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Abstract

Research background:The executives of SMEs that have higher innovagssnrisk taking,
proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness and @utodynamize the strategic posture of SMEs,
thus, those firms can reach better financial amth@mic conditions. However, existence of many
differences among countries, such as cultural gahrel market conditions, can cause variations
in EO of these executives. Therefore, this factlraone of the reasons why the performance and
financial power of SMEs differ in various countries
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Purpose of the article: This study aspires to find out the differences ntrepreneurial orienta-
tion (EO) of younger and older, female and male, mwore and less educated executives of SMEs
from various countries.

Methods: 1141 Czech and 479 Turkish executives were analysgrarately by the Mann-
Whitney U test, to find out the differences in EXbie researcher ran the analyzes by SPSS Statis-
tical Software.

Findings & Value added: The results indicate that risk-taking and compegitiggressiveness of
the executives differ regarding their gender, whileovativeness, proactiveness and autonomy do
not. While there are significant differences betwpeoactiveness, autonomy and innovativeness
of older and younger executives, no differencesteri risk-taking and competitive aggressive-
ness. Regarding educational status, more educagsliteres perform better in innovativeness,
proactiveness and autonomy, while less educatedutixes have higher propensities in risk
taking and competitive aggressiveness. Masculifegy, of failure, perception of obstacles, moti-
vation of SMES’ executives and location of busiesssiight be the reasons of these results. By
including the survey respondents from different dides and all dimensions of EO into the
analyses, this study finds similarities and diffexes in gender, age and education levels and of
SMEs’ executives and their EO. This research algmeasts some policies for governments and
institutions to close the gap between EO of thecetiees. These facts not only make this re-
search to unique, but also constitute a valuabiigiad to the literature.

I ntroduction

The positive influences of small and medium-sizategrises (SMES) on
the world economy have been increasing during tepesrs, especially in
terms of their positive influence on labour markatsl creation of new
products and services. In order to sustain theitritutions on economies,
they need to catch up good performance, incomepedfit levels. Howev-
er, this goal is tough to achieve due to facing yniaernal and external
financial or non-financial obstacles. Within thientext, this study pays
regard to Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) thathhigeduce the obstacles
of SMEs to hit their targets. This is because Ei@mces the performance
(Krauset al., 2012, pp. 161-182) and growth of SMEs (Isktral., 2011,
pp. 289-299) and thus the competitiveness of casn{i/erner, 2011, pp.
3-10; Wichitsathian & Nakruang, 2019, pp. 977-979).

As playing the leader role in their businesses, agars, CEOs, share-
holders and owners might influence SMEs’ perforneaand survival. The
differences in EO of these executives might chahgedirections of firms
and impact their future development under the anstances of various
countries. For those reasons, finding differencesray EO of executives
can give clues about the success of enterprisahidmmegard, the research
aims to explore the differences in EO of executiok€zech and Turkish
SMEs regarding their gender, age and educatidmeimational context.

The percentages of SMEs that operate in the Czeghulitic and Tur-
key is more than 99% of the total number of busiaesn both countries
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(2017 SBA Fact Sheet Czech Republic; KOSGEB, 20058XKSEP Re-
port, Turkey). According to OECD Report (2019), thember of SMEs in
the Czech Republic and Turkey are 1.1 million artirgillion, respective-
ly. Moreover, the percentage of total exportingivatoees of Turkish

(KOSGEB 2015-2018 KSEP Report) and Czech SMEs (QEXDD9) are
almost the same. However, due to operating in rdiffemarket conditions
(Laukkaneret al, 2013, pp. 510-535) with various cultural val(i€seiser

et al, 2010, pp. 959-984) the EO of SMEs’ Czech ankiShrexecutives
can differ. In this regard, examining the EO of thecutives in both of
those competitive markets can make a great cotiibio entrepreneur-
ship literature.

Enterprises with higher EO are more likely to suevihan other firms in
recession periods. This is because innovativeneggeoactiveness allow
businesses to overcome obstacles regarding thaindss activities in
tougher times (Soinineat al, 2012, pp. 927-944). Moreover, production
of new goods, responding to customer demand anddtimg their buying
behaviours, and having more advantages againstetdors can be gained
by SMEs and entrepreneurs that have higher EO €2aivhnstoret al,
2012, pp. 145-164). All those positive influencé€£® on executives and
SMEs are the reasons why this body of researchlynfiouses on this
topic.

On the other hand, the differences between a fiagss (Laforet, 2013,
pp. 490-502) and size (Pett & Wolf, 2012, pp. 48-P&trakis, 2005, pp.
233-242) regarding EO dimensions have also beefircaa by some
researchers. Except for the above-mentioned detanifactors that can
impact the EO of executives, there are some otharacteristics that lead
SMESs’ executives to differ in terms of EO, suchgasder, education and
age. By including these determinant factors indhalyses, this research
also extends its scope and differs from other rekes.

On top of that, some studies also focus only oret@eof SMEs (Gerge-
ly, 2016, pp. 55—-65) or owners and entrepreneuRMESs (Kozubikovaet
al., 2017, pp. 36-50). Apart from these pieces ataash, this paper also
includes other respondents that are the execubiV&MESs, such as share-
holders, CEOs, finance and accounting managers.eder, although
some studies compare the EO of SMEs or entreprerfeom different
countries (Laukkaneet al, 2013, pp. 510-535; Kreiset al, 2010, pp.
959-984), the bodies of research that consider me@surements of EO,
such as autonomy and competitive aggressivenesspftin & Dess, 1996,
pp. 135-172), are hardly present in the literatlrehis regard, analysing
all dimensions of EO and respondents from diffefjeimt positions and
countries enables this paper to make significahtevaddition to the aca-
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demic literature. Therefore, academicians, policgkens, entrepreneurs,
national and international financing institutiongght be interested in the
findings of this research.

The rest of the paper will be presented as folloWe literature review
section clearly cites the related studies in lite®a Section 3 presents in-
formation about the purpose of this study and meseaethodology, as
well as the data in detail. In section 4, the rssaf the research will be
clarified. The potential reasons and some evideabesit the findings of
this study will be reported in section 5, namelgcdission. Lastly, the re-
searchers will sum up the main results and theisols in the conclusion
section, and mention some policies that governnmearisapply.

Literaturereview

Regarding the first dimension of EO, namely, inrineness, it improves
creativity to respond potential and existing custcsh demands (Lauk-
kanenet al., 2013, pp. 510-535). Moreover, it enables engrepurs and
firms to find or invest in new products, processasedels and methods for
their activities no later than their competitorantunenet al., 2005, pp.
223-243). Risk-taking tendency makes entreprenaudsmanagers to be
more informed about the conditions of their firnmglanarkets, so they can
improve their competencies and become more experikcto overcome
issues in hazardous circumstances (Fretréd., 2007, pp. 227-251). Ac-
cording to Kozubikoveaet al. (2017, pp. 36-50), an entrepreneur should be
tolerant in risk acceptance and potential lossies afaking risky decisions.
Since risks can be evaluated and manageable, mnmps can be aware
of how to take risky actions and how to find saus8 in risky situations
(Filser & Eggers, 2014, pp5-65).

Proactiveness is a competency to anticipate alt@stissues and op-
portunities (Rauclet al., 2009, pp.761-787). It also increases firms’ in-
come (Lechner & Gudmundsson, 2014, pp. 36-60) afesgWelshet al .,
2013, pp.25-40), therefore, it plays grow-enhancing role lhoisinesses
(Munozet al., 2015, pp. 673-694). Lumpkin and Dess (1996,18p-172)
define competitive aggressiveness as the tendehenterprises to take
vying actions against their rivals in market peatdn or securing their
positions. By having this ability, enterprises a@adtrepreneurs become
more likely to perform better than their opponesith attacker and strong-
willed strategies (Soininegt al., 2012, pp. 927-944) that their competitors
do not have (Zehiet al., 2016, pp. 372-381). An example for these strate-
gies might be price-cutting, which can enable gmises to gain some
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competitive advantages such as receiving more iecamad increasing their
sales more than their rivals.

With reference to the last dimension of EO, nanaeipnomy, Lumpkin
and Dess (1996, pp. 135-172) elucidate that autgrstems from personal
or team activities being performed independentlgréate a new opinion or
suggestion regarding business operations. In dagigiog some independ-
ency to the activities of employees, executiveshmigprove enterprises’
strategy-thinking capability. Thus, they might atfenethods and strategies
of companies to create new values or to improvstiexj procedures (Zehir
etal., 2016, pp. 372-381; Kowa al, 2019, p. 215-216).

Gender differences

Although the number of women entrepreneurs has bisarg in recent
years, men entrepreneurs still do more activiggmrding entrepreneurship
(Shinnaret al. 2012, pp. 465-493; Goktan & Gupta, 2015, pp. 92+-1
Schouten, 2019, pp. 86-87). This is because men hare masculine
behaviors that make them create new ventures, rpeti@tter in leading
and entrepreneurial orientation (Mueller & Conwagt®on, 2008, pB3-
20). Women perceive more difficulties to set a bess compared to men,
such as receiving less financial assistance fragir families and external
financing institutions (Goktan & Gupta, 2015, pb—212). Moreover,
Minniti and Nardone (2007, pp. 223—-238) state tainen are more afraid
of business failures than men. Thus, they areliksly to apply entrepre-
neurial activities (Shinnaet al., 2012, pp. 465-493). Many studies also
reveal the importance of masculinity in entreprei@wrientation, because
it is related with being ambitious, resolute, cotitpe, and confident that
direct people to concentrate on their developmemtdrking life and career
and make people to receive more income and su(@esscollet al., 2012,
pp. 354-357; De Martino & Barbato 2003, pp. 815388 analyzing
individuals from different countries, Goktan andp&u (2015, pp. 95-112)
and Khanaghat al. (2017, pp. 602-603) corroborate that, compaced t
women, men have more EO. Ayebal. (2013, pp. 82-90) also find that
men perform better in the following dimensions @,Enamely, innova-
tiveness, risk-taking, autonomy, and competitivgragsiveness, compared
to females. By analyzing gender differences in H@ of entrepreneurs
from various states, Lim and Envick (2012, g65—482) also confirm that
males are more risk-taking, more aggressive in &ditign, and autono-
mous than females.
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Age differences

When people become older, they are more prone tataiatheir life in
stability with a regular income (Levesque & Minnik006, pp. 177-194).
Therefore, they might be less likely to take ridks,innovative, be proac-
tive, autonomous and be aggressive against theipetitors, compared to
older individuals. By analyzing entrepreneurs, lsepee and Minniti (2011,
pp. 255-284) and Lafuente and Vailland (2013, pp. 18B)2nfer that
younger entrepreneurs are more motivated in perfigrrentrepreneurial
activities than their older counterparts.

Educational differences

Firms that are managed by highly educated execuipezform better
(Berroneet al., 2014, pp477-500; Filser & Eggers, 2014, pp. 55-65) and
be more successful (Mengistae, 2006, pp. 812—-886) enterprises with
less educated executives. The reason for this edhdir competencies to
measure risks (Petrakis, 2005, p83—-242), be more opportunity seeking
(Naudeet al., 2008, ppl111-124), inventiveness (Altinay & Wang , 2011,
pp. 673-694) and autonomous (Van der Sétial., 2005, pp.225-261)
behaviors of more educated entrepreneurs. De WandeSels (2010, pp.
1863-1883) and Katet al. (2015, pp. 114-128) interpret that education
positively impacts innovativeness. Similarly, Zhastgl. (2013, pp. 623—
641) and Altinay and Wang (2011, pp. 673—-694) atzafirm the positive
relationship between education and EO.

Resear ch methodology

The purpose of this research is to analyze andexphe differences in the
EO of the executives of SMEs in the national saagarding some charac-
teristics of those executives. The characteristicshe respondents that
study investigate are gender, age and educatioras§ess the five con-
structs of EO, namely innovativeness, risk takioigactiveness, competi-
tive aggressiveness and autonomy, the authorstaelg2 survey questions
in five-point Likert scale.

Innovativeness was evaluated by the following syiipgestions: inno 1
“My company has a reputation as an innovator”, i2ntwe regularly de-
velop new products and services in my company”p iirfWe invest a lot
of money in the development of new methods andni@olgies.” The fol-
lowing two survey questions were asked to the nedpots to measure their
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risk-taking behaviour; ritl “My firm follows a stregy that | perceive con-
siderably risky” and rit2 “The firm carries outkisprojects to increase the
performance”. When it comes to proactiveness, teasurements for this
construct as follows: prol “Our firm has often drito initiate actions to
competitors, to which competitors respond” and phd2 seek to exploit
predicted changes in our target market ahead otonnpetitors.” Regard-
ing competitive aggressiveness, the researcherstdd the following ques-
tions to measure this dimension: com.agg 1 “Ouwviéies in relation to
competition are often aggressive.” and com.aggwe ‘dften do activities
that are directed against competitors.” To exanthree autonomy of the
respondents, the researchers included the followjmgstions into their
guestionnaire surveys auto 1 “The owners of compatyndependently”,
auto 2 “The staff in my company is reasonably aomoous with the im-
plementation of specific business operations”, anotb 3 “I support the
initiative of my employees in terms of identifyirand implementing of
business opportunities”.

Regarding the development of research hypothdsesstudy based on
some mentioned studies in literature review secf@Goktan & Gupta,
2015, pp. 95-112; Ayubt al, 2013, pp. 82-90; Lim & Envick, 2012, pp.
465-482; Levesque & Minniti, 2011, pp. 255-284; Uaafte & Vailland,
2013, pp. 181-203; Zhangt al, 2013, pp. 623—-641; Altinay & Wang,
2011, pp. 673—694). Therefore, the research set®llowing hypotheses:

H1: Innovativeness (H1a), risk taking (H1b), proactiess (H1c), competi-
tive aggressiveness (H1d) and autonomy (H1le) wilhigher for men ex-
ecutives than their women counterparts.

H2: Innovativeness (H2a), risk taking (H2b), proactiess (H2c), competi-
tive aggressiveness (H2d) and autonomy (H2e) wilhigher for younger
executives than their older counterparts.

H3: Innovativeness (H3a), risk taking (H3b), proactiess (H3c), competi-
tive aggressiveness (H3d) and autonomy (H3e) wvéllhigher for more
educated executives than their less educated agants.

A non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test was perfornedind the dif-
ferences between EO of the executives regardinig @lge, education and
gender. All analyses were performed by a statisficagram, namely IBM
SPSS Statistics. Questionnaire surveys were pegfibrta gain the data
from the respondents from both countries. Datbectibn processes were
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performed separately in the Czech Republic and &k 2015 and 2018,
respectively.

The sample framework of this paper consists of SMBgners, share-
holders, CEOs, finance and accounting managersM&sSwere the re-
spondents of the surveys. The researchers gaimedilelists of active
SMEs from several chambers of commerce and thempleaselection for
this study was performed based on those e-mad. IStratified random
sampling method was used to choose the responfilentssarious regions
of the Czech Republic and Turkey. SMEs were diviaigd various strata
depending on their geographical regions and a sanvpk randomly se-
lected by representing different strata. The nunab@ncluded SMEs in the
samples for each region was determined in propoudiothe total number
of SMEs located in that region. Then, the reseascldent e-mails and
called these randomly selected SMEs. Eventuall$11Czech and 479
Turkish respondents filled the questionnaires.

Saunderst al. (2015) recommend that 95 percent confidence €kl
and a 5 percent margin of eri@) are required for the sample size in man-
agement researches. Cochran (1963) includes theterd in his created
formula as follows;

— n = size of the sample

— Z= confidence level at 95% (statistical tables pfev1.96 as the value
for the field below the normal curve)

- p = percentage of probability of selecting a resjgmm (50% when
population is unknown or more than 1 million)

- q=1p

2 1.96 (0.5)(0.5)
Ng = Ze# Ng = W = 384

Although the required sample size in Cochran's fdemis 384, the
sample size for the Czech respondents is 1141ewhd sample size for
the Turkish respondents is 479. Therefore, thessafesamples in this
research fulfilled this requirement by having magspondents.

The sample profile regarding age, gender and eiduncat the respond-
ents is as follows: 75.46% (861 male, 280 femdi¢h® Czech respondents
are male, while the percentage for male Turkispardents is 83.50 (400
male, 79 female). When it comes to age categosi@®,Czech executives
(52.50% of all Czech respondents), and 284 Turiigdtutives (59.29% of
all Turkish respondents) are less than 46 years@idthe other hand, 542
respondents in the Czech data (47.50% of total ICeespondents) and 195
Turkish respondents (40.71% of total Turkish resjgmts) are more than
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45 years old. Regarding the educational statu$46b.(749 respondents
have less than a Bachelor’'s degree, 352 responkdamsminimum Bache-
lor's degree) of Czech respondents are less edljoatele this percentage
for Turkish respondents is 21.71% (104 less eddcaéspondents, 375
more educated respondents).

Results

The results from Mann-Whitney tests for gender, age educational dif-
ferences of the Czech and Turkish respondents irc@@ponents will be
presented separately to provide a clear understgndihe findings from
Mann-Whitney tests for gender differences in EO idustrated for per
each country in Table 1.

When examining the mean ranks closely, it can atedtthat, although
differences exist in mean ranks of male and femgdpondents on innova-
tiveness (U = 119.304, z = -0.260, p > .05), privacess (U =119.813, z =
-0.158, p > .05), competitive aggressiveness (14093, z = -1.398, p >
.05), autonomy (U = 112.852, z = -1.634, p > .@#&)se differences are not
significant. This is because all p values for thdisgensions are higher than
.05% significance level. Thus, it can be concludeat innovativeness,
proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness and @uionf the Czech re-
spondents do not differ regarding their genderthis regard, Hla, Hlc,
H1d and Hle hypotheses are not supported regattitnGzech executives.
On the other hand, the mean ranks for risk-takingedsion (U = 111.219,
z = -2.007, p = .045) are significantly differeot fnale and female Czech
respondents and compared to females, male Czepbnasnts are more
risk-taking. For this reason, the only hypothesist tis supported by this
research at 5% significance level regarding thecrespondents, is H1b.

When it comes to the results for the Turkish resjgoits, the mean
ranks of Turkish male and female respondents omvamiveness(U =
15.236, z = -0.505, p > .05), risk taking (U = B21z = -0.585, p > .05),
proactiveness (U = 15.548, z = -0.227, p > .05)aumdnomy (U = 15.486,
z =-0.282, p > .05) are not statistically sigrafit. However, the mean rank
for competitiveness aggressiveness of Turkish medpondents is higher
than their female counterparts and this differeiscgtatistically significant
at .05% significance level (U = 12.915, z = -2.6p25 .009). Thus, only
H1d hypothesis that assumes Turkish males haveshigbmpetitive ag-
gressiveness than females, is supported. Howewuertadhaving nonsignif-
icant differences among male and female Turkistcatkees, Hla, Hlb,
H1c and Hle hypotheses are failed to support Isystiidy.
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Corresponding to the results from Mann-Whitneyistias, which show
whether differences exist in EO of the respondesgmrding their age or
not, Table 2 is presented below. When looking atrtiean ranks in depth,
it can be declared that significant differencessexi proactiveness (U =
143.008, z = -3.624, p = .000) and autonomy (U 2.2%40, z = -3.685, p =
.000) of the Czech respondents regarding varioascatggories at .05 sig-
nificance level. Younger Czech respondentg$ years old) are more pro-
active and autonomous than older Czech respon{tedts years old).

However, significant differences in innovativendss= 153.904, z =
-1.530, p > .05), risk taking (U = 151.840, z =946, p > .05), and compet-
itive aggressiveness (U = 152.813, z = -1.777,.95» do not exist among
the Czech respondents regarding their age at .@§%disance level. With
reference to above-mentioned results, H2c and H@dhgpotheses that
presume the fact that Czech younger executivesmare proactive and
autonomous than their older counterparts are stgghovwwhen it comes to
other sub-hypotheses that consider the differeircésnovativeness, risk
taking and competitive aggressiveness of Czechgeuand older execu-
tives, this research fails to support them. Thibasause all p values are
higher than 5% significance level.

Considering to Turkish survey participants, theyasinificant differ-
ence has been found in innovativeness measurerient 24.459, z =
-2.182, p = .029). Compared to younger Turkisha@adents, older Turkish
respondents are more innovative. However, the rgsliregarding risk-
taking (U = 26.434, z = -0.856, p > .05), proaatess (U = 27.214, z =
-0.324, p > .05), competitive aggressiveness (9638, z = -0.445, p >
.05) and autonomy (U = 25.685, z = -1.363, p > &) not significant at
.05 significance level. Thus, the perception of Thekish respondents
about those dimensions of EO do not differ regaydiifferent age catego-
ries. Although a significant difference exists amoolder and younger
Turkish executives, older Turkish respondents aoeeninnovative, thus,
H2a hypothesis is not supported. Moreover, thidystlso fails to support
other sub-hypotheses of H2 (H2b,c,d,e) that sugpgseinger Turkish
respondents have higher EO than their older copartt.

To have a close look at the results of Mann-Whitresy for the dissimi-
larities among various educational status in eacntty separately, Table
3 is presented. When examining the findings forGaech respondents, the
research confirms the significant differences betwmore educated (min-
imum bachelor degree) and less educated (lesdtarelor degree) Czech
respondents in the following dimensions of EO; wattveness (U =
131.969, z = -2.833, p = .005), proactiveness (185.341, z = -2.261, p =
.024), and competitive aggressiveness (U = 1358652.141, p = .032).
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The results from Table 3 corroborate that more athut Czech re-
spondents are more innovative and proactive thair tower educated
counterparts. But the Czech survey participants aredess educated have
more competitive aggressiveness than their moreagteld counterparts. In
spite of these facts, the researchers do not vehdydifferences between
lower and more educated Czech respondents regatdeig risk-taking
behavior (U = 139.883, z = -1.685, p > .05) andaamy (U = 139.261,
z=-1.453, p > .05).

With respect to the results from Table 3, H3a ai®d Hub-hypotheses
are accepted regarding the executives of Czech SMis is because the-
se sub-hypotheses contend that more educated @zgotndents are more
innovative and proactive than their less educamhierparts. Although
the p value for competitive aggressiveness is Bigmit at 5% significance
level, less educated Czech executives are moresgjge in terms of com-
petition than others. This is the reason why tlseaechers do not support
H3d hypothesis for the Czech sample. Because cErimtence of signifi-
cant differences in risk taking and autonomy oflasd more educated
Czech respondents, H3b and H3e hypotheses araailsapported in rela-
tion with Czech respondents.

When the findings from Mann-Whitney test for therkigh respondents
are analyzed, it can be interpreted that signitichfiferences between vari-
ous education levels exist in both dimensions of i&mely, risk taking
(U =16.938, z = -2.080, p = .038) and autonomy=(7.018, z = -2.010,
p = .044) at .05% level of significance. The fingirfrom these dimensions
indicate that less educated Turkish respondentsnare risk-taking than
their more educated counterparts. On the other ,hawode educated re-
spondents behave more autonomously than theiethgsated counterparts.

Although significant differences in risk-taking amditonomy compo-
nents of EO have been confirmed, nonexistencegpiifgiant differences
among the Turkish more and less educated respandemtalso confirmed
by the researchers regarding innovativeness (U.5118z = -0.796, p >
.05), proactiveness (U = 19.482, z = -0.015, p5) &nhd competitive ag-
gressiveness (U = 19.277, z = -0.181, p > .05)réfbee, this study does
not support H3a,c,d hypotheses. But Turkish less&ed executives are
more risk-taking than their counterparts that havwaimum bachelor’s
degree. This result results in this study not supp H3b sub-hypothesis,
which assumes that more educated Turkish execudineemore risk-taking
than their less educated counterparts. On the ¢itved, H3e hypothesis,
which states that Turkish more educated respondgstsnore innovative
than their less educated counterparts, is supported
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Discussion

The results of this study in relation to gender &l of SMES’ executives
indicate that compared to Czech male executivesciCfemale executives
are less risk-taking. Regarding the Turkish respatg] the only significant
difference between genders can be seen in convgeditjgressiveness, and
Turkish women executives are less aggressive icdh®etition compared
to their men counterparts. Thus, these differentésth the Czech and the
Turkish sample are compatible with the findingsvafeller and Conway-
Data-on (2008, pp. 3-20), Goktan and Gupta (20@59p—112) and Lim
and Envick (2012, pp. 465-482), which indicate thanh have higher EO
than women.

On the other hand, this research does not findsagmyficant differences
between Czech male and female respondents in itimemass, proactive-
ness, competitive aggressiveness and autonomy. xiéoeece of differ-
ences between genders of the Turkish responderithdavativeness, risk
taking, proactiveness and autonomy is also verifietthis research. There-
fore, these results object to findings of MuellerdaConway-Data-on
(2008, pp. 3-20), Goktan and Gupta (2015, pp. 98)y-amhd Lim and En-
vick (2012, pp. 465-482). However, some studiesdEsFlavius, 2010,
pp. 17-32; Jelenet al, 2016, pp. 3—-16) bear out similarities of maled a
females regarding their EO and reveal that gendes dhot influence EO.
In this context, the results of this study regagdsimilarities in EO of men
and women are compatible with the findings of Edsfdavius (2010, pp.
17-32) and Jeleret al. (2016, pp. 3-16).

The reason for the similarities between male amdafe Czech and
Turkish executives can stem from their educatistatus. According to
Carteret al. (2007, pp. 427—-444), high educational status dse the
differences between genders. Moreover, Diaz-Gamth Jimenez-Moreno
(2010, pp. 261-283) reveal that education motivatasepreneurial pro-
pensities of women. Around 38.57% Czech female @kexs have mini-
mum Bachelor’s degree, while this percentage fakish women respond-
ents is 83.55%. Having a great amount of femalblhigducated respond-
ents in the data could have diminished the diffeesrbetween genders in
terms of innovativeness, proactiveness and autonemy this fact might
be the reason why this research does not find dfgrehces in these indi-
cators.

Corresponding to age and EO, older Czech execudireetess proactive
and autonomous than their younger Czech counterpEnese results back
the findings of Levesque and Minniti (2011, pp. 2884) and Lafuente
and Vailland (2013, pp. 181-203) regarding pro&ctéss and autonomy.
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Conversely, Turkish younger respondents are lesevative than their

older Turkish counterparts. This fact makes thiglgto contradict with the
results of Levesque and Minniti (2011, pp. 255-284) Lafuente and
Vailland (2013, pp. 181-203). However, Boeteal. (2007, pp. 1-28) and
Boyer and Blazy (2014, pp. 669-683) find positiedationship between
the age of entrepreneurs and EO, and this factheatep with the result of
this study that older Turkish respondents behavesnmmnovatively than

their younger counterparts. Since older respondeae more experience,
Turkish respondents in this study might have beeneninnovative than

their younger counterparts.

In other respects, no significant differences ekistween innovative-
ness, risk-taking and competitive aggressivenessyofinger and older
executives of Czech SMEs. Similarly, the EO of ygpemand older Turkish
respondents does not differ in risk-taking, proastess, competitive ag-
gressiveness and autonomy. The reason for sinmelrietween younger
and older Czech and Turkish executives can beerbhatth experience of
the respondents. Brunow and Hirte (2006, pp. 3-€2@)ne that entrepre-
neurs who are older than 45 years old are moreuptn@, because they
have enough experience to make more efficient preneurial activities
than younger individuals. Among Turkish older exems, 89.74% of
them have more than ten years’ experience, whil@%a of Czech re-
spondents have minimum ten years’ experience. ldamiany years of
experience could have caused executives to be imforened about market
conditions and their operations, and this fact ddwdve made them have
similar tendencies to their younger counterpartssik-taking and competi-
tive aggressiveness.

When it comes to the differences of EO regardingcational status,
less educated Czech executives have lower inn@rass and proactive-
ness compared to their higher educated Czech apante Relating to
Turkish respondents, less educated respondents lbsseautonomy than
their higher educated Turkish counterparts. Thastsfare compatible with
the studies by De Winne and Sels (2010, pp. 186383)18nd Katoet al.
(2015, pp. 114-128), which boost positive relatnsetween education
and EO.

On the other hand, the Czech respondents thatehbigher educational
status perform lower in terms of competitive aggiheness than less edu-
cated Czech executives. Furthermore, more educaieksh executives
are more risk averse than Turkish respondents,hakie less than a Bache-
lor's degree. Moreover, this research does not ding differences in risk-
taking and autonomy behaviors of more and lessaddaCzech respond-
ents, while no significant differences exist inowativeness, proactiveness
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and competitive aggressiveness of Turkish higher lawer educated re-
spondents. For these reasons, this study queshiengsults of Katet al.
(2015, pp. 114-128) and Zhaagal. (2013, pp. 623-641), which champi-
on positive impacts of education on entrepreneonahtation.

However, Mamman (2014, pp. 1-11) and Oosterletedd. (2010, pp.
442-454) profess that education does not influestteepreneurial atti-
tudes, thus the results of this study regarding lafc differences in EO
among individuals of various educational statuspsupthe findings of
both of those studies. The reason why less educatgmbndents perform
better in some dimensions of EO and why similagitexist in EO with
reference to different educational statuses mighexplained by the loca-
tions of SMEs.

According to Santost al. (2012, pp. 1382-1395), businesses that per-
form their activities in regions where citizens aavigher earnings have
higher EO than other firms operating in low incoragions. GDP in cur-
rent prices is lower in Zlinsky, Vygma, Olomoucky, Pardubicky, Kra-
lovehradecky, Karlovy Vary and Liberecky (Czech tSteal Office,
2017). Although, the respondents in these regi@ve igher educational
statuses, due to operating in these regions lodecated respondents in
higher income regions of Czech Republic could Hzeleaved more aggres-
sively in competition, be risk-taking and autonomoto perform better or
similarly to their older counterparts, to close tep between various edu-
cational statuses.

When it comes to regional differences in Turkey, Evthat perform
their activities in the eastern regions of Turkagd competitive rivals such
as international firms that create difficulties fahem to survive
(Gunererginet al, 2012, pp. 244-251). Furthermore, more terrarist
dents happen in the eastern regions (Celebiogluafi'dbba, 2010, pp.
379-400). For these reasons, although higher estieatecutives manage
their firms in the eastern regions, due to havimgjrtdisadvantages, less
educated executives in other regions of Turkey imigtve had similar or
more propensities in innovativeness, risk-takipignactiveness and com-
petitive aggressiveness.

Conclusions
The owners, shareholders, managers, CEOs— nanexlgcutives in gen-
eral, are important players in management of firargj their innovative-

ness, risk-taking, proactiveness, competitive aggiveness and autonomy
are important indicators for the success, perfomaaprofit and survival of
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SMEs that they work for. Therefore, investigatihg EO of executives in
national contexts regarding their gender, age audation that have never
been considered by other studies might constitutdue added in literature
on entrepreneurship. Accordingly, the objectivahi$ study is to discover
dissimilarities in the EO of executives of SMEsr@hation to their charac-
teristics, namely, gender, age and educationalisstat national extent.

With this selected purpose, this research analy888 owners, sharehold-
ers, managers and CEOs that have been working ZeciCand Turkish

SMEs. To find the differences between selected adtaristics, Mann-

Whitney test was applied by the authors.

The results indicate that Czech female executivesveore risk averse
than their Czech male counterparts. Regarding tinkigh respondents,
male executives behave more aggressively in cotigretthan Turkish
female executives. The reason of these dissindarith the EO of men and
women executives might be related to masculine \ners of men re-
spondents. Moreover, perception of more obstaabelsfear of failure in
their business operations might be another readon famales perform
lower in those dimensions of EO than males. Onather hand, innova-
tiveness, proactiveness and autonomy of men andewaxecutives do not
differ. The existence of many highly educated fematecutives in SMEs
might be the reason why no significant differencesfirmed in those di-
mensions of EO.

With respect to the differences in the EO of yourmed older execu-
tives, younger Czech executives perform betterdagtiveness and auton-
omy than their older Czech counterparts. The mbtueof younger execu-
tives to live their life in better conditions mighé the reason for this fact,
while older executives usually prefer a more stdlie with regular in-
come. On the other hand, Turkish older executbetsave more innova-
tively in their business operations than their ygeamcounterparts, due to
having more experience. Regarding similarities agnolder and younger
executives, risk-taking and competitive aggressgsnbehaviors do not
differ. The reason of similarities in these dimensi might stem from the
experience of older executives that enable theridse the gap with the
EO of younger respondents.

Considering the dissimilarities in the EO of lessl anore educated ex-
ecutives, more educated Czech respondents haverhigiovativeness and
proactiveness than older Czechs. Furthermore, Slunkiore educated ex-
ecutives behave more autonomously than their loggercated Turkish
counterparts. The reason why older executives parfuetter in these di-
mensions of EO might be related to their competen@uch as more op-
portunity seeking behavior. On the other hand, éskscated Czech execu-
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tives are more aggressive in competition than nemlecated Czech re-
spondents. Regarding Turkish executives, less ¢eldigaspondents take
more risks than their more educated Turkish copatés. Dissimilarities

are in existence in terms of risk-taking and autoyp@f Czech more and
less educated executives, while innovativenessgtik@ness and competi-
tive aggressiveness of Turkish more and less eedatecutives do not
differ. The reasons why less educated respondemnterm better in some
dimensions of EO and why more and less educatecligxes have similar

entrepreneurial attitudes in some extents mightapeto regional differ-

ences in the location of enterprises that execsitiave been managing.

To reduce the differences between the EO of menvanden execu-
tives, countries should follow moderate politiegtse market entrance and
increase entrepreneurial abilities of females. Thisecause countries that
have strict rules or regulations for entreprenaprdiecrease the motivation
of women entrepreneurs. Moreover, gender inequalitgntrepreneurship
should be decreased by government implementatmestourage women
executives to perform more innovatively, be mos&-taking, aggressive in
competition, proactive and autonomous. Negativequmions of women
executives in their business operations might béschanged by providing
more financing opportunities for them. By doing gwmlicy makers and
other institutions can reduce the fear of failusésvomen entrepreneurs
and executives and increase their performance tagaatheir firms suc-
cessfully.

The dissimilarities in the EO of older and young&ecutives can also
be minimized by taking efficient actions. Motivati@f older executives
and opportunity seeking behaviors of younger exeesitmight be in-
creased by entrepreneurship education. In thiseggnuniversities and
other institutions can take more responsibilit@spen courses related with
entrepreneurship, and those courses might be fubgdbe governments.
All those above-mentioned implementations can eseethe EO of execu-
tives of SMEs and thus profitability, growth ancceeiss of SMEs. These
facts also make countries to have better econondicators, since SMEs
are the one of engines of economies.

Although this research includes some charactesistfoexecutives, ex-
tended scope of EO and a large number of respandlemh various coun-
tries, it has some limitations. Further studies icarestigate the EO of both
various characteristics of SMEs and their execstiogether to widen the
scope of their research. Also, researchers candeaore executives and
SMEs from different continents instead of focusiogly on European
countries. This fact can draw academicians andngiatereaders’ attention
from all over the world.
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Annex

Table 1. The results for differences between the resposteygnder per each
country

Country Indicator Gender n  Meanrank U z p
Czech innov. male 861 569.56 119.304 -0.260 0.795
Republic female 280 575.41
risktaking male 861 581.83 111.219 -2.007 0.045
female 280 537.71
proact. male 861 570.16 119.813 -0.158 0.874
female 280 573.60
com.agg. male 86 563.51 114.093 -1.398 0.162
female 280 594.03
autonomy male 861 562.07 112.852 -1.634 0.102
female 280 598.46
Turkey  innov. male 400 238.59 15.236  -0.505 0.614
female 79 247.15
risktaking male 400 241.62 15.152 -0.585 0.559
female 79  231.79
proact. male 400 239.37 15.548 -0.227 0.820
female 79 243.19
com.agg. male 400 247.21 12.915 -2.602 0.009
female 79 203.48
autonomy male 400 239.22 15.486 -0.282 0.778
female 79 243.97

Note: Mann-Whitney test: n is sample size, U is Ma\hitney statistic.

Table 2. The results for differences between the respomstiage per each country

Country Indicator Age n Mean rank U z p
Czech innov. <45 years old 599 585.07 153.904-1.530 0.126
Republic > 45 years old 542 555.46

risktaking < 45 years old 599 588.51  151.840-1.946 0.052
> 45 years old 542 551.65

proact. <45yearsold 599 603.26  143.008-3.624 0.000
> 45 years old 542 535.35

com.agg. <45yearsold 599 586.89 152.813-1.777 0.075
> 45 years old 542 553.44

autonomy < 45 years old 599 604.59  142.210-3.685 0.000
> 45 years old 542 533.88




Table 2. Continued

Country Indicator Age n Mean rank U z p
Turkey innov. <45yearsold 284 228.62 24.459 -2.182 0.029
> 45 yearsold 195 256.57
risktaking <45 years old 284 235.58 26.434 -0.856 0.392
> 45 years old 195 246.44
proact. <45yearsold 284 238.32 27.214 -0.324 0.746
> 45 yearsold 195 242.44
com.agg. <45yearsold 284 237.70 27.038 -0.445 0.657
> 45 years old 195 243.35
autonomy < 45 years old 284 232.94 25.685 -1.363 0.173
> 45 years old 195 250.28
Note: Mann-Whitney test: n is sample size, U is Ma\hitney statistic.

Table 3. The results for differences between the resposterducation levels per
each country

Respondents Indicator Education n Meanrank U z p
Czech innov. less than bachelor 749 551.19 131.969-2.833 0.005
minimum bachelor 352  608.85
risktaking less than bachelor 749 580.24  139.883-1.350 0.177
minimum bachelor352  553.34

proact. less than bachelor 749 555.70  135.341-2.261 0.024
minimum bachelor 352  600.24

com.agg. lessthanbachelor 7 585.55  135.905-2.141 0.032
minimum bachelor352  543.20

autonomy less than bachelor 749 581.07 139.261-1.453 0.146
minimum bachelor352  551.76

Turkish innov less than bachelor 104 230.49 18.511 -0.7960.426
minimum bachelor 375  242.64

risktaking less than bachelor 104 264.63 16.938 -2.081.038
minimum bachelor375  233.17

proact. less than bachelor 104 239.83 19.482 -0.01%.988
minimum bachelor 375  240.05

com.agg. less than bachelor 104237.85 19.277 -0.1810.856
minimum bachelor375  240.60

autonomy less than bachelor 104 216.13 17.018 -2.01M.044
minimum bachelor375  246.62

Note: Mann-Whitney test: n is sample size, U is Ma\hitney statistic.






