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PREFACE 

This mini-dissertation is the final deliverable for the Master of Commerce (MCom) in Applied 

Risk Management. The mini-dissertation was written in article format and consists of three 

sections: Chapter 1: Introduction (Research project overview); Chapter 2: Article; and Chapter 

3: Conclusions, limitations and recommendations (Reflection). 

This mini-dissertation is the student's work. The student was responsible for the final concept, 

set up, execution of the research project and writing of the mini-dissertation. The members of 

the supervisory team contributed in an advisory and technical support capacity to study 

conception and design, analysis and interpretation of data and critical revision of the 

manuscript. The mini-dissertation was language edited before submission. 

The main study supervisor gave the student permission to submit this mini-dissertation for 

examination. 
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ABSTRACT 

Risk culture is considered a crucial enabling factor for effective risk management.  The ability of 

an organisation’s risk community to predict hindrances to achieving their objectives is the very 

basis of fostering risk culture. Risk-culture-related behavioural factors play an important role in 

optimising the use of risk management structures. The purpose of this study was to investigate 

how risk culture is perceived by an electricity utility’s risk practitioners and business managers. 

A risk culture scale (UARM RCS-2019) was used to compare the perceptions of risk culture 

between these two groups, and provide diagnostic indications of what the organisation can do 

to improve its risk culture. The scale was completed by 112 risk practitioners and 47 business 

managers. Unexpectedly, no statistically significant differences were found between the risk 

culture perceptions of the two groups. These results are discussed, taking the sample 

demographics into account. Participants indicated the following areas of risk culture 

improvement for the utility: leadership and accountability; quality of risk-related information, 

shared understanding of risk and risk communication. This study provides an example of novel 

and practical ways in which the utility’s management can address the challenges of measuring 

risk culture, allowing them to improve the organisation’s risk culture. In addition, the academic 

literature on risk culture is limited, with the available literature mainly focusing on the financial 

sector. No risk-culture-related articles could be found relating to the electricity sector. Therefore, 

another contribution of this study is to illustrate how risk culture can be evaluated in the public 

sector.  

Key words: risk culture, risk management, electricity utility, risk practitioners, business 

managers, public sector 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION (RESEARCH PROJECT OVERVIEW)  

In this study I compared risk culture perceptions between risk practitioner and business manager 

groups of an electricity utility. The aim of this chapter is to provide the reader with background to 

this study.  

Based on the materialisation of operational risks, it became apparent that the previous risk 

management framework did not add value to the enterprise studied here; hence the electricity 

utility reviewed its 2008 integrated risk management framework to re-launch the framework. This 

provided the utility the opportunity to first firmly establish its approach to risk management and 

second to commit to the effective management of risk as being essential in achieving the 

enterprise objectives central to the organisation’s good governance and management processes. 

Despite this initiative, the utility currently struggles to achieve its primary objective of providing 

sustainable electricity to South Africans.  

The electricity utility’s risk culture has not been assessed since the re-launch of the risk framework; 

the continuous materialisation of significant risk since 2008 is an indication that the utility’s risk 

culture still has gaps that need to be identified and fixed. The aim of the study was to achieve this 

objective by evaluating the perceived risk culture in the utility. This was done to determine where 

risk culture needed to be enhanced.  

The results of the study are expected to have practical organisational benefits, as the findings are 

relevant to the utility’s executives, risk practitioners and business managers. More generally, this 

study also provides an example of how risk culture may be evaluated in similar organisations. The 

study is expected to enhance the existing body of academic knowledge as an example of a novel 

approach to evaluating risk culture in the public sector. Furthermore, the outcomes of this study 

could be adopted by risk stakeholders to optimise risk culture improvement programmes within 

their own environments.  

My research journey included the realisation of the real need to shift risk management from mere 

compliance to a contribution to achieving organisational objective. This realisation influenced my 

decision on the topic to research for this master’s degree mini-dissertation submission.  

As part of the research project, the IBSS-, ISI- and Scopus-indexed Journal of Risk Research was 

chosen as an option for publication of this research paper. This is a globally peer-reviewed journal 

and is committed to publishing, which provides a platform for theoretical and empirical research at 

the forefront of risk communication, regulation and management, with the aim to positively 

influence and enhance the development of risk management and risk management methodologies. 
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The relationships between society, risk and decision-making is a specific area of interest for this 

journal. Risk culture, as defined in this study, concerns evaluation of inclusion of risk when 

decisions are made in organisations. This link to the study, combined with the application of a 

novel risk culture scale to a public sector utility with significant societal impact, renders this article a 

potential candidate for publication in the Journal of Risk Research. For dissertation purposes, this 

article is formatted according to the NWU dissertation guidelines and will be reworked into the 

journal formatting requirements, taking the examiners’ comments into account, should it be 

deemed suitable for publication after the examination. More information on the journal can be 

found at:  

https://www.tandfonline.com/action/journalInformation?journalCode=rjrr20 
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CHAPTER 2: ARTICLE 

Perceptions of risk culture in a South African elec tricity utility:  

Risk practitioners versus business managers 

Abstract 

Risk culture is considered a crucial enabling factor for effective risk management.  The ability of an 

organisation’s risk community to predict hindrances to achieving their objectives is the very basis of 

fostering risk culture. Risk-culture-related behavioural factors play an important role in optimising 

the use of risk management structures. The purpose of this study was to investigate how risk 

culture is perceived by an electricity utility’s risk practitioners and business managers. A risk 

culture scale (UARM RCS-2019) was used to compare the perceptions of risk culture between 

these two groups, and provide diagnostic indications of what the organisation can do to improve its 

risk culture. The scale was completed by 112 risk practitioners and 47 business managers. 

Unexpectedly, no statistically significant differences were found between the risk culture 

perceptions of the two groups. These results are discussed, taking the sample demographics into 

account. Participants indicated the following areas of risk culture improvement for the utility: 

leadership and accountability; quality of risk-related information, shared understanding of risk and 

risk communication. This study provides an example of novel and practical ways in which the 

utility’s management can address the challenges of measuring risk culture, allowing them to 

improve the organisation’s risk culture. In addition, the academic literature on risk culture is limited, 

with the available literature mainly focusing on the financial sector. No risk-culture-related articles 

could be found relating to the electricity sector. Therefore, another contribution of this study is to 

illustrate how risk culture can be evaluated in the public sector.  

Key words: risk culture, risk management, electricity utility, risk practitioners, business managers, 

public sector  

Introduction 

Formal risk management processes and frameworks alone are not enough to ensure that an 

organisation consistently manages its risks and achieves its objectives (IRM, 2012). For example, 

although financial institutions invested in setting up formal risk management frameworks, these did 

not avert the 2007–2009 financial crises. Roeschmann (2014) argues that inadequate or immature 

risk cultures played a greater role in the financial crisis than specific deficiencies in the risk 

management frameworks. This argument can also be said to hold for the electricity utility in this 
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study as it experiences a large number of its risks materialising despite significant investments in a 

formal risk management framework. This failure to manage its risks is evident in this South African 

state-owned enterprise (SOE) as it struggles to meet its financial and operational obligations, that 

is, to provide sufficient electricity to meet the expectations of all stakeholders, namely its 

governmental shareholders, investors, customers, and the broader South African public.  

South African SOE risk management processes follow best practices formulated by the Committee 

of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO, 2016), the King Report on 

Corporate Governance of South Africa (King IV, 2016) and the International Organisation for 

Standardisation 31000:2009 (ISO 31000, 2009) and are regulated/guided by the Public Finance 

Management Act (No. 1 of 1999) (PFMA, 1999). King IV (2016) stipulates that governing bodies 

ought to supervise an organisation’s risk to support the strategic objectives of the organisation; and 

advises organisations to provide risk management assurance that allow the organisation to make 

robust internal decisions about risk, to their management and board of directors (BOD). Even 

though there is buy-in from the utility into regulated risk management processes at management 

level, the execution of such buy-in focuses mostly on compliance with risk management processes 

rather than effectively embedding the management of risk in the organisation’s day-to-day 

operations. This compliance-based approach to risk management by this SOE has led to a 

perception that its risk management personnel understand risk management and are able to 

implement the utility’s risk management process effectively. The current reality reflects that the 

organisation supports the compliance-based perception of risk management rather than effective 

risk management. It is public knowledge that some decisions by the utility have not been risk 

based, thus leaving a perception among staff members that there is insufficient collaboration and 

no seamless cohesion between business managers and risk management practitioners. The gap in 

the collaboration between these two groups of employees needed to be investigated and 

understood in order to develop appropriate programmes that will improve the utility’s risk culture. 

The research question guiding this study is: “How do the risk culture perceptions of the energy 

utility’s risk practitioners and business managers compare?”  

Regulatory bodies, professional associations and the existing academic literature use numerous 

definitions of the term risk culture.  This leads to complications in developing solutions on how to 

assess and evaluate the concept. In this quantitative study, a decision-focused definition of risk 

culture is used: “the risk culture of an organisational group is manifested by the importance given 

to considering risk when the group makes decisions. The level of explicit inclusion of risk in 

decision-making represents the implicit, subjective value afforded to risk by the group” (Zaaiman, 

Pretorius, Van der Flier, & Born, In progress). 
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It was anticipated that risk practitioners will be more positive about the inclusion of risk in decision-

making than business managers, and therefore more positive about the risk culture of the 

organisation since risk practitioners are the enablers for the risk management process. 

Based on the above, the hypotheses investigated in this study were: 

H0: The risk practitioner and business manager groups report the same perceived level of 

integration of risk in decision-making processes in the utility. 

H1: The risk practitioner group will report a significantly higher perception of level of integration of 

risk in decision-making processes in the utility than the business manager group. 

The related UARM Risk Culture Scale (UARM RCS-2019 (Zaaiman et al., In progress) was used to 

compare the perceptions of risk culture held by risk practitioners and business managers in the 

utility. The UARM RCS-2019 also provides diagnostic indications as to how to optimise the 

organisation’s risk culture.   

In the limited academic literature on risk culture, what is available predominantly focuses on the 

financial sector, with hardly any published articles on non-financial institutions (Palermo, Power, & 

Ashby, 2017; Roeschmann, 2014). Moreover, no published risk-culture-related articles could be 

found relating to the SOE and electricity sectors. This study therefore contributes novel academic 

research to an underdeveloped research field as well as useful diagnostic information to the utility’s 

management team to allow them to improve the risk culture of the organisation.  

This is not the only South African SOE that is currently struggling to meet its objectives. Ineffective 

management of risk therefore also seems to be an issue in other South African SOEs. A study on 

risk culture in an entity in the SOE sector is therefore expected to be relevant to other South 

African public sector organisation.  

 

Background 

The organisation studied 

In this section, I focus on the stakeholders in the utility that are responsible for the organisation’s 

risk culture, with the aim to explain why a study that compares the risk culture perceptions of risk 

practitioners and business managers will add value to the organisation. The responsibility of the 

utility’s risk practitioners is related to risk-orientated activities such as performing risk assessments 

and compiling risk reports. These practitioners consist of middle managers, chief risk advisors, 
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senior risk advisor and non-management staff. Business managers are accountable for the risk 

profiles and risk-based decisions reflected by the treatment options of their risks in their divisional 

risk reports. This group consists of senior managers, general managers and executive managers.  

They are answerable to the utility’s board of directors for identifying and informing them of potential 

problem areas and recommending corrective action strategies aligned to the risk-based decisions 

and, similarly, executives are accountable to the government shareholders. The risk practitioner’s 

roles are to plan, coordinate, execute risk assessments and coordinate the design, integration and 

delivery of risk reports with the relevant business manager, whereas business managers’ risk-

related role is to provide strategic risk management direction, support and leadership with regard to 

the positioning of risk management through comprehensive governance reporting. Therefore, as 

risk culture is defined in this study using the inclusion of risk in decision-making, the comparison of 

risk culture perceptions between business managers and risk practitioners is relevant to the 

enterprise.  

The SOE under review  

The SOE has deep-rooted structures for risk management, with a chief risk officer and a committed 

enterprise risk management (ERM) department, headed by the enterprise risk manager, who 

sponsored this study. Their risk methodology is guided by ISO 31000 (ISO 31000, 2009) with 

enhancements intended to improve the risk management process (identification, assessment and 

monitoring) of its overall risks. Risk information is reported to the BOD and government 

shareholders via submission of the enterprise’s annual integrated report and quarterly risk reports.  

The BOD is accountable for providing strategic direction, leadership and ensuring good corporate 

governance. The utility’s ERM policy and framework are published centrally on the organisation’s 

intranet.  Compliance with the policy and framework by business units and subsidiary companies is 

compulsory.  In addition, the utility’s BOD is expected to drive a constant risk culture programme 

throughout the enterprise to ensure a common level of risk culture is adhered to, as prescribed by 

King IV.  

Understanding Enterprise Risk Management 

Risk management is defined as a “set of coordinated activities to direct and control an 

organisation” with regard to risk and may be described as a process of identifying, assessing, 

evaluating, managing and monitoring  risks that could affect the achievement of strategic business 

objectives (ISO 31000, 2009). In the electricity utility, risk management was customarily 

accomplished in a silo manner whereby management of risks was disjointed and reactive in its 

approach. However, risk management alone is insufficient to ensure that an organisation 

consistently manages its risks and achieves its objectives without the influence of the employees 
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instrumental in implementing risk management (IRM, 2012). To integrate risk  management across 

organisations, the concept of ERM was developed in the mid-1990s (Choi, Ye, Zhao, & Luo, 2016). 

COSO (2016) has since established a formal ERM approach to the management of risks. COSO 

(2016) went on to defined ERM as “a process, effected by an entity’s board of directors, 

management and other personnel, applied in strategy setting and across the enterprise, designed 

to identify potential events that may affect the entity, and manage risk to be within its risk appetite, 

to provide reasonable assurance regarding the achievement of entity objectives” (COSO, 2016). 

The ERM concept integrated traditional silo risk management practices to contain all organisational 

processes and all types of risk, and considered all stakeholders by integrating their activities. 

Kimbrough and Componation (2009) reiterate that ERM enhances the traditional management of 

risk within silos by taking a portfolio view of all risks together and manages this through a 

systematic routine using a common risk language. ERM focuses on incorporating risk management 

with existing organisational processes and is the responsibility of all employees in the organisation. 

ERM proposes the integrated and systematic management of all the types of risks an organisation 

may face including risks from strategy and corporate governance (Bromiley, McShane, Nair, & 

Rustambekov, 2015). However, Roslan and Dahan (2013) emphasise the fact that by not instilling 

a risk-conscious culture throughout the organisation, the effective implementation of risk 

management will not be successful to enhance performance (Roslan & Dahan, 2013).  

Therefore, risk culture plays a vital role in coordinating and regulating organisations’ risk-related 

possibilities and decisions (Pan, Siegel, & Wang, 2017). Risk culture is a sub-culture of 

organisational culture that focuses explicitly on the management of risk (IRM, 2012). Oliveira, 

Méxas, Meiriño and Drumond (2019) identified risk awareness and risk culture as the second-most 

critical success factor to the successful implementation of enterprise risk management. ERM 

provides the framework and tools that support decision-making and therefore require competent 

individuals who can be enablers and controllers to implement these tools in practice. In this study 

the risk practitioners are viewed as the enablers and the business managers viewed as the 

controllers. 

Organisational Culture  

For the purpose of this study, one needs to understand the concept of culture and how it is 

perceived in an organisation. Hofstede, Hofstede, and Minkov (2010) defines culture as “the 

collective programming of the mind to distinguish the members of one group or category of people 

from others”.  Guiso, Sapienza, and Zingales (2015) state that “culture represents the unspoken 

code of communication among members of an organisation with a related view that culture is a 

resolution that helps coordination”. Schein (1996) defines culture “as a set of basic assumptions 
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about how the world is and ought to be that a group of people share and that determines their 

perceptions, thoughts, feeling, and their behaviour”.  

Organisational culture is defined “as a complex set of values, beliefs , assumptions and symbols 

that define the way in which a firm conducts business” (Barney, 1986).  The organisation’s 

distinctive corporate behaviour and characteristics are influenced by these values, beliefs and 

assumptions. “Culture determines the identity of a human group in the same way that personality 

determines the identity of an individual” (Hofstede et al., 2010).  

Organisational culture is influenced by personnel at all levels within an organisation. Organisational 

culture is difficult to measure and even more difficult to change, but remains a basic driver of how 

an organisation’s employees work towards achieving their strategic goals/objectives. Hoogervorst 

(2004) gives an overview of the importance of culture in organisations which has to do with the 

values, norms and beliefs in a normative sense that act as behavioural guidance, which means 

culture communicates how business should be and defines the “unwritten rules of the game”. The 

effect of national culture on a firm’s risk-taking was investigated by Mihet (2013), who found that 

culture impacts corporate risk-taking. This study confirms that culture remians an important 

determinant of corporate risk-taking decisions (Mihet, 2013).  

Kimbrough and Componation (2009) found that there is a positive connection between 

organisational culture and ERM. Their study further found that a more mature culture is more 

beneficial to implement ERM more effectively. Therefore, if the electricity utility could have a more 

developed organisational culture, this will make it possible to implement a proper risk culture in the 

SOE. Organisational culture should then be evaluated and reframed to ensure better support and 

adoption of risk management in the utility. 

Risk culture  

Definitions   

To make sense of risk culture, it is important to agree on a clear understanding of what the term 

means. The concept of risk culture became prominent after the 2007-2009 financial crises. Table 1 

provides definitions of risk culture according to academics, regulators and consulting firms. The 

common themes from academic and non-academic documents with regard to risk culture include: 

shared perceptions, preferences, values, beliefs, attitude and actions, norms and traditional 

behaviours toward risks-related practices. 

While Sheedy, Griffin, and Barbour (2017a) address the attitude and behaviour of employees 

across varying business unit levels, Pan et al. (2017) and Roeschmann (2014) limit risk culture to 
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behaviour expected of an organisation’s top management. These definitions contradict each other. 

Regulators and consulting firms agree with Sheedy et al. (2017a) that risk culture involves every 

individual within an organisation. According to the IRM (2012), culture exists in a group context. 

The FSB (2014) states that sub-risk cultures may exist within institutions. This means that an 

organisation may have an overall risk culture, although top management, middle management and 

employees at business unit level can have different preferences for risk behaviour. Nonetheless, 

each sub-culture should still align to the value aspiration of an organisation. Similar to 

organisational culture, risk culture evolves according to organisational experiences (FSB, 2014; 

Roeschmann, 2014). It is therefore critical that the desired risk culture is communicated and 

employees are mindful of the organisation’s risk management practices from the highest to the 

lowest level in each given period.  

Table 1: Definitions of risk culture.  

Description of risk culture  Authors 
Risk culture is the shared perceptions among employees of the risk-
related practices and behaviours that are expected, valued and 
supported between individuals and groups. Also, it varies at business 
unit level as well as by institution and country.   

Sheedy, Griffin, and 
Barbour (2017b) 

Risk culture is the shared preferences toward risk and uncertainty by a 
firm top management. 

Pan et al. (2017) 

Risk culture is to embed risk management policies and procedures and 
to strengthen oversight structures, the sense of responsibility and 
awareness as well as improve information sharing. Risk culture is about 
the psychological aspects (i.e. attitude toward risks, integrity and ethics) 
and behavioural aspects (actions of leaders).  

Roeschmann (2014) 

Risk culture includes institutions, norms, attitude and behaviours related 
to risk awareness, risk taking and risk management.  

FSB (2014) 

Risk culture is norms and traditions of behaviours of individuals and of 
groups within organisations that determines they identify, understand, 
discuss and act on the risks that an organisation confronts and takes.  

APRA (2016) 

Risk culture is the values, beliefs, knowledge and understanding about 
risk shared by a group of people with a common purpose, in particular 
the employees of an organisation. 

IRM (2012) 

Risk culture is the ‘soft stuff’ of risk management and includes values, 
behaviours and principles. 

PWC (2015) 

 

Such multiple, unstandardised definitions of the term "risk culture" complicate the assessment and 

improvement of organisational risk cultures.  To allow for agreement on what the term means, the 

Zaaiman et al. (In progress) definition of risk culture that focuses on the active integration of risk in 

decision-making as an indicator of the value afforded to risk in the organisation, is used in the 

present study: “The risk culture of an organisational group is manifested by the importance given to 

considering risk when the group makes decisions. The level of explicit inclusion of risk in decision-

making represents the implicit, subjective value afforded to risk by the group” This definition guided 

the development of the UARM Risk Culture Scale (UARM RCS) used in this study. The scale was 
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developed to meet the need for an academically validated instrument to measure the risk culture in 

organisations. Additional information on the scale can be found in Appendix A.  

Characteristics and importance of risk culture in the context of ERM 

Risk culture is a key characteristic for the improvement of enterprise risk management, which is 

developed and shaped by the organisation’s personnel at all levels (COSO, 2016). Their attitudes 

and behaviours towards risk taking and risk management represent contributions to risk culture 

(Ring et al., 2016). Risk culture is also integrated with organisational culture (IRM, 2012). To assist 

the SOE in taking risk-based decisions and achieving the utility’s objectives, risk culture needs to 

be embedded in the utility.  

As Roeschmann (2014) stated, risk culture is to entrench risk management approaches and  

methods to reinforce oversight structures. Risk culture also improves information sharing and 

creates a sense of responsibility and awareness. Therefore, a positive risk culture in the utility will 

have to be shaped by the commitment and actions of the oversight structures which is the board of 

directors, executives, as well as senior and middle managers of risk management (Roeschmann, 

2014). Hence, implementation of ERM at the utility may not be successful if risk culture is not 

embedded at all levels of the SOE (Roslan & Dahan, 2013). 

Roslan and Dahan (2013) investigated the relationship between risk culture and organisational 

performance and have found that “organisations that have adopted more integrated approaches to 

manage risk have experienced benefits relating to business performance”. Therefore by improving 

the organisational culture in the utility, which influences risk management and risk culture, 

employees’ job performance and the utility’s productivity, will also be enhanced.  This would be 

beneficial to the utility to restore stakeholder confidence, by reflecting an improved performance in 

its operations.  

The FSB (2014) acknowledges that assessing risk culture is complex. Hence, the utility needs to 

understand its organisational culture and how this culture guides risk culture and the management 

of risk within it.  

 

Method 

To answer my research question, I used the UARM RCS-2019, to measure how risk culture is 

perceived by risk practitioners and business managers employed by the electricity utility.  The 

results were used to compare the perceived risk culture between these two groups. The target 
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population for the study consisted of the 269 risk practitioners and business managers directly 

involved with managing risks across the enterprise, as indicated in Table 2.  

 

Table 2: An overview of the targeted study population showing the number of risk practitioners and 

business managers from each division and/or business unit of the electricity utility. 
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The study sponsor, the head of the ERM department, sent an email to the target audience 

containing context-setting information, and requesting completion of the online survey under 

conditions of informed consent. This motivated staff to participate in the survey, which was 

voluntary as the scale was set up for anonymous data capturing, meaning that those surveyed 

cannot be identified. The web link to the questionnaire was available for two weeks to enable staff 

to complete the survey. Two follow-up reminders were sent to all potential participants on the fifth 

and eight days after the initial electronic invitation, which was intended to increase the response 

rate to participate in the study. This approach paid off because a sample of 159 (59%) of the 269 

targeted risk stakeholders completed the questionnaire. The response rates for risk practitioners 

and business managers were 70% (n = 112) and 30% (n = 47), respectively. The higher response 

rate for risk practitioners indicates that they may have been more motivated to respond as risk 

management forms part of their core work role, whereas risk management forms a minor portion of 

the business managers’ work role. These unbalanced response rates may have impacted the 

study findings. Further studies on these two groups should include ways of increasing business 

managers’ participation to allow for a greater contribution by this group. In the current study, the 

risk of possible impact of discrepancy in participation rates on findings was catered for by the 

statistical tests used by weighting average answers where necessary, as well as considering the 

demographic distribution of the respondent groups when discussing the study findings.  
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Demographic data 

The demographic information collected about the survey population consisted of age, type of role 

in the organisation, time employed in the enterprise (experience) and educational qualifications. 

The participants were separated into two groups, risk practitioners and business managers, 

according to their response to a question about their role in the organisation. Those who indicated 

their role as middle manager, chief risk advisor, senior risk advisor or non-management fell into the 

risk practitioners group, whereas those who indicated their role as senior manager, general 

manager or executive were grouped together as business managers.  

Table 3 provides an overview of the study sample; Figures 1–3 show trends in the demographic 

data of the two groups. Although both groups in the sample consisted of mature and experienced 

employees, the business managers represent a more senior group as evidenced by their being 

older, more experienced and more highly qualified than the risk practitioners  

 Table 3: Distribution of demographic data for the study sample  

Demographic 
Variable 

 Number of 
business 
managers 

No. (%) 

Number of 
risk 

practitioners 
No. (%) 

Total number 
of 

respondents 
No. (%) 

Age (years) 

18–29 0 (0) 8 (7) 8 (5) 
30–39 2 (4) 19 (17) 21 (13) 
40–49 13 (28) 58 (52) 71 (45) 
50– 59 21 (45) 23 (21) 44 (28) 
60 or older 11 (23) 4 (3) 15 (9) 

     
 
 
Number of years 
in organisation 

More than 1 and less than or equal to 3 years 0 (0) 2 (2) 2 (1) 
More than 3 and less than or equal to 5 years 3 (7) 14 (11) 17 (11) 
More than 5 and less than or equal to 10 
years 

6 (13) 37 (27) 43 (27) 

More than 10 years 38 (81) 59 (61) 97 (61) 
 

Qualification 

College 0 (0) 10 (9) 10 (6) 
University bachelor's degree 3 (7) 27 (24) 30 (19) 
Honours degree 14 (30) 53 (47) 67 (42) 
Master’s degree 22 (46) 20 (18) 42 (26) 
PhD 8 (17) 2 (2) 10 (6) 
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Figure 1: Age comparison of the business manager and risk practitioner study samples. 

 

 

Figure 2: Participants’ years in the organisation – comparison of the two study samples. 
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Figure 3: Participants’ level of education – comparison of the two study samples. 

The study survey data were analysed for the total group as well as to compare the risk practitioner 

and business manager groups. 

UARM Risk Culture Scale (UARM RCS-2019) 

The second part of the survey consisted of 42 risk-related scale items used to assess two factors. 

Factor 1 measured the perceived level of integration of risk in decision-making processes (24 

items). As per the definition of risk culture provided in the Introduction section, this factor 

represents the perceived risk culture of the enterprise. Factor 2 measures comfort with own risk 

management role (18 items) and is a risk-culture-related diagnostic item.  

 

Figure 4: RCS factor scores. 

Based on their knowledge and perceived understanding, the participants rated each scale item 

according to a 5-point Likert scale, from “I don’t know” to “not at all”, “not well”, “moderately well”, 

“well” and “perfectly”. The factor scores were calculated as the average of the responses over the 

items making up the factor and were evaluated against the scale shown in Figure 4. 
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The “I don’t know” responses allowed the participant to opt out of answering an item if she or he 

did not know the answer to an item. These responses were analysed separately. Diagnostic 

information from the “I don’t know” answers is discussed in the Results section. 

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the scale was 0.96, implying high internal consistency and 

scale reliability for the study sample. Tests for data normality showed that normality of the score 

distributions could not be assumed; therefore, statistically significant differences were identified 

using the non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test. Significant differences between the two sample 

groups were tested at the 95% significance level. 

Two additional diagnostic items at the end of the scale afforded participants the opportunity to 

indicate how they believe the organisation’s risk culture may be improved. Appendix A provides 

more information on the scale. 

Results and Discussion 

The survey data allowed for testing of the research hypotheses, plus provided diagnostic 

indications of what the organisation can do to improve its risk culture. The survey results are 

represented and discussed in the following sequence: test of the null research hypothesis by 

comparison of the Factor 1 scores of the two study groups; followed by diagnostic analysis based 

on the Factor 2 scores; discussion of the “I don’t know” responses, and finally, areas of risk culture 

improvement suggested for the utility. 

Research hypothesis testing:  

As stated in the Introduction, the hypotheses in this study are: 

H0: The risk practitioner and business manager groups report the same perceived level of 

integration of risk in decision-making processes in the utility. 

 H1: The risk practitioner group will report a significantly higher perception of level of integration of 

risk in decision-making processes in the utility than the business manager group.  

Factor 1 provides a measure of perceived risk integration of risk in decision-making processes, 

which serves as a proxy for risk culture, as described in the Background section 

Table 4: Factor 1 scores of participants.  

 Average score  Risk 
practitioner 

Business 
manager 

Factor 1 :  Perceived level of risk integration in 
organisation 

3.5 3.5 3.5 
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Unexpectedly, the average Factor 1 score for the two groups studied was the same at 3.5. This 

meant that the null hypothesis could not be rejected for this sample of respondents, as also shown 

by the statistical test results shown in Table 5.  

Table 5: Factor 1 Mann-Whitney U Test results  

Wilcoxon signed rank test   Mann- 
Whitney 
U Test   

  
  
  

Level of role n Wilcoxon 
Mean 
Score 

Chi-
square 
test 
statistic  

p 
value 

Significant 
difference at 
α=0.05 

Factor1: Perceived level of risk 
integration in organisation 

          

Business manager 47 79 0.05 0.824 No 
Risk practitioner 112 81 

 

 

Figure 5: Distribution of Factor 1 scores of business manager and risk practitioner groups. 

As can be seen in Table 4, a score of 3.5 lies on the lower boundary of the “High level of perceived 

integration” category, indicating that the risk community generally felt positive about the level of 

integration of risk in decision-making. However, the distribution of Factor 1 scores for the two 

groups shown in Figure 5 indicates that the risk practitioners had a more positive view of the risk 

culture of the organisation than the business managers. As discussed in the Method section, the 

business managers represent an older, more experienced and more highly qualified group of 

employees than the risk practitioners.  

The distribution trend towards a more positive view of risk culture in the risk practitioner group 

could be due to the risk practitioners’ focus on risk management processes such as risk 

assessments, monitoring risk registers, as well as compiling and submitting risk reports to the 

executive committees. Risk practitioners provide information for business managers to make 

decisions, rather than being involved in the actual decision-making processes. Business managers 
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in addition are accountable for the resultant risk management report submissions to the utility’s 

stakeholder on risk-related matters and would be more vested in the inclusion of risk when 

decisions are made. One can therefore expect this group to be more aware of the challenges of 

integrating risk when making decisions in the struggling organisation than the more junior risk 

practitioners, leading to a possibly more realistic view of the risk culture in the organisation. 

One could expect that the business managers who responded consisted of those who are more 

committed to risk management than those who did not respond, introducing a self-selection bias to 

the results. The response distribution for business managers therefore may be more negative for a 

more representative business manager sample. Ensuring greater representation of this group is 

suggested for future studies in this organisation. 

Diagnostic analysis  

Comfort with own risk management role  

Table 6: Factor 2 scores of participants  

 

 

 

The Factor 2 scores measure the respondents’ reported level of comfort with their own risk 

management role. The average score for all participants was 4.0, which falls in the high maturity 

bracket for comfort with own risk management role on the UARM RCS maturity scale (Table 4). 

When participants were grouped by role type, risk practitioners and business managers recorded 

the same average score of 4.0 and no statistically significant differences between the groups were 

found as shown in Table 7. The factor distribution diagrams also indicate that business managers 

and risk practitioners feel equally comfortable with their own risk management roles.  

Table 7: Factor 2 Mann-Whitney U test 

Risk culture diagnostic Average 

score 

Risk 

practitioners 

Business 

managers 

Factor 2 : Comfort with own risk management role  4.0 4.0 4.0 

Wilcoxon sign rank test   Mann- 
Whitney 
U test   

      

Level of role  n Wilcoxon 
mean 
score 

Chi -
square 
test 
statistic  

p 
value 

Significant 
difference at 
α=0.05 

Factor 2: Perceived comfort with 
own risk management role 

          

Business manager 47 85 0.68 0.409 No 
Risk practitioner 112 78 
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Figure 6: Distribution scores for Factor 2 of business managers and risk practitioners.  

“I don’t know” response analysis   

The “I don’t know” option was not included in the factor calculations and was analysed separately. 

Participants were given the opportunity to answer “I don’t know”, where they either did not 

understand the item or did not know the answer to it, for each of the items in the questionnaire. 

The analysis offered valuable information on the levels of uncertainty about risk-culture-related 

aspects in the study sample. A 10% or higher “I do not know answer” to an item implies that at 

least one out of 10 persons did not know the answer to the item. A 10% and above “I don’t know” 

response rate across the sample was therefore seen as indicative of possible risk-related 

awareness issues in the study population. 

Figure 7 shows that risk practitioners and business managers were able to answer most of the 

items. However, more than 10% of “I don’t know” answers were found for items 39, 40 and 41. 

Table 8 provides the item wording and the subsequent response rates for risk practitioners and 

business managers for these items. 

 

Figure 7: Percentage of “I do not know” answers returned by risk practitioners and business 
managers in relation to survey items.  
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Table 8: Items containing notably high percentages of “I do not know” responses returned by risk 
practitioners and business managers.  

Item  Item description  Risk 
practitioners % 

Business 
managers % 

39 The organisation rewards staff members who take 
responsible risks. 

13 6 

40 The organisation punishes staff members who take 
irresponsible risks. 

14 9 

41 Managers treat staff fairly when a risk materialises (i.e. 
when a risk event occurs). 

10 9 

    
 

Items 39, 40 and 41 relate to the organisation’s approach to promoting risk management practices, 

using reward- or punishment-based incentives. The data show that some participants are not 

aware if the organisation holds them accountable for risk-based decision-making. These results 

can be expected, as the company does not include risk management as a separate item in the 

employees’ performance agreement contracts and the organisation does not actively practise any 

disciplinary procedures. Instead, the SOE believes that risk management will be automatically 

embedded in decision-making as it is indirectly embedded in each participant’s performance 

contracts. The process of incentivising the right risk behaviour is crucial whilst applying appropriate 

disciplinary action when non-compliance is encountered. The actions should be appropriate and 

not create an environment of fear but rather instill collaboration and buy-in. However, this also 

implies that staff members may not know that risk management is valued in the organisation, 

thereby affecting its risk culture. 

Risk culture improvement areas 

In this section, the responses to the last two items of the survey are discussed. The allocation of 

answers to the first item provides an indication as to what most respondents believe is a priority to 

improve the risk culture and answers to the second item provide an indication as to which 

behavioral characteristic most respondents believe is a priority to improve the risk culture in this 

entity. 

Item 1: Which organisational characteristic assists you most to include risk when you make 

decisions? 

Item 2: To improve the inclusion of risk in decision-making in the organisation, I believe that we 

must start with improving.... 
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Table 9: Priority areas of improvement to improve the risk culture of the organisation (selected 

response rates arranged in descending order). 
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Risk 
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Figure 8: Groups’ view on where the organisation should start to improve risk in decision–making. 
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Overall, leadership was selected as extremely important for assistance and improvement (Table 9). 

When further analysing the data between the groups (Figure 8), 25% of risk practitioners indicated 

that the tone from the top needs to improve and 21% of business managers agreed with this 

opinion. This is an expected result as the electricity utility has experienced many dysfunctional 

leadership-related issues in recent years. Between 2015 and 2017, the utility changed its chairman 

four times and, within a decade, changed its chief executive officer eleven times, leading to 

unstable leadership. Over the past five years leadership changes have hampered the ability of the 

SOE to perform, leading to management being de-stabilised and thereby rendered ineffective.  The 

FSB (2014) risk culture guidance paper guides prudential supervisors on how to assess the 

soundness and effectiveness of risk culture by focusing on what they refer to as “indicators of a 

sound risk culture”. The first indicator is tone at the top, referring to the board and senior 

management of the institution acting with integrity, articulating a desired risk culture and adhering 

to the risk management frameworks. Leadership should set the correct tone. The tone from the top 

in the utility could be investigated and leadership may be influenced via training to focus on 

motivating the development of embedding the desired risk culture through creating an open, 

transparent and collaborative environment which will improve the inclusion of risk during decision-

making.  

Next, accountability was most selected as an area for improvement, at 17% overall. Table 9 shows 

that this option was selected mostly by the business managers (19%). A probable justification is 

that business managers are held accountable for their risk-taking behaviour, which implies that 

they are willing to make commitments and be mindful for their own actions in the event of building 

trust, promoting ownership and improving performance (Imevbore E, 2014). Therefore they would 

like to see more rewards and/or punishment-based initiatives implemented to ensure effective 

accountability by all employees. Both groups selected accountability as the required characteristic 

needed to assist and improve the utility’s risk culture. This also validates the finding from the “I do 

not know” incentive-related question where participants indicated that they are not aware of 

whether the organisation holds them accountable for risk-based decision-making. In addition, the 

FSB (2014) highlights that in relation to the organisation’s risk-taking behaviour employees should 

be conscious that they will be held accountable for their actions (FSB, 2014). Risk practitioners 

need to have the courage to speak up and actively challenge business managers to encourage 

continuous improvement by asking difficult questions until valid answers emerge and the correct 

decisions are made.  

The quality of risk-related information was the next most selected option that needed improvement, 

at 12% overall. The business managers’ view, at 13% of responses that the quality of risk 

information needs improvement, could imply that the perceived view, with regard to quality, is that 
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the currently available risk information is insufficient to make sound risk-informed decisions. 

Twelve percent of risk practitioners also indicated that quality of risk information was inadequate. 

This result is unexpected since the enterprise risk department has embedded self- and peer-

reviewed assessments to ensure the quality of risk information is adequate. This aspect of 

improvement should be further investigated to understand why both groups perceive quality of risk 

information to be lacking. Business managers and risk practitioners need to be made aware that 

decisions require additional information not only about the risk but also on all identifiable factors 

that affect a decision. In this regard, COSO (2016) states relevant and quality information should 

be gathered from both internal and external sources to provide sufficient information to make 

informed decisions.   

Shared risk understanding is ranked fourth as an area that assists members of the study 

population to be able to include risk when decisions are made. This implies that participants 

understand that they are unable to make sound decisions when they do not agree on what the 

risks mean. Business managers (15%) indicated a higher need for better shared risk 

understanding than the risk practitioners (5%). This result is expected as business managers are 

responsible for making risk-based decisions, while the risk practitioners focus on providing data for 

such decisions. Disclosure of the utility’s risks to internal and external stakeholders is a crucial 

driver of transparency, which requires the stakeholders to have a shared understanding of what 

risk information means (Cole David, 2014). Therefore, for suitable risk-informed decisions to be 

made, all business managers and risk practitioners should have a common risk language and 

understanding.  

Business managers indicated that challenging decisions based on relevant risks plays an important 

role in including risk when decisions are made. As the risk practitioners are less involved in actual 

decision-making, they did not select this option as an important contributor to improving the risk. 

They selected the risk management framework as an important contributor to allow them to do 

their tasks related to risk information. 

Risk communication as an improvement option was selected by 10% of the participants. Risk 

practitioners indicated at 12% that they perceived communication to be lacking, whereas for 

business managers it was 9%. This implies that while there may be sufficient communication from 

risk practitioners to business managers (bottom up), there seems to be a lack of communication 

from business managers to risk practitioners (top down). Yet, Boin and Hart (2003) point out that 

information transfer to leaders is often obscured and that leaders end up becoming victims of non-

communication. Effective risk communication is critical to ensure that all personnel are informed 

about potential threats and opportunities that may affect their lives, the safety of their colleagues, 

the achievement of their objectives and the economy at large. To support the risk management 



 
 

23 
 
 

function and channels of communication, business managers and risk practitioners have a duty to 

ensure that there is continuous, open and transparent communication between all levels of 

employees at all times. Risk communication should provide continuous information to enable 

personnel at risk to take informed decisions on how a situation should be handled. The ERM 

department in the utility needs to ensure risk communication is adhered to by conducting quarterly 

meetings at each division and business unit, paying physical visits to each site/power station, as 

well as yearly risk management forum meetings to share lessons learnt and introducing 

improvements in risk management processes to build the risk culture. 

The survey therefore provided information on areas that the enterprise can focus on to improve its 

risk culture. 

 

Conclusion 

A risk culture that’s conducive to effective risk management empowers open and upward 

communication, sharing of knowledge, information and best practices, continuous process 

improvement and a strong commitment to ethical and responsible business behaviour (IRM, 2012). 

An immature risk culture is evident when organisations experience ineffective implementation of 

risk management or when risk management is not embedded effectively. It could be improved if 

the organisation understands where possible problems lie and which areas could be improved. 

Applying the UARM RCS in the electricity utility reported on here showed that it is possible to 

obtain such information.  

These findings show a way to approach such investigations in the public sector. As indicated by 

this study, for example, it was unexpected that risk practitioners and business managers did not 

significantly differ in their perceptions of the inclusion of risk when decisions are made. This meant 

that the null hypothesis could not be rejected for this sample of respondents. However, risk 

practitioners had a more positive view of perceived risk integration of risk in decision-making 

processes than the business managers. Also business managers and risk practitioners feel equally 

comfortable with their own risk management roles. 

In addition, the response rate limitations discussed in this study indicate a need for better sample 

strategies in future studies. The study populations may also have been influenced by respondent 

self-selection in which participants who are positive about their roles take the time to complete the 

survey. These study limitations should be investigated in further research, using additional 

methods such as interviews at management and non-management levels. 
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These indicative findings deserve to be considered and further investigated in the organisation. 

The risk practitioners and business managers may apply the learnings achieved from the results to 

advance risk management communication and also provide better risk management training 

opportunities. Improved communication, leadership, and training are expected to lead to superior 

understanding of risk, risk management, collaboration and inclusion of risk when decisions are 

made. This study is expected to benefit the utility’s enterprise risk executive manager in providing 

possible ways forward to improve the prevailing risk culture. The findings in this project also 

contribute to the understanding and management of risk in the current risk culture body of 

knowledge by leading to new research comparing risk practitioner and business manager groups in 

the non–financial sector, also providing novel and practical ways in which organisations can 

address the challenges of measuring risk culture in the public sector.    
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CHAPTER 3: CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDAT IONS 

(REFLECTION) 

 The aim of this mini-dissertation research project was to teach the student how to do research, 

while allowing her to produce the best mini-dissertation she is able to within the time available. I 

undertook this programme as I was interested in evaluating and improving the risk culture and 

management of risk at the electricity utility where I work, since the organisation is struggling to 

perform its primary objective of providing sustainable electricity to South Africans. The research 

study answered questions that I had about the company and provided insights as to what was 

required for improvement. It was easy to decide on the research topic because the organisation 

had not previously performed an assessment of its risk culture as demonstrated by risk 

practitioners and business managers. 

The research work done in the past few months came in handy as it had prepared me for this 

massive journey. The support and tips received from the supervisors and the editorial and article 

writing team was immense and valuable. I will forever take them with me. The Kerlick workshops 

for language editing were of great assistance. 

Although successfully completed, this research project was not without challenges. 

As this study was exploratory, and the participation rate was low for business managers, further 

work is required to increase the response rates to provide the organisation with more 

representative findings across multiple groups in the organisation Furthermore, additional data 

collection methods could be included, such as observations of risk inclusion in decision-making 

and interviews to cross-reference the perceived risk culture survey to obtain a more realistic 

interpretation of the results. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A 

UARM Risk Culture Scale (UARM RCS-2019) 

An Overview 

Hermien Zaaiman and Hedré Pretorius 

Aims 

This document provides a summary of the North-West University (NWU)’s Centre of Applied Risk 

Management (UARM) Risk Culture Scale (UARM RCS). Current approaches to risk culture tend to 

be qualitative, using a general view of what risk culture is. Where risk culture questionnaires are 

applied, it is important to ascertain the validity and reliability of the resulting information against the 

broad construct of risk culture. The UARM Risk Culture Scale (UARM RCS) was developed to 

meet the need for an academically validated instrument to measure the risk culture in 

organisations.  

Approach 

Multiple definitions of risk culture exist in regulatory papers and risk standards. One of the more 

comprehensive definitions is that of the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (BCBS) defining 

risk culture as: “A bank’s norms, attitudes and behaviors related to risk awareness, risk-taking and 

risk management, and controls that shape decisions on risks. Risk culture influences the decisions 

of management and employees during the day-to-day activities and has an impact on the risks 

they assume” (BCBS, 2015, p. 2). 

However, applying such broad definitions to evaluate and improve the risk cultures of 

organisations is complex. This process requires the development of instruments to assess and 

measure specific aspects of risk culture. The UARM RCS was developed using our decision-

focused view of risk culture as basis for the development and testing of its items: 

‘The risk culture of an organisational group is manifested by the importance given to considering 

risk when the group makes decisions. The level of explicit inclusion of risk in decision-making 

represents the implicit, subjective value afforded to risk by the group.’  
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The scale items were therefore developed to represent aspects of the integration of items in 

risk culture based on our Risk Culture Indicator (RCI) model, described by Zaaiman in the 

Appendix: ‘Risk Culture Indicator Model – An Overview’. 

Status 
The UARM RCS provides three sets of results that can be used to assess the:  

1) Two risk-culture-related factors 

The 42-item five-point Likert scale has been developed and piloted over 3 years (2016-2018). The 

scale is now mature and can be regarded as valid, as the scale items map to the RCI model and 

has been shown in 13 studies to work well across sectors, functions and management levels 

(content validity). The scale also shows a high Cronbach � reliability coefficient of 0.97 (internal 

consistency). This mini-dissertation study forms part of further testing of the scale. 

The scale measures two risk-culture-related factors: 

• Perceived level of integration of risk in decision-making processes (24 items) 

Note: Although the items cover the indicators in the RCI Model, only one factor is found in 

the answer data. This can be ascribed to the interlinked nature of the indicators and 

provides an indication of the validity of the scale for the study of this focused view of risk 

culture. 

• Comfort with own risk management role (18 items) 

 

The factor scores are calculated as the average of the responses over the items making up the 

factor. This translates to the following scale for the decision-based view of risk culture used in this 

study. 

 

 

2) The I-do-not-know/I-do-not-understand-the-statem ent answer option 

Item response options include an ‘I do not know’ or “I do not understand the statement” option to 

mitigate possible spurious effects of respondents who truly do not know the answer to an item. The 

I-do-not-know answers were not included in the scale’s factor analysis, and only participants with 

fewer than 30% of I-do-not-know answers (per factor) are included in the calculation of the factor 

1.0 <= FS < 1.5 1.5 <= FS < 2.5 2.5 <= FS < 3.5 3.5 <= FS < 4.5 4.5 <= FS <= 5.0

Item response options related to 
the level  provide an indication of 
group perception associated with 

the level

Very low level:
Never and 
Not at all

Low level:
Infrequently and 

Not well

Medium level:
Sometimes and
Moderately well

High level:
Well and 
Usually

Very high level:
Always and

Perfectly

Factor 1
Perceived level of integration of 
risk in decision-making processes 

Very low level of 
perceived 
integration 

Low level of 
perceived 
integration

Medium level of 
perceived 
integration

High level of 
perceived 
integration

Very high level of 
perceived 
integration

Factor 2
Comfort with own risk 
management role

Very low level of 
comfort

Low level of 
comfort

Medium level of 
comfort

High level of 
comfort

Very high level of 
comfort

UARM RCS-2019 (FS = Factor Score)
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scores. This means that the participant has to have answered at least 16 of the items in factor 1 

and 12 items in factor 2 to be included in the calculation of the factor score. 

In addition, the full set of the study’s I-do-not-know answers is analysed separately, thereby 

providing possibly valuable information on the levels of uncertainty about risk-culture-related 

aspects in the study sample(s) that could be indicative of possible risk-related knowledge in the 

study population(s). 

3) Two further diagnostic questions 

The scale also contains two further RCI model-based diagnostic questions:  

‘Which organisational characteristic assists you most to include risk when you make decisions?’ 

‘To improve the inclusion of risk in decision-making in the organisation, I believe that we must 

start with improving....’ 

The options to these responses correspond to the risk culture indicators in the UARM risk culture 

indicator model. These options are presented in alphabetical order. 

Evaluating the responses to these questions allow for suggestions on the way forward on 

improving the risk culture of the organisation. 

Scale application 

This is an online scale housed on Research.net (SurveyMonkey’s professional (Premier) plan). 

Data gathering is done by UARM and the data sets are housed and analysed by us. Each instance 

of the scale is set up for anonymous data capturing, meaning that the respondents cannot be 

identified. After formal permission to apply the scale has been obtained from the organisation and 

NWU ethics clearance for the study, a suitable project sponsor in the studied organisation sends 

out the weblink to the scale (not the student doing the study). The scale is closed after a maximum 

of two reminders to complete the survey. Study-relevant data results are provided to the student 

(and organisational project sponsor, if requested) in analysed, aggregated format. 

Interpretation of results 

Scale results have to be interpreted in the context of the study for which the results were obtained. 

To keep in mind when analysing and interpreting the scale results:  

1) In a scale like this, only the group response makes sense and the individual's factor score 

cannot be used as an indication of the individual's 'risk culture' as culture is always a group 

concept.  
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2) Levels of the measured factor could be inflated by response biases (e.g. posritive response bias 

and social desirability influence).  

3) The results of the scale are valid at factor level. A scale-based factor is based on the coherence 

for the group of items that make up the factor. These items were designed based on the 

measurement aims of the scale but do not contain every possible item that could have been used. 

Other items that refer to the construct may have shown the same result, implying that focusing on 

differences at item level could divert the user’s attention to inadequately tested aspects of the 

underlying construct, while not considering the validated construct. The scale may be used to 

provide indications of where risk culture-related issues lie in the organisation, but was not designed 

to identify micro-level issues. Other scales and research methods are required to do detailed 

follow-up investigations. 

For more information on the UARM RCS, please contact: Hermien Zaaiman at 

hermien.zaaiman@nwu.ac.za 

http://commerce.nwu.ac.za/uarm 

 

 

 


