discovered that the country of origin is an important factor in the
perception of non-financial risks (safety, legal and other business risks).
Differences in the perception of other business risk sources (corruption and
clientelism) between entrepreneurs of the Czech Republic and other coun-
tries of the Visegrad Group were identified. There are differences in the
managerial perception of safety risk sources between entrepreneurs from
the Czech Republic and Poland. There are no differences in the perception
in case of legal risk sources between entrepreneurs of the Czech Republic
and Hungary.

This study has some limitations. First, the research analyzes SMEs in
the Visegrad Group. Therefore, the results cannot be generalized. Second,
there may be some misunderstandings in the questionnaire due to the trans-
lation from English into the home language of the selected countries. Final-
ly, it is not absolutely certain whether the questionnaire was filled out by
the risk manager or by the business owner directly.

The goal is to focus any future research on the examination of the risks
influencing the quality of the business environment and on their indicators
in the SME segment in order to improve the business environment and its
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perception. The research can be extended to othertrees in Europe or
the world to have better basis for result compariso
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Table 2. The evaluation

of “accidents and external threats (floods, fire, etc.)” by

entrepreneurs
Selected countries
s SK PL CzZ HU
14+I5 61 112 77 38

[%] 12.5 23.6 18.9 17.6
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score -2.619 1.716 -0.392 -4.479

(P- value) 0.009 0.045 0.696 0.000

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of safety risks.

Table 3. The evaluation of “misusing information” by entrepreneurs

Selected countries

S12 SK PL CzZ HU
14+15 70 63 84 61
[%] 14.4 13.3 20.6 28.2
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score -2.453 -2.899 2.153 0.486
(P- value) 0.014 0.004 0.032 0.624

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of safety risks.

Table 4. The evaluation
work)” by entrepreneurs

of ”low protection (occupational health and safety at

Selected countries

S13 SK PL CZ HU
14+I5 50 74 33 37
[%] 10.3 15.6 8.1 17.1
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 1.119 3.412 3.404 -2.471
(P- value) 0.263 0.0006 0.0007 0.013

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of safety risks.



Table 5. The evaluation of “criminal offences against property laws” by

entrepreneurs
Selected countries
S14
SK PL CzZ HU
14+15 68 92 51 48

[%] 14.0 194 12.5 222
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 0.642 2.776 3.162 -2.266

(P- value) 0.522 0.005 0.002 0.023

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of safety risks.

Table 6. The evaluation of "low enforcement of law” by entrepreneurs

Selected countries
21 SK PL (674 HU
14+15 141 73 97 48
[%] 29.0 154 23.8 22.2
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 1.746 -3.143 -0.437 5.048
(P- value) 0.080 0.002 0.660 0.000

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of legal risks.

Table 7. The evaluation of “frequent changes of the legal regulations” by
entrepreneurs

Selected countries
S22 SK PL CZ HU
14+I5 153 115 97 66
[%] 314 24.3 23.8 30.6
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 2.538 0.169 1.834 2.473
(P- value) 0.011 0.865 0.067 0.014

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of legal risks.



Table 8. The evaluation of "low independence of the courts” by entrepreneurs

Selected countries

523 SK PL CZ HU
14+I5 129 91 63 43
[%] 26.5 19.2 15.4 19.9
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 4.010 1.465 1.413 2.689
(P- value) 0.000 0.142 0.158 0.007

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of legal risks.

Table 9. The evaluation of ”long time until the lawsuit is solved” by entrepreneurs

Selected countries

S24

SK PL CZ HU
14+I5 191 106 135 67
[%] 39.2 22.4 33.1 31.0
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 1.898 -3.564 -0.526 5.654
(P- value) 0.057 0.0004 0.596 0.000

Notes: 14, IS - the evaluation of the source of legal risks.

Table 10. The evaluation of “corruption” by entrepreneurs

Selected countries

§31 SK PL CzZ HU
14+15 175 58 76 89
[%] 359 12.2 18.6 412
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 5.740 -2.636 6.083 8.570
(P- value) 0.000 0.008 0.000 0.000

Notes: 14, I5 - the evaluation of the source of other risks.

Table 11. The evaluation of “clientelism” by entrepreneurs

Selected countries

532 SK PL CZ HU
14+15 186 47 83 68
[%] 38.2 9.9 20.3 31.5
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL
Z- score 5.800 -4.356 3.091 10.226
(P- value) 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.000

Notes: 14, I5 - the evaluation of the source of other risks.



Table 12. The evaluation of “poor

quality of public institution services” by

entrepreneurs
Selected countries
S33

SK PL (677 HU

14+I5 144 78 71 59

[%] 29.6 16.5 17.4 27.3
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL

Z- score 4.243 -0.374 2.901 4.822
(P- value) 0.000 0.711 0.004 0.000

Notes: 14, I5 - the evaluation of the source of other risks.

Table 13. The evaluation of “administrative complexity for entrepreneurs” by

entrepreneurs
Selected countries

534 SK PL CZ HU

14+15 236 139 207 103

[%] 48.5 29.3 50.7 47.7
Comparison SK/CZ PL/CZ HU/CZ SK/PL

Z- score -0.678 -6.493 -0.725 6.080

(P- value) 0.496 0.000 0471 0.000

Notes: 14, I5 - the evaluation of the source of other risks.





