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Risk management at Slovak enterprises: an empirical study’

Abstract. Risk management is a process aimed at assessing and managing risks with the goal to minimise losses and maximise
benefits. The analysis and evaluation of the risks are decisive in risk assessment according to the risk management framework.
The purpose of this article is to assess the current state of implementing the process of analysing and assessing risks related to
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) and to define the main problems outlined in the questionnaire research carried out
in 2017 in which 485 SMEs working in Slovakia took part. The questionnaire contained questions about the implementation of
risk analysis and risk assessment in SMEs. To conduct the research, the authors used basic methods of statistical assessment,
namely simple classification of statistics and calculations of relative acaccountability. Based on the results of the given research,
it can be concluded that the SMEs pay the least attention to the analysis and evaluation of risks. In our opinion, this is due to the
failure to apply exact methods which seem to be complicated in terms their practical use.
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CrtpenuoBa C.

KaHauaaT eKOHOMIYHMX HayK, OOLEHT, 3aCTyMHUK 3aBigyBaya kadegpy aHTUKPU30BOro PerynioBaHHS,

haKynbTeT MeHemKMeHTY 6e3neku, XKuniHcbkuii yHiBepcuTeT, 2KuniHa, Cnoaupka Pecny6nika

flHacoBa [1.

KaHamaaT HayK 3 Aep>XaBHOro ynpasniHHsA, aHaniTvk IT-komnaHii, MNpara, Yecbka Pecny6nika

Cimak J1.

KaHamaaT BilicbKOBUX HayK, Npodecop, 3asigyBay kadeapn aHTUKPU30BOro peryntoBaHHs, akynsTeT MEHEOXKMEHTY 6e3neKu,
JKuniHcbkuii yHiBepcuTeT, XKuniHa, Cnosaupka Pecny6nika

YnpasniHHA pu3nKkamMmn Ha CNoBaLbKUX MNigNPUEMCTBaX: eMMNipuYHe [OCHIIPKEHHSA

AHoTauisl. YnpaBniHHA pyu3nkamu — Le NpoLuec, HauiNeHWn Ha OLiHKY N ynpasniHHSA pu3nkamy 3 MeTOl0 MiHiMi3auii BuTpar i
MaKcumisauii MOXMBOCTe. AHani3 i OuiHKa PU3NKIB € OCHOBHMUM €fIEMEHTOM OLHKU PU3UKIB B CTPYKTYPi YnpasBniHHSA
pusnkamu. MeToto L€l CTaTTi € BUSHa4YEeHHSA NOTOYHOrO CTaHy pearnisadii npouecy aHanidy Ta OLiHKM pU3nKiB Ha Manux i cepegHix
nigNpUeMcTBax, a TaKoXX MOB’A3aHUX i3 LM NpoLecom Npo6emM Ha NigcTasi aHKETHOro AoCNioKeHHs1, nposefeHoro B 2017 pod,
B IKOMY B35i1 y4acTb 485 manux i cepegHix nignpuemcTs, WO npautotoTb y CnoBadymHi. AHKeTa, po3pobnieHa Anst NpoBeaeHHs
OOCNioKEHHS, MiCTUNA NUTaHHSA, SKi CTOCYIOTBCS BNPOBaL KEHHS aHani3y Ta OLiHKM PU3KKIB Ha Manux i cepegHix nignpvemcTeax.
[Ons oTpumaHHA pe3ynesTaTiB OCNIOKEHHS aBTopamMm cTaTTi 6yno 3aCTOCOBAHO OCHOBHI METOAM CTaTUCTUYHOI OLHKK, a came:
npocTa Knacudikauis cTaTUCTUKN Ta PO3paxyHKN BifHOCHOI 3BITHOCTI. Pe3ynsrati Lboro AOCHiIAXKEHHS nokasanu, Wo mani ta
cepefHi NignprUeEMCTBa He MPUAINAI0TL HANEXHOI yBaru aHaniay i ouiHLi pU3uKiB, Lo, Ha AYMKY aBTopiB, MOB’A3aHO 3i CKNagHIcTIo
BUKOPUCTAHHAM TOYHNX METOAIB aHanidy Ta OLiHKN PU3KKIB.

Knio4oBi cnoBa: pn3uk; ynpasniHHS pu3ukamu; aHanis; ouiHKa; NignpueMcTBO; Mari Ta cepefHi nignpuemMcTaa.

CrtpenuoBa C.

KaHanaaT 3KOHOMUYECKMX HayK, OOLIEHT, 3aMeCcTuTeNb 3aBeaytoLero kadenpor aHTUKPU3MCHOMO PeryimpoBaHus,
hakynsTeT MeHemKMeHTa 6e3onacHocTu, XKunnHekuin yHusepceuteT, XKunuHa, Cnosaukas Pecnybnnka

flHacoBa [1.

KaHampaT HayK Mo rocyaapcTBeHHOMY yrpasneHuio, aHanutuk UT-komnanum, lMpara, Yewckas Pecny6nvka
Cumak Jl.

KaHauaaT BOEHHbIX HaykK, Mpodeccop, 3aBenyoLwuii kadenpon aHTUKPU3MCHOIO PErynMpoBaHuns,

hakynbTeT MeHemKMeHTa 6e3onacHocTy, XKUnnHcKun yHnsepcuTteT, 2KunuHa, Cnosaukas Pecnybnuka
YnpaBneHne puckamu Ha CNoBaLKUX NPeAnpUATUNAX: SMNupuYeckoe uccnegoBaHue

1 The study was partially presented by the authors at the CBU International Conference 2018: https://www.journals.cz/index.php/CBUIC/article/view/1158
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ECONOMICS AND MANAGEMENT OF ENTERPRISES

AHHOTauumA. YNpaeneHne pyckamm — 3T0 NpoLecC, HanpaBfeHHbI Ha OLLEHKY 1 ynpaBiieHne pruckamm ¢ Lenbio MUHMU3aLum
noTepb 1 MakCMM3auuy BO3MOXKHOCTEN. AHaNN3 N OLIEHKa PUCKOB SBMSIOTCA OCHOBHOWN 4acTbiO OLEHKWN PUCKOB B CTPYKTYpe
ynpasneHus puckamu. Lienbto gaHHoM cTaTby SBNSETCA OLeHKa TeKyLLEero COCTOSHNS peanusaumm npoLecca aHannsa u oLeHKn
PUCKOB Ha MarnbIX N CPEQHUX NPEAnPUATUSAX, a TakXe onpefeneHne CBA3aHHbIX C 3TUM MpPOoLLecCoM NpobaemM Ha OCHOBAHWUU
aHKeTHOro onpoca, nposeaeHHoro B 2017 rogy, B KOTOPOM NPUHANM y4actme 485 manbix 1 CpeaHnux Npegnpusituii, padoTaroLmx
B CrnoBakun. AHKeTa, paspaboTaHHasi A1 NPOBEAEHNS NCCNIE[0BaHNSA, COAeP>Kana BONpoChl, KacaloLmecs BHEAPEHNA METOAOB
aHanm3a 1 OLEeHKM PUCKOB Ha MasbIX U CpeaHux npeanpusatnax. Ons nonyvyeHns pesynstaToB UccnegoBaHns 6bim NPUMEHEHbI
OCHOBHble METOfbl CTAaTUCTUYECKON OLEHKW, @ MMEHHO: MpocTas Knaccudukaums CTaTUCTUKM U PacyeTbl OTHOCUTENbHOM
OTYeTHOCTW. PesynsTaTbl AaHHOro uccrefoBaHWs Mokasanu, Y4To Manble U cpegHve NpeanpuaTus He YAeNnsioT [OSMKHOro
BHUMaHNA aHanu3y 1 OLEeHKe PYCKOB, YTO, MO MHEHWIO aBTOPOB UCCNeA0BaHNs, CBA3aHO CO CIOXHOCTSAMU B UCMOMb30BaHNM

TOYHbIX METOOOB aHann3a N OLEHKN PUCKOB.

KnioueBblie cnosa: PUCK; ynpasneHne puckamun; aHanns; oueHka; npegnpusatune; Mmanble U cpeaHne npeanpuaTtus.

1. Introduction

The essence of risk management is to reveal and to re-
duce risks purposefully. The risk management process con-
sists of several basic steps (phases). The risk management pro-
cess is described in the professional literature in various ways.
S. Zapletalova (2012) divides them into three phases (identifi-
cation of risks, analysis and assessment of risks, treatment of
risks). Some publications (Kafka 2009; MikuSova 2014) say the
risk management process contains four phases and according
to ISO STN 31 000 Risk Management and the Australian stan-
dard 4360:2004 it consists of five basic steps. These differences
consist in a different classification of the activities into individual
phases and steps. The content and essence of the individual
activities, as well as their accessibility, is the same in all of the
aforementioned sources. This article is based on classifying the
risk management process into two basic phases, i.e. the assess-
ment and management of the risks. In the framework of risk as-
sessment, we analyse internal links and their overall importance.
Subsequently, the identification, analysis and evaluation of risks
are carried out. The phase of risk management consists of re-
ducing risks, informing the concerned and competent persons
about residual risks and monitoring (checking) risks.

2. Brief Literature Review

Risk assessment in the enterprise

The activities carried out in the framework of risk assess-
ment are aimed at understanding the relations and links bet-
ween the elements of the system being assessed, which enab-
les a simpler identification of possible threats. A subsequent
risk analysis investigates the essential properties and factors
of the risk with an emphasis on the likelihood of developing a
negative event and consequences it can cause. Risk evaluation
is the last step in the framework of assessing risks. The output
of the risk evaluation is a list of acceptable and unacceptable
risks, and it is a basis for realising the risk management phase.
We can say that data with various information values is the in-
put, and the selection of the unacceptable risks we have work
primarily with is the desired output. Based on the importance
of risks, decisions about risk management are subsequently
taken. Some professional sources do not differentiate the ana-
lysis and evaluation of risks during the risk assessment phase,
others consider them to be independent activities. We recom-
mend distinguishing the analysis and evaluation from both the
terminological and content point of view.

According to the STN ISO 31 000, the analysis contains
«considerations about the causes and sources of the risk». The
identification of the factors resulting from the consequences
of a negative event and the likelihood of its development (the
causes and sources of the risks); their evaluation and the subse-
quent definition of the risk extent is carried out in the framework
of risk analysis. Risk evaluation is aimed at comparing the size
of the analysed risks themselves, as well as comparing them
with the stated level of unacceptable risks. In some cases, the
assessed risks can be analysed again. Risk evaluation deter-
mines the risks we have to deal with or manage. The output of
the evaluation is the creation of the risk list and their classifica-
tion into the acceptable and unacceptable ones. The realisation
of analysing and managing the risks is identically understood in
the Australian standard 4360:2004. According to COSO ERM
(Curtis, 2012), the structure of risk management was created
regarding to the requirements of the standard ISO 31 000. In
spite of this, it makes no difference between the activities of the

analysis and evaluation. The main goal and perhaps the sense
of the risk assessment phase is, above all, being aware of all
risks which threaten the planned activities and providing sup-
port for making decisions in the risk management phase.

The international research Treasury Risk Survey aimed
at enterprise risk management says that the goal of risk ma-
nagement for the majority of companies is to minimise the
negative impact of risks on economic results. Companies are
aware of the necessity of risk management and they focus es-
pecially on internal inspections and changes in the processes
in an effort to minimise the risk. At the same time, the survey
also indicates that a difficult market situation forces even small
companies to pay attention to risk management. In the majo-
rity of enterprises, risk management is centralised at the top
management level (CFO Best Practice, 2013).

P. Lechner, N. Gatzer, J. Bereceska and M. Hudakova sup-
port a different point of view. They point to the fact that the
size, the international diversification and the industry sector
have a positive impact on the implementation of risk mana-
gement at enterprises (Lechner & Gatzer, 2017; Beresecka &
Hudakova, 2018). Results provided by some researches (Flo-
rio & Leoni, 2016; Silva, da Silva & Chan, 2018) show that prac-
tical use of enterprise risk management has a positive effect on
financial performance, market evaluation and firm value.

Also, several surveys dealing with the entrepreneurial risk
management have been carried out in Slovakia. We consider the
research of the SMEs in 2016 (Klu¢ka & Griinbichler, 2016) to be
very incentive. The researchers found out that only a negligible
part of the addressed SMEs had a person responsible for risk
management or a department created for this purpose within
the enterprise. Except for this, no exact techniques are used to
define risks, and their estimation is only of an intuitive character,
when the owners rely on their empirical knowledge. This can be
explained by the fact that a significant part of the SME owners or
the managers do not know the exact techniques or they consi-
der them to be too complicated for any practical utilisation.

Based on the findings of these authors, we decided to
examine the validity of their claims. However, we anticipate
that risk management is more used by medium-sized enter-
prises like in micro and small enterprises.

3. The Purpose of this article is to assess the current state
of implementing the process of analysing and assessing risks
related to small and medium-sized enterprises and define the
main problems relevant to SMEs working in Slovakia.

4. Data description and methodology

The questionnaire survey aimed at the risk management in
the SMEs in Slovakia was carried out in 2017. The research was
part of the project VEGA 1/0560/16 Risk Management in SMEs
in the Slovak Republic - Prevention of Corporate Crisis. The
companies were asked about the real state of analysing and as-
sessing risks. 485 companies (314 micro-companies, 114 small
and 57 medium-sized enterprises) took part in the survey. In or-
der to present the detected facts through the questionnaire re-
search, we used basic methods of statistical assessment which
are the simple classification of the logogram, the classification
according to two or three statistical signs and calculation of rela-
tive quantity belong to these methods. The basic questionnaire
question deals with an activity which is emphasised in the frame-
work of risk management. The answers to the question represent
the basic idea of this article. This question was as follows: Which
of the main risk management activities do you pay the biggest
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attention to? The following answers were 140
available: identifying the risks; analysing 120
the risks (defining the likelihood and conse- 100
quence); assessing the risks (stating the se- 80
riousness of the risks); creating measures
to reduce the risks; all activities are paid the 60 - 49
same attention; none of the above activities 40

Based on the fact that companies pay 20 8 g
the lowest attention to the analysis and -

evaluation of risks, this article focuses Identification

on these two risk management activities.
Here, the following conclusion can be de-
rived - the analysis and evaluation of risks
are complicated activities in terms of time
and expertise. Companies are satisfied
with a simplified risk assessment only, and
they pay attention to what they think to be «more important»
activities. Therefore, the article investigates how companies
define the size of different risks. The determined size of risks
is an assumption to define their importance.

Micro-companies accounted for 97.1%, small enterprises
comprised 2.3% and medium-sized enterprises represented
0.5% of the companies in Slovakia in 2016 (SBA, 2017). Ac-
cording to the questionnaire survey, this representation of
Slovak companies shows the basic statistical file. 65% of
the micro-companies, 24% of the small enterprises and 12%
of the medium-sized enterprises took part in the survey. The
percentage of the companies by their size in the representa-
tion sample of the questionnaire is adequate to the percen-
tage of the enterprises in the basic statistical file. Therefore,
we can generalise detected conclusions regarding the whole
entrepreneurial environment.

5. Results

Assessing and managing risks in SMEs in Slovakia

Figure 1 depicts the relative quantity of the companies (re-
gardless of their size). It shows which of the risk management
activities is paid the greatest attention to. The results show that
123 of the addressed companies (25%) do not deal with the
risk management. We can say that the micro-companies and
small enterprises especially do not deal with the risk manage-
ment. They perceive risk management as another administra-
tive burden and do not see any reason to realise it. In spite of
this fact, the survey shows that 75% of the addressed com-
panies deal with risk management and 114 of the enterprises
(24%) cover all risk management activities. We can say these
enterprises realise risk management in a continual way. How-
ever, there is a majority of companies that prefer only some of
these activities. The companies predominantly focus on iden-
tifying the risks and creating measures for their reduction. The
least attention is paid to risk evaluation except for the small en-
terprises that deal with risk monitoring at the lowest level. Fur-
ther presentations of the research results do not take into ac-
count the companies’ size.

The values of risks are not defined by 48% of the ad-
dressed companies (see the Figure 2). When stating the size
of the risk, we implement the qualitative expression in the form
of a verbal description (e.g. small, medium or big risks). 38%
of the companies define the risk size in this way. Only a small
part of the addressed companies state the size of the risks
either quantitatively through expressing the risk in a mathe-
matical or statistical way or semi-quantitatively, or verbally by
attaching the point value. This determination of risks is also
used by 7% of the enterprises.

Not derermine 48%
Semiquantitative

Quantitative

Qualitative

Fig. 2: Proportional classification of the companies according
to the method of stating the size of risks
Source: Compiled by the authors
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Fig. 1: Proportional comparison of the companies according to their activities
to which they pay the greatest attention in the risk management area
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114
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Analysis Evaluation Monitoring  Making of  All activities No activities
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®m Small Enterprises  ® Medium Enterprises  mAll Enterprises

Source: Compiled by the authors

The comparison of the enterprises according to the classi-
fication to the preferred activities of the risk management and
risk assessment methods shows that the qualitative, quantita-
tive and semi-quantitative risk evaluation is used by the com-
panies approximately at the same level. We cannot say whether
45% of the companies that define the risk value either qualita-
tively or semi-qualitatively carry out this analysis by using the
method of risk evaluation or they only rely on intuitive estima-
tion. There is another challenge for an investigation. The com-
panies utilising the mathematical and statistical expression of
risks are expected to use these methods and techniques.

The next question (after the question about the method of
stating the risk value) concerning the factors which the compa-
nies take into account when determining the risk value is as fol-
lows. It has been detected that 34% of the companies assess
the likelihood and consequence of developing a negative event
when determining the risk size; 17% of the enterprises take
into account only the consequence and 8% of the companies
take into consideration only the likelihood of developing a ne-
gative event during the risk evaluation process (see Figure 3).
It is worth mentioning that 25% of the companies take into ac-
count none of the two basic factors when determining the risk
size (neither the likelihood nor the consequences). If we com-
pare it with the 34% of the companies that take into conside-
ration the likelihood as well as the consequences when asses-
sing the risks, 25% of the enterprises is a significant amount.
There can be two explanations for such a result.

Not determine 40%

Likelihood and
consequences

Consequences

Likelihood

Fig. 3: Proportional classification of the companies
according to the factors they take into account
when stating the risk value
Source: Compiled by the authors

The first reason can be a different understanding of risks
by the companies. In spite of the fact that the professional Ii-
terature defines a risk as a likelihood of developing a negative
event and its consequence, there are also risk definitions that
consider it either a likelihood of developing an undesirable
event or the expected loss (i.e. the consequences). For exam-
ple, T. Aven (2011) distinguishes nine basic categories of the
risk definition which differ just in the framework of defining the
likelihood and the consequences as part of any risk.

The second reason can be measures created to reduce
risks. The measures relating to risk reduction are aimed at
either limiting the development of negative events or at redu-
cing their consequences. Therefore, it is possible to assume
that according to the preference of measures, the companies
take into consideration the factor the size of which they want to
reduce. The results show that twice as many enterprises prefer
the evaluation of the consequences compared with the evalu-



ation of the likelihood of developing a negative event when as-

sessing the risks.

The answer to the question why the companies aim more
at assessing the consequences than at determining the
development of a negative event, and namely when they take
into account only the likelihood or only the consequences,
cannot be clearly defined. The reasons why the companies
focus more on the risk than on the consequences as a likeli-
hood of developing a negative event are as follows:

e The understanding of the entrepreneurial risk as a possibi-
lity of developing not only negative but also positive conse-
quences. The entrepreneurial risk is often labelled as a spe-
culative risk because it is connected with the successfulness
of the selected activity and develops in the framework of the
entrepreneurial decision-making. The companies assess and
compare the possibilities of negative consequences (losses)
with the positive results (profit) when taking the risk.

* The size of a negative consequence in the case of a particu-
lar entrepreneurial subject depends especially on the avai-
lable financial means invested to address activities which
threaten the event. It is a more complicated thing to state
the size of likelihood for developing a negative event. In con-
trast to defining the consequences where the entrepreneu-
rial subject possesses the necessary data (keeping records
of accounting and necessary documentation about the value
of the assets), the enterprise does not have the necessary in-
formation at its disposal when it attempts to state the likeli-
hood of some events.

The factors that the enterprises take into consideration for
stating the risk value (the likelihood and the consequences) are
also connected with how they are stated (quantitatively, qua-
litatively or semi-quantitatively). Figure 4 shows the classifica-
tion of the enterprises according to the method of stating the
risk and the risk factor they prefer for their evaluations. The
comparison excludes those companies that do not use any
method for stating the risk value.

The usage of the quantitative methods depends on a suf-
ficient amount of information due to which the enterprise is
able to assess both the likelihood and the consequences. This
was confirmed by a research according to which 78% of com-
panies utilising the quantitative methods state the size of the
likelihood and the consequence, 10% of the enterprises mo-
nitor only the likelihood and 6% detect only the consequen-
ces (marked green in Figure 4). In the framework of the quali-
tative and semi-quantitative risk evaluation, there are three
times more companies that state the risk value only as a con-
sequence of a negative event compared with stating the risk
value only as a quantity of likelihood of developing a negative
event. When we use the qualitative methods, the ratio is

48%
38%

7% 7%

Quantitative  Semiquantitative Not derermine

Qualitative

ECONOMICS AND MANAGEMENT OF ENTERPRISES

31:11, and in the case of the semi-quantitative methods it is
22:8 in favour of the consequence versus likelihood. The big-
gest disproportion can be seen in the qualitative risk evalu-
ation (marked blue in Figure 4). There are only by 5% fewer
companies (47 %) that assess risks by the likelihood and the
consequence of a negative event than those that take into ac-
count either the likelihood or the consequences (42%).

There is an interesting observation that when we divide the
companies according to the semi-quantitative method of risk
evaluation (marked orange in Figure 4) there is a zero repre-
sentation of the companies that do not state the value of risks
when stating the risk value. 6% of the companies do not state
the risk value when evaluating the risks qualitatively and, in the
case of the qualitative evaluation, these companies amount
to 11%. A logical explanation can be the fact that these com-
panies consider risk evaluation only as a definition of impor-
tance (as mentioned in the first investigated question in this
article) without determining the value of risks. In our opinion,
they follow the development trend of the investigated enter-
prise data for the quantitative evaluation. Based on inclination
to either grow or decrease, they determine the importance of
risks without any necessity to state their value. In the case of
the qualitative evaluation, it can be only an analytical analysis
of risks, without stating their value, however, with determining
their importance for the enterprise.

At the end of this part of the article, we would like to
show negative answers of the companies to the questions
(Figure 5). We purposefully omitted them in the previous con-
text. 25% of the addressed companies deal with the risk ma-
nagement (see Figure 5, above). Based on this percentage,
we expected that the representation of the companies utilis-
ing no methods of stating the risk value would be a little more
than 25%. We derived such an assumption based on the fact
that the companies deal only with some activities and can ne-
glect the others. Out of the introduced 48% companies, 25%
deal with risk management, and the remaining 13% pay at-
tention only to some activities associated with risk manage-
ment. A simple classification shows that the companies that
say they pay attention to all risk management activities or take
appropriate measures have the highest representation here.

The representation of the enterprises that answered ne-
gatively to the question regarding to the method of stating
the risk value (Figure 5, middle) and taking into account the
factors for risk evaluation (Figure 5, below) is approximately
the same. In spite of this, there is an 8% representation of the
companies that do not utilise the qualitative, semi-quantita-
tive or quantitative methods of risk evaluation; however they
take into consideration its factors when determining the size
of the risk. We can say that if we do not apply the qualitative,

Quantitative
Not determine 6%

B
Likelihood and
78%

consequences |
|
Consequences ‘ 6%
|
Likelihood J 9%

Qualitative

Not determine

Likelihood and
consequences

47%

Consequences

Likelihood

Semiquantitative

Not determine | 0%

Likelihood and
consequences

69%
Consequences 22%

Likelihood 8%

T T

Fig. 4: Classification and comparison of the percentage of the companies according to the method for stating
the risk value and the factor used for assessing the risks that are taken into account
Source: Compiled by the authors
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No activities 25%
All activities 24%

Making of Measures

Monitoring

Evaluation

Analysis

Identification

Which of the main risk management activities do you
pay the biggest attention to?

Not derermine 48%
Semiquantitative 7%
Quantitative 7%
Qualitative 38%

Which method do you use to determine the size of the risk?

Not determine 40%

Likelihood and
consequences

Consequences

Likelihood

Which factors do you take into account when determining
the value of the risk?

Fig. 5: Percentage share of negative answers
of the companies to the chosen questions
Source: Compiled by the authors

semi-quantitative or quantitative methods, the risk value can
be defined only intuitively in the form of rough estimations. Of
course, a simple explanation of these results can be also the
fact that the companies did not understand the questions, or
they answered only in a formal way without any deeper un-
derstanding of the problem.

6. Conclusions

The research results observed in several investigations
(Klu€ka & Grunbichler, 2016; Beasley et al, 2016) and studies
(Ahmed & Manab, 2016; Cho, 2015; Hosseini et al, 2016) show
the increased interest of SMEs in risk management. However,
it is still uncertain whether risk management is implemented at
different enterprises or it is only a marketing move.

We have found out that 75% of the addressed compa-
nies deal with the risk management. However, only 24% of
the enterprises cover all risk management activities. The en-
terprises predominantly focus on identifying the risks and
taking measures in order to reduce them. Even if there is
general awareness of the danger itself, it is not appropriate
to assess and manage risks only on the basis of intuition or
rough estimations, or to be limited only to identification of the
sources of risks without any analysis or risk evaluation. On-
ly a small part of the addressed companies (7%) determine
the size of risks either quantitatively through expressing the
risk in a mathematical or statistical way or semi-quantitative-
ly, or verbally by attaching the point value. Yet, we are not
able to say whether 45% of the companies that determine
the risk either value qualitatively or semi-qualitatively carry
out this analysis by using the method of the risk evaluation or
they only rely on their intuition. This is another challenge that
should be investigated further. The usage of the quantita-
tive methods depends on a sufficient amount of information
due to which the enterprise is able to assess both the likeli-
hood and the consequences. This was confirmed also by a
research according to which 78% of the companies applying
the quantitative methods state the size of both the likelihood
and the consequence; 10% of the enterprises monitor only
the likelihood, whereas 6% of the companies detect only the
consequences.

In the framework of the qualitative and semi-quantitative
risk evaluation, there are three times more companies that
state the risk value only as a consequence of a negative event,
compared with stating the risk value only as a quantity of like-
lihood of developing a negative event.

Finally, we have to corroborate the necessity and sub-
stantiality of risk management. We consider it important
that the application of the relevant methods and techniques
when stating the size of different risks, be exact, simple and
comprehensible in terms of processing procedures and in-
terpretation of the obtained results. Appropriate attention
should be paid to stating the level of risk tolerance for the
enterprise.
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