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Idiosyncratic Risk for Technological Entrepreneurship
Iwona Staniec*
The identification of factors that affect the creation of value
added is a problem both in theoretical and practical terms. This
study shows what impact idiosyncratic risks have on building up
of value added in companies pursuing technological
entrepreneurship. Williamson (1985) introduced idiosyncratic risk
as a kind of specific risk associated only with making decisions.
The study sought to answer the following research questions:
What factors determine idiosyncratic risk and what influence
does idiosyncratic risk have on building a value-added
technology entrepreneurship. Based on the 300-element sample
(data collected in 2012) and using Pearson’s contingency
coefficient, a model was constructed of the impact of
idiosyncratic risk on creating value added. In research the
company creates added value if within the three-year period
tested (covering the years 2009, 2010 and 2011) it makes a
profit or after a period of loss it starts making profit. Pearson’s
contingency coefficient calculated using SPSS. The results
confirm that the creation of added value for the company
implementing entrepreneurship technological is significantly
affected by situations in which idiosyncratic risks occur in the
literature. The perception of decision risk is a very important in
companies pursuing technological entrepreneurship.

JEL Codes: G32, D81 and O32

1. Introduction
Technological entrepreneurship in the segment of small and medium-sized companies is
characterized by a tendency for innovative operations and high activity in the marketing of
new products and by the transfer and adaptation of new technological solutions from
scientific and technical sources, as the companies themselves have little potential to make it
possible for them to conduct independent research and development activities.
Technological entrepreneurship is thus exposed to the specific risks associated with a focus
on the use of opportunities emerging in the environment. It combines the transfer of
technology with intellectual and academic entrepreneurship, and revolves around the efforts
to effectively connect the scientific potential of universities and research and development
centers with the market and with business operations (Lachiewicz et al. 2013, pp. 14-15).
Stawasz (2007, pp. 266) notes that technological entrepreneurship begins to take on
importance as factors of civilizational progress, economic development and the creation of
wealth in the modern world. The risk associated with the selection of a partner, conclusion of
a contract, and the occurrence of events beyond the control of the partners is an important
element of their business and plays an important role in shaping both added value and
lasting relationships (Flaszewska and Kłos 2012, pp. 123).
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The research of Marsh and Shapira (1987, pp. 1010) and Lachiewicz et al. (2013, pp. 165)
show that only a few companies go beyond the stage of incubation and develop themselves.
The reason for survival seems to be the specific risks undertaken that are individual for each
of them and associated with prior choices of objectives and strategies; thus, an earlier
undertaken risk relating to the business environment or to an internal company matter
results in later success. Indeed, these earlier decisions constituted a risk to the company's
obligations with respect to stakeholders. This paper seeks to show how such risks,
understood as idiosyncratic risk, particular to the company and given situation, affects the
building up of the value added of the company. But yet, scarcity of research has been
conducted in this area. So it is clear that the implications of relationship between a valueadded technology entrepreneurship and factors determine idiosyncratic risk, and that a
better understanding of the antecedents that influence would be beneficial for stakeholders.
The aim of this discussion is to determine the impact of idiosyncratic risk on the
development of added value in companies pursuing technological entrepreneurship.
The paper developed the following research questions:
Q1. What factors determine idiosyncratic risk?
Q2. How does idiosyncratic risk influence the building of a value-added technology
entrepreneurship?
This paper will be divided into 5 main sections. Section 1 introduces the theme of work and
contains define research questions. Section 2 shows literature review, the author will
analyze the major position about the factors which determine idiosyncratic risk in companies
pursuing technological entrepreneurship. Section 3 explains the research methodology and
the principle of creating a research model of the impact of idiosyncratic risk on creating
value added. Section 4 presents the data analysis and the model of the impact of
idiosyncratic risk on the creating value added and the findings in which the arguments of
the paper will be holistically answered from research questions. Section 5 - the conclusionrecap the information of the paper and outline opportunities for further research and
limitations of the study.

2. Literature Review
The first conceptualization of risk in the field of economics is the work by Willett (1901). It
defines risk as an objective state of the environment correlated with subjective uncertainty.
Later Knight (1921) introduced the concept of measurable and immeasurable uncertainty,
interpreting it on the basis of the theory of probability calculus. Neoclassical theory, in
accordance with the theory of Smith and Stulz (1995, pp. 391-405) treats risk as a source of
cost and in return for its bearing suggests entrepreneurs gain extra profit. It strengthens the
concept of a negative perception of risk. Neoclassical theory allows only for probabilistic
risk, which is subject to a full valuation (Knight 1921), and it is not part of theories explaining
the phenomenon of risk management. The theory of corporate finance is the first one to
distinguish risk management in line with the postulates of Modigliani and Miller (1958, pp.
261-297). During this period, Smith and Stulz showed that the value of the company
increases as a result of the application of risk management (Smith and Stulz 1995, pp. 391405). Within the framework of the theory of systems Gadomski (2012) stresses the
importance of information, knowledge and preference (e.g. ethics) in decision-making in the
context of the risk that it entails. The theory of expected utility introduced by Bernuolli,
Neumann & Morgerstern had a high impact on the development of risk theory. New
institutional economics, expanding economic analysis by consideration of institutions other
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than the economic ones, offers new opportunities for explanation of risk management.
According to it, risk management can become a recognized, common practice among
certain groups. Research in the field of risk management was conducted by Markowitz,
Tobin and Scholes. Major contributions to the development of the theory of risk
management were made by Markowitz, Miller and Sharpe. It is widely recognized that the
formula BMS (Black - Merton - Scholes) became the basis for the development of the new
field - not only in financial terms - of risk management and also of the concept of ‘neutral in
risk perception. Allen et al. (2012, pp. 46 – 58) showed that in a variety of industries, there
are different levels of risk perception. Later, risk begins to be interpreted as the variability of
the result without the evaluating context. DeLoach (2000, pp. 5) argues that the combination
of risk and management yielded a structured process approach, which combines the
resources, assessment skills and uncertainty factors faced by the company in the process of
shaping its value. Recent years have seen in both global science and, in the practice of
management a lot of new concepts and methods of managing organizations, including the
concepts and methods of risk management. Turbulent environments, globalization and
increased competitiveness pose new challenges to companies and force them to revise
existing concepts of action. Modern concepts of risk management developed as a result of a
new paradigm of risk management, that recommends a comprehensive risk analysis of all
organizational units, directions and activities (Krzakiewicz 2013, pp. 135). The evolution of
the concept of risk comprehension has also had a large impact on the development of these
concepts. The works of Marsh and Shapira (1987), MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1986),
Małkowska-Borowczyk (2012) draw attention to the:
-

Negative concept – considering risk only in the context of threats,
Neutral concept – the perception of risk as opportunity and threat,
Positive concept – perception of risk as an opportunity.

The positive concept has been discussed only recently, and its proponents are: Krupski
(2012, pp. 3-8), Kuratko and Hodgetts (2004, pp.45-54).
In studies by Lachiewicz et al. (2013, pp. 18-21) it was emphasized that the success of the
process of technological entrepreneurship largely depends on the awareness of decision
makers as well as on responsible risk-taking and risk managing. Still, there is little
information in the literature on risk-perception and the conditioning of the decision-making
processes undertaken by innovative entrepreneurs. Garnsey (1996) in his deliberations
emphasizes that the role of the entrepreneur is crucial in strategic management, and the
attitude of the entrepreneur plays a significant role in the search for market opportunities
and meeting the needs of customers. Cromie, Callaghan & Jansen (1992) point to the ability
to perceive and evaluate risks as the main personality traits of an entrepreneur. The
individuality of the entrepreneur's approach to risk leads to different ways of estimating risk
(Staniec 2011, pp. 242-258), the subjective perception of opportunity, taking responsibility
for decisions and the disposition of a profit. Entrepreneurs perceive risk management as the
volatility or precariousness of a future result. People with aversion to risk avoid such
volatility and are ready to sacrifice even expected earnings in order to reduce the volatility of
the result. In turn, people willing to risk are able to risk the expected profit to increase the
volatility of the result (Marsh and Shapira 1987, pp. 1404-1418). The paper by Głodek and
Łobacz (2013) shows a simplified model describing the relationship between risk and the
entrepreneur's decisions and entrepreneurial activities based on company resources. The
authors assume that the value added of risk management is an entrepreneurial pension,
treated as a random and occasional value that is highly individually conditioned by an
entrepreneur’s behavior. The studies of Busenitz (1999), Eiusenradt and Marin (2000),
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Wiklund and Shepherd (2003) show that a business is not does not base its risk
management on a structured approach or on formal calculations. Entrepreneurs use a
heuristic approach for this purpose, taking into account their own prejudices and
preferences. Very often they deny the existence of a risk, or they accept it claiming that it
does not refer directly to them. In the literature there is a lack of research on links between
the level of risk and the resources used for specific activities (Urbanowska-Sojkin 2013, pp.
281-354, Zakrzewska-Bielawska 2012, pp. 514-524). As we know, the process of the
development of technological entrepreneurship is associated with the implementation of
innovative undertakings, and thus poses a high risk. Results of research by Adnan et al.
(2011, pp. 61-77) confirmed the 4 dimensions of HRM practices: participation, reward,
training and development, and of teamwork practices in Malaysian R&D Companies.
Idiosyncratic risk is the risk specific to the company, which affects individuals in special
circumstances associated with some determinants of decision-making. Idiosyncratic risk is
therefore not associated with the risk of the overall market. This concept was first introduced
by Williamson (1985, pp. 62-72), who noted that this is a highly specialized risk in relation to
a given relationship, which prevents or hinders its transfer. To sum up, the creation of
idiosyncratic risks is affected by the:
-

-

Qualifications and competence of the personnel and the management, the approach
to the control of resources, the ability to create and develop knowledge and the
capacity to develop relational resources,
Interactions between the company and the potential of the external and internal
environments, trends and effects of co-opetition.

Watkins and Bazerman (2004, pp. 52-62) perceive idiosyncratic risk as an approach to the
flow of information, the perception of the decision-making process and responding to errors.
Farjoun (2008, pp. 1010) emphasizes that an increase in risk and uncertainty in the proximal
and distal environments of technological entrepreneurship result in the emergence of a new
idiosyncratic risk. Ansoff (1985, pp.71) highlights the impact of the inclination to take risk or
the lack of it on the goals of the company and on the field of its activity. Yannopoulos (2011,
pp. 67- 77) see the following as strongly influential: strategic interdependence and
interaction, strategy as the search for competitive advantage, the element of surprise,
creating mixed motives for competitors, concentration of force, and the path of least
resistance.

3. The Methodology and Model
The analyzes used secondary data collected during a survey carried out by employees of
the Department of Management, University of Lodz, in the years 2010 - 2013 as part of
research project N N115 364839 (Lachiewicz et al. 2013). The study used a random
selection of a 300-element sample based on a sampling frame provided by an external
company, which was limited to the SME sector and to companies headquarters in the Lodz
region. The study used a survey technique in which the survey research tool, in the form of
a specially prepared questionnaire, was handed out directly in a given company. In the
presented analyzes only the portion of the questionnaire was used that measured
idiosyncratic risk.
In order to determine the level of influence of idiosyncratic risk on the building of value
added, C-Pearson's contingency coefficient was used (Everitt 1977, pp. 134-136) in the
presented results as a measure of the value of the relationship between the two traits
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measured on a nominal scale or one trait measured on a nominal scale and the another trait
measured on an ordinal scale, and presented in a contingency table. It was calculated from

2
where  2 - represented the empirical value of statistical
2  n
independence– square, n- sample size. It was found that a significant influence is the one
for which the significance level is less than 0.05. The following thresholds for the
assessment of the strength of significant influence were adopted (King and Minium 2009,
pp. 201):
the formula: C 






Up to 0.15 – weak (marginal) influence;
From 0.15 to 0.25 – moderate influence;
From 0.25 to 0.4 – significant influence,
Over 0.4 - very big influence.

In order to deepen the results so as to examine the differences in the group of companies
that create or do not create added value, the Wilcoxon test was used (Wilcoxon 1945) for
the characteristics measured on an ordinal scale, This test has a poor foundation and can
be used in a very wide range; it also allows for the identification of significant differences
between groups.
Due to the high variability in annual profit, while at the same time being able to foresee the
consequences of this change, can mean that a small or medium-sized company can treat, in
simplified terms, the possibility of bringing continuous gains as building value-added. (Begg
et al. 2005, pp. 27). Due to the limited data, it was assumed that the company creates
added value if within the three-year period tested (covering the years 2009, 2010 and 2011)
it makes a profit or after a period of loss it starts making profit.
According to the literature review, the study regarded the situations in which idiosyncratic
risks occur - presented in Table 1 - as idiosyncratic risks.
Table 1: Situations in which idiosyncratic risks occur
No. Risk area
Added value created according to
1
The occurrence of the risk
Smith and Stulz 1995, pp. 391-405,
management process
Allen et al. 2012, pp. 46 – 58,
DeLoach 2000, pp. 5.
2
The attitude of the decision
Lachiewicz et al. 2013, pp. 18-21,
maker to the risk
Garnsey 1996,
Cromie et al. 1992,
Staniec 2011, pp. 242-258.
3
The scope and relations of the
Urbanowska-Sojkin 2013, pp. 281-354,
connections with elements of the Zakrzewska-Bielawska 2012,
environment
Flaszewska and Kłos 2012.
4
The area of market activity
Ansoff 1985, pp. 71.
5
Knowledge of operating
Marsh and Shapira 1987, pp. 1404conditions such as sources of
1418,
risk, response to changes in the
Głodek and Łobacz 2013,
environment, the perception of
Adnan et al. 2011, pp. 61-77,
competitiveness in the market,
Urbanowska-Sojkin 2013, pp. 281-354.
technology, quality and price.
Source: Own calculation.
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For the purposes of the research, it was examined whether the surveyed companies ran a
risk management process. This examination looked for the following six elements:
employing a specialist for risk management, keeping records of risk, updating records on an
ongoing basis, creating a catalogue of opportunities and threats, taking steps to minimize
risks to an acceptable level and conducting performance assessment of risk mitigation. It
was assumed in the study, that if even one of these elements occurred, the company had a
risk management process, regardless of how mature this process might be, and if none of
these elements occurred, the company did not implement the risk management process.
One of the manifestations of idiosyncratic risk is the relation of decision-makers to risk
expressed in the following three attitudes (Jajuga 2007, pp. 14):
-

Aversion to risk – the decision-maker takes a risk when he expects compensation in
the form of a risk premium,
Indifference to risk – when deciding, the size of the risk does not matter to the
decision-maker,
Risk appetite – the decision-maker is willing to incur additional expenses in order to
take a decision of a higher risk.

From the point of view of technological entrepreneurship, an understanding of the
determinants influencing the perception of the risk of cooperation with stakeholders is all the
more important in that the effects of interference emerging from one of cooperators can
affect the other side (Flaszewska and Kłos 2012, pp. 123), and also, the more innovative a
venture is, the more risky it is.
Because of the theoretically big impact of determinants of decision-making on the
occurrence of idiosyncratic risk, the studies have included the decision-makers' perception
of risk sources, areas of the market, knowledge of the response to changes in the
environment, the perception of competitiveness in the market, technology, quality and price.
The perception of competitiveness in the tests carried out was evaluated using a three-point
Likert scale (Likert 1932).
The principal risks perceived by companies implementing technological entrepreneurship for
their development are according to Lachiewicz et al. 2013:
-

Poor contacts between the company and businesses offering financial services,
including insurance;
Action in a niche market;
Insufficient marketing activities;
Inadequate qualifications of the owners and managers.

The sources of risk were rated on a five-point Likert scale.
A limitation of the constructed model would be the simplified perception of the added value
of the company and the perception of the idiosyncratic risk as a determinant of the decisionmaking process.
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4. The Data Analysis, Model and Findings
The surveyed companies, as indicated in Table 2, show a downward trend in terms of
financial gain. In 2011, two thirds of companies surveyed made a profit and one third made
a loss. It is worth noting that 52.67% (158) of the companies showed a profit within the
entire three-year period of study, and 8.00% (24) had in these three years suffered a loss
each year. 16.00% (48) of the companies showed a loss only in 2011, 2.00% (6) companies
only in 2010, and 6.00% (18) only in 2009. 10.67% (32) of the companies reported a loss in
2010 and 2011, 1.67% (5) companies in 2009 and 2011, 3.00% (9) of the companies in
2009 and 2010.
Table 2: Financial results of the surveyed companies
Financial results
2011
2010
2009
Number
%
Number
%
Number
%
profit
191
63.67
229
76.33
244
81.33
loss
109
36.33
71
23.67
56
18.67
Source: Own calculation.
In keeping with the research model, two groups of companies were distinguished:
-

-

Building the added value - only those companies were considered which over the
three surveyed years achieved a profit (52.67% of companies) each year and those
which achieved a loss but in subsequent years make a profit (1%);
Not building the value added - only those companies were considered which
achieved a loss in the analyzed period (8% of companies) over the entire three years,
and those that first achieved a profit but in subsequent years make a loss (38.33%).

In these groups a characterization of idiosyncratic risk was made. Particular attention was
paid to the fact that the companies investigated came from the category of small or mediumsized companies (based on the amount of employees in 2011). From Table 3 we can see
that small businesses represent two-thirds of respondents, and the medium-sized ones onethird of the respondents. Of these, 37.67% of small and 16% of medium-sized companies
created added value and 29.33% of small and 17% of medium companies did not create
added value.
Table 3: Characteristics of the study groups
Company
Small
Medium-sized
Total
Group
Number
%
Number
%
Number
%
Companies
creating
value added
113
37.67
48
16.00
161
53.67
Companies not creating
value added
88
29.33
51
17.00
139
46.33
Total
201
67.00
99
33.00
300
100.00
Source: Own calculation.

From the analysis of the structure of the surveyed companies, it is apparent that 36% of
them did not implement a risk management process in any area, but they still built added
value whereas 17.67% had undertaken a risk management process in at least one of the
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studied ranges and had created added value. In contrast, 25.33% of the companies did not
create added value and did not perform a risk management process in any area, and 21% of
the companies did not build value added, but realized the risk management process in at
least one of the studied ranges. It is worth noting that 61.33% of firms did not implement a
risk management process, and 38.67% implemented a risk management process. After
calculating Pearson's coefficient of contingency, we find that there is a statistically significant
influence of the implementation of the risk management process in at least one of the tested
ranges on the building up of added value. However, the strength of this impact is negligible
(weak).
Decision makers taking a risk when they expect compensation in the form of a risk premium
are characterized by risk aversion and in the study group there are 57.33% of them.
Decision makers for whom the size of the risk does not matter when deciding are
characterized by indifference to risk and in the study group there are 37.33% of them.
Decision makers who are willing to incur additional expenses in order to take a decision of
higher risk are characterized by a tendency to take risks and in the study group there are
5.33% of them. 30% of decision makers are characterized by risk aversion and at the same
time build added value for their companies, 27.33% of respondents are characterized by risk
aversion and do not build value added for their companies.
19,67% of decision makers are characterized by an indifference to risk and they
simultaneously build added value for their companies, whereas 17.67% of decision makers
are characterized by indifference to risk and they do not build added value for their
companies. 4.00% are characterized by a willingness to take risks and they build added
value for their companies, and 1.33% of the respondents are characterized by willingness to
take risks and they do not build added value for their companies. After calculating Pearson's
coefficient of contingency, we find that there is no statistically significant impact of the
decision-makers' attitudes towards risk on building added value for their companies.
Within the company's area of operation in the market the following categories were
differentiated:
-

Local, covering a given town - 35% of companies,
Regional, covering a given region - 26.33% of companies,
National - 22.33% of companies,
International, covering the area of the country, and export - 16.33% of companies.

Among the respondents, 17.00% of companies operated in the local market and built added
value for their companies whereas 18.00% of companies operated in the local market but
did not build added value for their companies. 14.67% of companies operated in the regional
market and built added value for their companies while 11.67% of companies operated in
the regional market and did not build added value for their companies. 12.33% of companies
operated in the domestic market and built added value for their companies and 10.00% of
the companies operated in the domestic market but did not build added value for their
companies. 9.67% of companies operated in the international market and built added value
for their companies, and 6.67% of the companies operated in the international market but
did not build added value for their companies. After calculating Pearson's coefficient of
contingency, we find that there is no statistically significant impact of the area of the
company's operation in the market on building value added for a company.
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In terms of the reaction of the company to changes in the environment the following were
distinguished:
-

23.15% of companies responding with a delay to changes in the environment,
65.77% of companies responding to changes in the environment at a rate
comparable to the changes,
11.07% of companies responding in advance to the changes in the environment.

It is worth noting that 17.11% of the companies responded slowly to changes in the
environment and still managed to build added value, and 6.04% of the companies that
responded slowly to changes in the environment did not build value added. Thus, almost
three times more companies reacting with a delay to changes in the environment built value
for the company in the form of profit. 33.56% of the companies that responded at a
comparable rate to that of the changes in the environment built added value, and 32.21% of
the companies that responded at a comparable rate to the changes in the environment did
not build value added. Thus, the comparable number of companies responding at a
comparable rate to the changes in the environment built and did not build added value.
3.02% of the companies that responded in advance to changes in the environment built
added value and 8.05% of the companies that responded in advance to changes in the
environment did not build value added. Almost three times fewer companies responding in
advance to changes in the environment built added value than the companies, which did not
build it. After calculating Pearson's coefficient of contingency, we find that there is a
statistically significant impact of the company's response to changes in the environment on
building value added. The force of this impact is fair (moderate). The competitiveness in
technology of 16% of surveyed companies was perceived as poor while 71.33% - as good,
and 12.67% of companies - as very good. Three times more companies perceiving their
competitiveness in technology as poor did not build added value for the company. A similar
number of companies saw their competitiveness in technology as good and built (39.67%)
or did not build (31.67%) added value . 10.00% of companies saw their competitiveness in
technology as very good and built added value, and only 2.67% saw their competitiveness in
technology as very good and did not build added value. After calculating Pearson's
coefficient of contingency, we find that there is a statistically significant influence of the
perception of competitiveness in technology on the building of value added. The force of this
influence is significant.
14.33% of the surveyed companies perceived as poor their competitiveness in terms of
quality, while 72.67% as good and 13% as very good. 9.94% of firms saw their
competitiveness in terms of quality as poor and built value added whereas 9% saw their
competitiveness in terms of quality as poor but did not build value added. 41% of companies
saw their competitiveness in terms of quality as good and built value added whereas
31.67% saw their competitiveness in terms of quality as good but did not build value added.
7.33% of firms saw their competitiveness in terms of quality as very good and built added
value whereas 5.67% saw their competitiveness in terms of quality as very good but did not
build value added. After calculating Pearson's coefficient of contingency, we find that there
is no statistically significant influence of the perception of competitiveness in terms of quality
on building value added. 10.5% of the surveyed companies perceived as poor their
competitiveness in terms of price, while 67.5% as good and 22% as very good. 3.5% of
companies saw their competitiveness in terms of price as poor and built value added
whereas 7% saw their competitiveness in terms of price as poor but did not build value
added. 39% of companies saw their competitiveness in terms of price as good and built
value added whereas 28.5% saw their competitiveness in terms of price as good and did not
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build value added. 11% of companies saw their competitiveness in terms of price as very
good and built value added whereas 11% saw their competitiveness in terms of price as
very good but did not build value added. After calculating Pearson's coefficient of
contingency, we find that there is no statistically significant influence of the perception of
competitiveness in terms of price on building value added.
7.74% of the surveyed companies perceived as poor their market competitiveness, while
54.21% as good and 38.05% as very good. 4.38% saw their market competitiveness as
poor and built added value whereas 3.37% saw their market competitiveness as poor but
did not build value added. 34.68% of companies saw their market competitiveness as good
and built value added whereas 19.53% saw their competitiveness on the market as good but
did not build value added. 14.48% of companies saw their market competitiveness as very
good and built value added whereas 23.57% saw their market competitiveness as very good
but did not build value added. After calculating Pearson's coefficient of contingency, we find
that there is a statistically significant influence of the perception of market competitiveness
on building value added. The force of this influence is fair (moderate).
Figure 1: The average levels of risk sources in the studied groups
poor contacts with
financial services,
including insurance
5

building value added
not building value added

4
3
2
inadequate
qualifications of
owners and managers

1
-

activity in a niche
market

insufficient marketing
activity

Source: Own calculation.
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Table 4: Strength of the impact of idiosyncratic risk on the creation of value added for
the company
Level of
Idiosyncratic risk
Strength of impact
significance
Risk management process
0.1260
p=0.0278<0.05
Decision-maker’s attitude
0.1016
p=0.2126>0.05
Area of company’s marketing activity
0.0794
p=0.5951>0.05
Company’s response to changes in
0.2665
p=0.00003<0.05
environment
Perception of competitiveness in
0.2956
p=0.00001<0.05
terms of technology
Perception of competitiveness in
0.1349
p=0.0649>0.05
terms of quality
Perception of competitiveness in
0.1558
p=0.0634>0.05
terms of price
Perception of competitiveness in the
0.2466
p=0.0004<0.05
market
Weak contacts of the company with
0.1858
p=0.0348<0.05
entrepreneurs providing financial
services including insurance
Activity in a niche market
0.2305
p=0.0012<0.05
Insufficient marketing activities
0.2513
p=0.0008<0.05
Inadequate qualifications of owners
0.1693
p=0.03508<0.05
and mangers
Source: Own calculation.

In both groups, the highest risk for the development of technological entrepreneurship is
assessed at the level of average. The Wilcoxon test shows that there are statistically
significant differences in average levels of risk for the studied sources. A higher than
average risk of developing technological entrepreneurship in the case of weak contacts with
financial services, including insurance, inadequate qualification for owners and managers,
and insufficient marketing activities occur in the group of companies that build value added..
In the case of a niche market the average risk is higher for companies that built no value
added. Using Pearson's contingency coefficient, the impact was examined of this risk on
building value added and results are presented in Table 4.
The next step of research focused on the idiosyncratic risk associated with the formation of
relationships with stakeholders.

241

Staniec
Figure 2: Average levels of the risk of cooperation in studied groups
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Source: Own calculations.

The average risk level of cooperation is, regardless of the environmental element, higher in
the group of companies that built value added than in the group not building added value.
The Wilcoxon test shows that there are statistically significant differences in average levels
of cooperation risk for the company's customers, suppliers and strategic allies, state and
local government institutions, banks and other financial institutions, including insurance
companies, universities, research and development units and other units of a scientific and
research nature, centers to support small and medium-sized enterprises, technology
transfer centers, the media and the press, etc. The risk of co-opetition with competitors is
assessed on average as the same by companies which built and by those that did not build
value added.

242

Staniec
Table 5: Strength of the impact of the level of risk of cooperation with stakeholders
on building value added
Level of
Element of the environment
Strength of the impact
significance
Company’s clients
0.1639
p=0.0891>0.05
Company’s competitors
0.1445
p=0.1801>0.05
Suppliers and strategic allies
0.3352
p=0.0000<0.05
State and local government institutions
0.2749
p=0.0002<0.05
Banks and other financial institutions
0.3862
p=0.0000<0.05
including insurance
Universities, research and development
0.1803
p=0.0208<0.05
units and other units of a scientific and
research nature
Centers to support small and medium0.1851
p=0.0164<0.05
sized enterprises, centers of technology
transfer, etc.
The media and the press
0.2077
p=0.0049<0.05
Source: Own calculation.

Figure 3: Model of the impact of idiosyncratic risk on the building value added
To sum up, Figure 3 shows the model of the impact of idiosyncratic risk on building valueadded. Impact strength is measured by Pearson's coefficient of contingency.
Perception of process determinants:
-the occurrence of the risk management
0.126
process
- company's response to changes in the
environment
0.267

0.186
Perception of risk sources:
-weak contacts of the company with
firms offering financial services,
including insurance
0.231
-activity in a niche market
-insufficient market activity
-inadequate qualifications of
managers and owners 0.251

PerceptIon of competitiveness:
- in the market
- in technology
0.247
0.296

VALUE ADDED FOR
THE COMPANY

0.169

Perception of cooperation (co-opetition):
0.335 - suppliers and strategic allies
- state and local government
institutions
0.275 - banks and other financial
institutions, including insurance
0.386
- universities, research and
development units and other
units of scientific and research
0.180
nature
- centers to support small and
medium-sized enterprises,
0.185
centers of technology transfer,
etc.
0.208 - the media and the press

Source: Own calculation.

In the proposed model the perception of co-opetition clearly distinguishes itself due to the
strength of its impact. The greatest strength of the impact on the building of value added is
the perception of cooperation with banks and financial institutions or insurance companies,
as well as with suppliers and strategic allies. It is in ensuring funding sources of investment,
or the transfer of risk of the insured and a functioning of a supply chain that the companies,
which implement technological entrepreneurship, see the opportunity to create added value.
Therefore, weak contacts with financial firms are seen as a key threat to the building of
value added by companies implementing the process of technological entrepreneurship. In
second place is the perception of the company's competitiveness in the market and in terms
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of technology. From this point of view, it is important to work with organizations providing
competitiveness in terms of technology, namely universities, research and development
units and other units of a scientific and research nature, centers to support small and
medium-sized enterprises, technology transfer centers, etc. Insufficient marketing activities
and insufficient cooperation with the media and the press constitute a threat. The third
important factor contributing to the building of added value among the companies surveyed
is the reaction of the company to changes in the environment and, related with that, the
chance of operation in a niche market, as well as threats such as inadequate qualifications
of managers and owners.
It is worth noting that, in relation to the review of the literature and of previous studies,
added value in technological entrepreneurship is not affected by the:
 Attitude towards risk of the manager as opposed to research Cromie et al. (1992),
Garnsey (1996) and Lachiewicz et al. (2013);
 Risk perception of cooperation with customers and with competitors - which is in
contradiction with CRM and co-opetition.

5. Conclusions
Idiosyncratic risk cannot be accurately described as it is impossible to know and understand
the whole causative relationships between technological entrepreneurship and its relations
with stakeholders. The relationship of technological entrepreneurship with the perception of
environment does not follow a single regularity. The relationship of technological
entrepreneurship with the perception of its surroundings does not proceed according to one
regularity. In the case of small and medium-sized businesses perception of the decisionmaker influences the creation of strategies, policies and the management process, and thus
the specific decision-making conditions distinguishing it on the market, that is, idiosyncratic
risk. The main determinants of idiosyncratic risk in technological entrepreneurship are:
 Perception of process conditions such as risk management, response to changes in
the environment and the approach to risk;
 Perception of competitiveness: in the market, in technology; in quality or in price;
 Perception of cooperation with suppliers and strategic allies, state and local
government institutions, banks and other financial institutions, including insurance,
universities, research and development units and other units of a scientific and
research nature, centers to support small and medium-sized enterprises, centers of
technology transfer and the media and the press, etc.;
 Perception of risk sources: weak contacts of the company with firms offering financial
services, activity in a niche market, market activity, qualifications of managers and
owners.
This paper seeks to show that a key influence on a narrowly understood value added for
companies implementing technological entrepreneurship is an indicated idiosyncratic risk.
The model confirms that the creation of value added for the company implementing
technological entrepreneurship is significantly affected by decision-makers' perception of cooperation, competitiveness of the market and in terms of technology, the perception of
sources of threats in the management process, and of opportunities for operation in a niche
market, as well as the process determinants carried out in the company.
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The research presented in this work does not exhaust the issue in its entirety due to the
limited perception of the value added of the company and the types of the idiosyncratic risk,
which were investigated. In further studies the focus should be placed on deepening the
issues associated with the creation of value added not only for the company but also for the
customer and cooperator.
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