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ABSTRACT 

Risk taking is an inevitable part of every business activity. Every business organization has to 

take a risk in one or another situation. The purpose of this paper is to access the association 

of risk-taking propensity with firm’s characteristics. Literature reveals a paucity of empirical 

evidence of such association. This study considers risk-taking propensity as a firm-level 

construct. The study is descriptive and cross-sectional in nature. A purposive sample of 457 

North Indian firms has been taken through a personal survey. Psychometric properties of 

risk-taking construct have been assessed through Confirmatory Factor Analysis. Chi-square 

test of independence along with Cramer’s V statistic is used for the assessment of the 

association of risk-taking propensity with firm’s characteristics. Findings reveal that the risk-

taking propensity is either weakly or not significantly associated with the age, size, type and 

nature of an organization. The study implies that decision makers of all kind of firms should 

not feel constrained while investing in unknown new products, technologies and markets. 

This study suggests that all organizations, irrespective of their demographic profile, should 

promote the culture of experimentation and risk-taking. The adoption of bold behavior is 

equally feasible for the firms of all genres. 

Keywords: Risk, Risk-taking propensity, Risk Management, Organizational Demography, 

Firm characteristics, Chi-square test 

1. Introduction 

The business environment in the twenty-first century has undergone a major transformation.  

The advent of e-business makes the consumer more aware and informed.  Relaxation of trade 

restrictions has changed the face of market competition (Mason, 2006). Technological 

advancements have shortened the product lifecycle. Enhanced global trade has made the 

market more competitive and organizations are performance driven than ever before (Vij and  

Bedi, 2016a). Though all these changes have resulted in higher consumer satisfaction but at 

the same time, these changes have also made business environment complex and tough. In 

the dynamic business environment of today, future profit streams from existing operations are 

uncertain and firms have to go beyond tried and tested (Rauch, Wiklund, Lumpkin and Frese, 

2009). The complexities and dynamism of modern business environment necessitate for a 

business to take a risk and to invest in unknown new products, markets and technologies. 

Risk taking is a major construct in business management. It is generally seen that risk-taking 

propensity is positively related to organizational success and growth (e.g. Miller and 

Bromiley, 1990; Stewart and Roth, 2001; Folta, 2007; Saini and Martin, 2009; Shepherd, 

Covin and Kuratko, 2009; Yu, 2012). However, few studies (e.g. Bowman, 1980, 1982; 

Marsh and Swanson, 1984; Alvarez and Barney, 2005; Naldi, Nordqvist, Sjoberg and 

Wiklund, 2007) find an insignificant relationship between risk-taking propensity and business 

performance. Some studies (e.g. Begley and Boyd, 1987; Tang and Tang 2012; Kreiser, 

Marino, Kuratko and Weaver, 2013) reveal an „inverted U-shaped‟ relationship between risk-

taking propensity and business performance. A very high or very low degree of risk-taking 
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propensity may not be desirable in certain market/ environmental situations (Tang, Tang, 

Marino, Zhang and Li, 2008). 

The diversity in the reported relationship between risk-taking propensity and business 

performance raises an important concern about the suitability of risk-taking strategic posture 

in different organizational context. Organizations of different kinds might differ in their 

approach towards risk-taking.  Liability of smallness may restrict a firm to invest in unknown 

(Bedi, 2016a). Young firms may exhibit a bold behavior in their desire to become big. 

Manufacturing firms often need more capital investment and hence exposed to higher risk.  It 

is quite possible that the inclination towards risk-taking may fade with age of a firm (Bedi 

and Vij, 2015).  

This study attempts to assess the association of risk-taking propensity with the diverse 

characteristics of an organization. The review of the extant literature reveals a paucity of 

empirical evidence of such association. The understanding of the organizational context and 

its association with risk-taking propensity might help organizational decision-makers in better 

strategic planning.  

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Next section reviews the literature on 

risk-taking propensity and its association with organization demography. Hypotheses are also 

developed under this section. The third section of this study outlines research methodology. It 

discloses research design, describes sample characteristics, validates the inventory of risk-

taking construct and assesses the association of risk-taking propensity with organizational 

demography. The last section of this study presents findings, reveals implications, outlines 

limitations and provides a scope for future research. 

2. Literature Review 

Risk has often been defined as the variability of actual outcome from the expected average 

outcome (Armour and Teece, 1978). It reflects the degree of uncertainty or possibility of 

realizing unwanted or negative return associated with an entrepreneurial venture. According 

to Sitkin and Pablo (1992), the risk is the extent of uncertainty about the occurrence of an 

unexpected outcome. 

The risk is an integral part of the business (Islam and Tedford, 2012; Buli and Buli, 2017). 

Every business undertaking has to take some amount of risk in one or the other situation. 

Risk taking propensity reflects firm‟s disposition to devote sizeable resources to projects that 

contain a considerable probability of failure, along with chances of high return (Covin and 

Slevin, 1989; Kreiser and Davis, 2010; Bedi, 2017). It discloses firm‟s disposition to support 

projects, whose payoffs are uncertain (Kraus, Rigtering, Hughes and Hosman, 2012). 

According to Miller (1983), risk-taking propensity reflects “the degree to which managers are 

willing to make large and risky resource commitments”. According to Baird and Thomas 

(1985), risk-taking propensity reflects the willingness of a firm to borrow heavily and to 

invest in unknown. According to Lumpkin and Dess (1996), risk-taking represent the 

propensity of a firm to commit resources to implement projects, activities, and solutions that 

contain inherently a high level of uncertainty regarding the likely outcomes. Shoham and 

Fiegenbaum (2002) have considered risk-taking propensity as the ability of a firm to support 

projects, whose payoffs are uncertain. According to Arena and Arnaboldi (2014), risk-taking 

is the propensity of firm‟s top management to venture into unknown new markets, products, 

services and technologies.  

Risk-taking is a futuristic approach of management (Baird and Thomas, 1985; Carland,  

Carland and Stewart, 1999; Dinu, 2012). It reflects the willingness of a firm to depart from 

existing practices and to adopt new ways of doing the things (Cornelia, 1996; Vij and Bedi, 

2012). MacCrimmon and Wehrung (1990) have considered risk-taking propensity as a 

strategic tool for organizational renewal. It reflects the propensity of a firm to take a business-
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related chance and to act upon emerging business opportunities (Bedi and Vij, 2015). 

According to Islam and Tedford (2012), new products, services, technologies and 

administrative techniques will not come into existence unless firm ventures into the 

unknown.  Lumpkin and Dess (1996) reveal that entrepreneurial firms combine opportunity-

seeking behavior with constructive risk-taking to generate a bias for exploration and 

exploitation of environmental opportunities. According to Brockhaus (1980), risk-taking 

propensity discloses firm‟s disposition to go beyond tried-and-tested and to aggressively 

pursue emerging market opportunities.  

Risk taking is a paramount attribute of entrepreneurship (Hmieleski and Baron, 2008; Kreiser 

et al., 2013). Entrepreneurs are generally believed to take more risks than non-entrepreneurs 

do because the entrepreneur faces a less structured and a more uncertain set of possibilities 

(Bearse, 1982; Fiegenbaum and Thomas, 2004). Richard Cantillon (1734) describes 

entrepreneur as a rational decision-maker who bears the risk, manages uncertainties and 

provides the management of the firm. According to Longenecker and Schoen (1978), 

entrepreneurs cannot be considered as merely risk takers, rather they are actually risk 

managers who rationally measure risk and deal with risk. The ideal way to cope with risk is 

to perceive risk at its inception (Cornelia, 1996). Entrepreneurs, in actuality, tend to 

proactively deal with the risk. They scan firm‟s environment, identify potential opportunities, 

systematically review the level of risk involved in those potential opportunities, map 

organizational strengths and weaknesses with environmental uncertainty, and create scenarios 

of likely outcomes to ease or mitigate business risk (Dinu, 2012; Anderson, Kreiser, Kuratko, 

Hornsby and Eshima, 2015; Bedi, 2017).  

Risk taking is more than an act of assumption of uncertainty; rather it is a systematic process 

of risk management (Arena and Arnaboldi, 2014; Singh, Yadav and Jain, 2015). According to 

Cunningham and Lischeron (1991), “risk management is a process in which potential risk to 

a business is identified, analyzed, mitigated, and prevented, along with the process of 

balancing the cost of protecting the company against a risk versus the cost of exposure to that 

risk”.  

The risk is an inherent characteristic of a business (Wiseman and Catanach, 1997; Wiseman 

and Gomez-Meija, 1998; Islam and Tedford, 2012). However, the propensity of a firm to take 

a risk might depend upon various attributes of organizational task environment e.g. Bedi and 

Kaur (2016) find that eagerness of the firm‟s top management to exploit an environmental 

opportunity determines the risk-taking ability of an organization. According to Lichtenstein 

and Brush (2001), the experience of top management affects firm‟s risk-taking propensity. 

Rauch et al. (2009) reveal that national culture and size of a firm affect its risk-taking 

propensity. The governance pattern and extent of hierarchical bureaucracy may facilitate or 

impede the risk-taking propensity of an organization e.g. Zahra (2005) finds a significant 

difference in the strategic posture of family owned and nonfamily business. Family firms do 

take risks but to a lesser extent than do non-family firms (Naldi et al., 2007; Lumpkin, 

Brigham and Moss, 2010).  Studies such as Naman and Slevin (1993); Vossen (1998); 

Verhees and Meulenberg (2004); Bedi (2016a, 2016b) etc have considered organizational 

size as a determinant of firm‟s strategy. According to Herzog (2011), the supportiveness of 

organizational culture may affect the risk-taking propensity of an organization. Access to 

resources also influences the managerial perception regarding investment in unknown 

(Sarasvathy, Simon and Lave, 1998; Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005). Profitability of an 

organization could also impact the risk-taking ability of an organization (Bedi, 2009; Singh 

and Bedi, 2011; Holger, Kahle, Dubiel, Prabhu and Subramaniam, 2015).  According to 

Naman and Slevin (1993), fit between organizational configurations and environmental 

constraints determine the strategic posture of a firm. Kreiser and Davis (2010) have 
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demonstrated the impact of organizational structure on the risk-taking propensity of a firm.  

The demographic profile of an organization may provide a richer description of firm‟s 

behavior towards the investment in unknown. It is quite possible that firm‟s of different kinds 

might differ in their approach to take the risk (Rabin, 2000; Bedi and Vij, 2015).  This study 

attempts to test hypotheses related to firm‟s demographic profile and its inclination towards 

investment in unknown alternatives. Study hypotheses that  

 H1: There is no significant association between age of firm and risk-taking propensity. 

 H2: There is no significant association between the size of firm (in terms of a number 

of employees) and risk-taking propensity. 

 H3: There is no significant association between the size of firm (in terms of a number 

of annual turnovers) and risk-taking propensity. 

 H4: There is no significant association between nature of the firm and risk-taking 

propensity. 

 H5: There is no significant association between type of firm and risk-taking 

propensity. 

3. Research Methodology 

Sample Description: 

This is a descriptive and cross-sectional study. A purposive sample of 457 North Indian firms 

has been taken. The senior-level key executives, who have decision-making power in the 

organization, have been considered as key informants. Data has been collected through a 

personal survey. Sample characteristics reveal that out of 457 organizations, 201 

organizations are listed on BSE/NSE and 256 organizations are unlisted. 68.27% of 

organizations belong to manufacturing sector; service sector comprises of 31.73% of the total 

sample. 155 firms have turnover more than Rs. 500 crores and 68.08% of organizations have 

a turnover up to Rs. 500 crores. 80.53% of organizations are falling in the age group of more 

than 15 years. Only 89 organizations have age less than 15 years. 74.84% of firms have the 

employee strength of more than 250 and only 115 firms are having up to 250 employees.  

Measurement: 

To operationalize risk-taking propensity a five-item seven-point scale has been developed 

(Annexure 1). Risk taking propensity has been operationalized as a firm-level construct. It 

reflects the willingness and ability of a firm to go beyond tried-and-tested; to take a business-

related chance; to act boldly; to venture into unknown new markets, and to commit a 

relatively large portion of assets into a venture where the outcome is unclear. It also reflect 

management attitude to support the culture of risk taking. 

Figure I 

CFA Model for Risk-taking Construct 
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Confirmation theory has been applied for the assessment of the psychometric properties of 

the risk-taking construct. The result of CFA model reveals a Normed Chi-square = 2.68; GFI 

= .989; AGFI = .966; NFI= .991; CFI = .995; RMR = .035; and RMSEA = .061. These all 

indices indicate a good model fit. Standardized residuals are below the threshold of 2.5 

(Table 1).  Standardized factor loadings (SFL) for all scale items exceed the cut-off of 0.50. 

Composite reliability (CR = 0.912) supports the internal consistency of the scale items. High 

score of AVE (average variance extracted) proves convergent validity of risk-taking 

construct. 

Table 1 

Model Fit Indices and Psychometric Properties of Risk-taking Construct 

Model Fit Indices 

Normed 

Chi-square 
GFI AGFI NFI CFI RMR REMSA 

2.68 0.989 0.966 0.991 0.995 0.035 0.061 

Item Code 
SFL 

Standardized Residual Covariance’s 
AVE CR 

RT_1 RT_2 RT_3 RT_4 RT_5 

RT_1 0.82 0.00 
    

.679 .912 

RT_2 0.89 0.02 0.00 
   

RT_3 0.87 0.44 -0.23 0.00 
  

RT_4 0.85 -0.55 0.28 -0.01 0.00 
 

RT_5 0.66 0.09 -0.12 0.00 0.11 0.00 

Association of Risk-taking Propensity with Organizational Demography: 

To test the association of risk-taking propensity and firm‟s characteristic, of Chi-square test 

of independence, has been applied. Chi-square test for independence assesses the degree of 

association between the two categorical variables under the assumption that there is no 

relationship between the variables under investigation i.e. a change in one variable is not 

associated with the change in another variable in a predictable manner and variable are 

independent of each other.  

Firms, which have participated in the survey, have been classified into three unique 

categories i.e. firms with a low risk-taking propensity, firms with moderate risk-taking 

propensity and firms with high risk-taking propensity (refer Table 2). Summated score of the 

risk-taking construct has been used for classification. Firms with high risk-taking propensity 

are inclined towards bold behavior. These firms venture into unknown new technologies, 

markets and products. Low risk-taking propensity discloses a cautious behavior of an 

organization. Firms with low risk-taking propensity prefer to go with tried and tested.  

Table 2 

Classification of Firms based upon their Risk-taking Propensity 

Parameter 
Theoretical 

Possible Range 
Score Degree No. of Firms 

Risk taking 

propensity 
7 to 35 

Up to 16.00 Low 188 

16.01 to 26.00 Moderate 81 

More than 26.00 High 188 

Table 3 discloses the results of Chi-square test of independence. The contingency table 

reveals a Chi-square index = 2.526 for the association between risk-taking propensity and age 

of firm. At 5 percent level of significance with 2 degrees of freedom, the region of rejection 

of null hypothesis is all chi-square values of 5.99 or more. As the chi-squared statistic of 

2.526 with a p-value of .28 does not fall under the critical region of rejection so the null 

hypothesis of no association between the risk-taking propensity and age of firm cannot be 

rejected at 5 percent level of significance. The evidence produced by the data suggests that 

the risk-taking propensity and age of firm remain independent of each other. 

There is a significant association between the risk-taking propensity and size of the 

firm. Chi-square index = 13.729 (for the association between risk-taking propensity and 
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annual turnover) suggest that the null hypothesis of no relationship between risk-taking 

propensity and firm‟s annual turnover cannot be accepted with 95 percent confidence level. 

The p-value of .001 also affirms the above claim and provides sufficient evidence to reject 

the hypothesis of an independent relationship. However, Cramer‟s V statistic (i.e. 0.173) 

reveals a positive but weak form of association between risk-taking propensity and an annual 

turnover of an organization. 

Table 3 

Relationship between Organizational Demography and Risk-taking Propensity 

Association of risk-taking propensity with age of firm  

Parameter Classification 

Risk-taking Propensity 

Total 

Chi 

Square 

statistics 

Degree 

of 

freedom 

Critical 

value of 

Chi 

Square 

p-

value 

Cramer‟s 

V Statistic Low Moderate High 

Age 

Upto 15 

Years 
30 18 41 89 

2.526 2 5.99 0.283 0.074 
More than 15 

Years 
158 63 147 368 

Total 188 
81 

 
188 457 

Association of risk-taking propensity with size of firm in terms of annual turnover 

Annual 

Turnover 

Upto Rs. 500 

Crores 
139 57 106 302 

13.729 2 5.99 0.001*** 0.173 
More than Rs. 

500 Crores 
49 24 82 155 

Total 188 
81 

 
188 457 

Association of risk-taking propensity with size of firm in terms of No. of employees 

No. of 

Employees 

Upto 250 58 16 41 115 

5.612 2 5.99 0.060* 0.111 
More than 250 130 65 147 342 

Total 188 
81 

 
188 457 

Association of risk-taking propensity with nature of industry 

Nature of 

Industry 

Service 48 33 64 145 

6.834 2 5.99 0.033** 0.122 
Manufacturing 140 48 124 312 

Total 188 
81 

 
188 457 

Association of risk-taking propensity with type of organization 

Type of 

Organization 

Listed 90 40 71 201 

5.062 2 5.99 0.080* 0.105 
Unlisted 98 41 117 256 

Total 188 
81 

 
188 457 

***Significant at 1 percent level; **Significant at 5 percent level; *Significant at 10 percent level 

The association between risk-taking propensity and number of employees (Chi-square 

index = 5.612) is significant at ten percent level of significance. However, the strength of this 

association is not very strong (Cramer‟s V Statistic = .111). 

The contingency table reveals that the nature of firm (i.e. manufacturing or service) 

impacts the risk-taking propensity of an organization. Chi-square index of 6.834 (for the 

association between risk-taking propensity and nature of firm) is large enough to reject the 

null hypothesis of independent relationship at 5 percent level of significance.  However, 

Cramer‟s V statistic (i.e. 0.122) reveals that risk-taking propensity is weekly associated with 

nature of the firm. 

The association between risk-taking propensity and type of organization (Chi-square 

index = 5.062, p-value = 0.08) is not supported at five percent level of significance. However, 

this association is significant at ten percent level of significance. Listed firms might differ 
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significantly from unlisted firms in their approach towards the assumption of risk. Listed 

firms have a more structured and systematic pattern of corporate governess (La-Porta, Lopez-

de-Silanes, Shleifer and Vishny, 2000). Legal compliance is more stringent and at times 

demands a cautious approach (Blair, 1996; Eng and Mak, 2003). However, study finds a 

weak form of association in risk-taking propensity and type of organization (Cramer‟s V 

statistic = 0.105). The listing does not restrict a firm to invest in unknown. 

Table 4  

Results of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis Description Result Type of Association 

H1 
There is no significant association between age of 

firm and risk-taking propensity. 
Accepted No Association 

H2 

There is no significant association between the size of 

firm (in terms of a number of employees) and risk-

taking propensity. 

Not Accepted Weak form of Association 

H3 

There is no significant association between the size of 

firm (in terms of a number of annual turnover) and 

risk-taking propensity. 

Not Accepted Weak form of Association 

H4 
There is no significant association between nature of 

the firm and risk-taking propensity. 
Not Accepted Weak form of Association 

H5 
There is no significant association between type of 

firm and risk-taking propensity. 
Not Accepted Weak form of Association 

4. Conclusion 

This study assesses the association of risk-taking propensity with the firm‟s characteristics. 

Study finds that the risk-taking propensity is not significantly associated with the age of firm. 

Both, young and mature firms behave indifferently while handling uncertainties (Vroom and 

Pahl, 1971). A young firm may act quickly and aggressively on the emerging market 

opportunity, whereas a mature firm might adopt a cautious line of action and vice-versa. The 

insignificant association of risk-taking propensity with age of firm implies that both young 

and mature firms should promote the culture of risk-taking and do invest in new products, 

technologies and markets. A young firm might need to invest in new ventures for its growth 

and development, whereas a mature firm might take the risk to ensure its survival.  

The study reveals that large firms, both in terms of annual turnover and number of employees 

differ significantly from small firms in their demonstrated level of risk-taking. Risk-taking 

requires courage, boldness and resources. The liability of smallness and scarcity of resources 

might restrict a small firm in exploring the unexplored market opportunities (Hewitt-Dundas, 

2006; Heine and Rindfleisch, 2013). However, this study reports a weak form of association 

between risk-taking propensity and size of the firm. Though the liability of smallness 

impedes risk-taking but at the same time, the literature suggests that small firms are more 

innovative than large firms (Acs and Audretsch, 1987, 1988; Vossen, 1998; Verhees and 

Meulenberg, 2004). Small firms maintain a close connection with their customers. There is a 

better coordination among employees. Decision making is quick and flexible (Nooteboom, 

1994).  Small firms regularly adjust their products, processes and services according to the 

current and future needs of their customers (Rogers, 2004). Risk-taking behavior is also 

demonstrated by small firms.   

The modern business environment is complex and dynamic (Botha, Kourie and Snyman, 

2014). There is a frequent change in customers‟ tastes and preferences. Competition is 

intense. Technology emerges rapidly and continuously (Vij and Bedi, 2016b). Product 

obsolesce rate is high. Though the business environment of today, impacts the functioning of 

both manufacturing and service organizations but it might be more challenging for a 

manufacturing organization to strike a balance between emerging market patterns and its risk-

taking capabilities.  
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Study finds that risk-taking ability of an organization is associated with the nature of a firm in 

a predictable manner. Manufacturing firms differ from service firms in their approach 

towards risk-taking. Introduction of new products and/or improvisation of existing products 

often require a huge investment in machinery and technological resources (Roos, 2016). 

Services, on the other hand, can be customized without making much investment in 

technology. It is relatively easy to accommodate the changes in the customer‟s preferences 

and choices if the firm belongs to a service industry. Though nature of an industry affects the 

risk-taking propensity of an organization but the strength of this association is weak, which 

suggests that the policymakers of both kinds of the firm (i.e. manufacturing and services) 

should pursue emerging market opportunities in a similar way. 

The capacity of a listed firm to bear an uncertainty is not significantly different from that of 

an unlisted one. Though listing imposes a lot of restrictions on the governing pattern of an 

organization (Feito-Ruiz, Fernandez and Menendez-Requejo, 2014) but the findings of this 

study suggest that risk-taking pattern of both listed and unlisted firms emerge in a uniform 

way. Both listed and unlisted firms face similar market challenges, however they may react 

differently.  The presence or absence of a firm on the stock exchange does not define its risk 

taking ability. The willingness and capacity of firm‟s top management to identify and 

capitalize emerging market opportunity might determine the risk-taking propensity of a firm. 

The study implies that organizational decision makers of both listed and unlisted firms should 

not hesitate while investing in unknown new ventures.  

Implications 

This study makes a significant academic contribution.  The study provides empirical evidence 

about the association of risk-taking propensity with demographical variables of an 

organization. This study relies upon the sample of North Indian firms and may provide a 

suitable basis for the generalization of risk-taking theory. Study conceptualizes risk-taking 

propensity as a firm-level construct and revises the inventory of risk-taking construct. 

The risk is the inevitable part of every business operation.  Every business organization has to 

take at some point of time. This study finds that the risk-taking propensity is either weakly or 

not significantly associated with the age, size, type and nature of an organization. It has 

important implications for management practitioners and entrepreneurs. This study implies 

that decision makers of all kind of firms should not feel constrained while investing in 

unknown new products, technologies and markets. The study suggests that all organizations, 

irrespective of their demographic profile, should promote the culture of experimentation and 

risk-taking. The adoption of bold behavior is equally feasible for the firms of all genres.  

The study attempts to encourage entrepreneurs and managerial personnel of all kinds of 

organization for the adoption of bold behavior. The pursuit of risk-taking strategic posture 

could be the source of a firm‟s success and survival. Risk taking propensity equips a firm 

with the capability to act upon emerging opportunity through the introduction of a new or 

improvised product, service or a process. It provides a base for innovation and ensures the 

long-term growth of an organization. It paves a way to explore the unexplored opportunities 

and act as a catalyst for a meaningful differentiation in the offerings of an organization.  

Limitations and Scope for future research 

This study reflects the risk-taking propensity of North Indian firms. Generalization of the 

results is not claimed. Results may be relevant for other environmental contexts.  Secondly, 

the findings of the study are based on a heterogeneous sample of 457 North Indian 

organizations. The homogeneity of the population is one of the significant factors which 

could affect the finding of any study. Future researchers may restrict their study to a specific 

industry to generate industry-specific insights. Thirdly, the study relies on the response of 

single respondent. Response bias may have crept in and may not have presented the true 
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picture of firm‟s risk-taking propensity. Multiple responses from the same firm may better 

reflect the risk-taking propensity of an organization. Future studies may investigate the effect 

of the risk-taking propensity on firm‟s performance by considering firm‟s characteristics as 

moderating variables. 
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Annexure I: Items Selected for the Measurement of Risk-taking Construct 

Scale Items Item Code Source 

In general, the top managers of my business unit..... 

RT_1 
Covin and 

Slevin, 1989 
Have a strong inclination for high-risk projects (with chances of very high 

returns). 

Believe that owing to the nature of the environment, bold, wide-ranging 

acts are necessary to achieve the firm's objectives. 
RT_2 

Covin and 

Slevin, 1989 

Typically adopts a „Bold and Aggressive Posture‟, in order to maximize 

the probability of exploiting potential opportunities. 
RT_3 

Naman and 

Slevin, 1993 

Implement plans only if they are very certain that these will work. 

(Reverse Coded) 
RT_4 Naldi et al., 2007 

  Recognize and reward the risk takers, whether they are successful or not. RT_5 
Kreiser et al., 

2013 

 

 


