DANUBE e 17(2)  pp. 116132
DOI: 10.2478/danb-2026-0008
Received: Sep 22, 2025 e Revised: Jun 5, 2026 e Accepted: Jun 5, 2026

Janube
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Abstract

The impact of both organizational size and sector on various cybersecurity practices,
investments, attack exposure, and perceived barriers has long been discussed. Using
survey data of 254 respondents collected from May 2024 to May 2025 across diverse
industries, Spearman’s rank-order correlation and Kruskal-Wallis tests are applied to
analyze relationships between organizational characteristics and cybersecurity outcomes.
Larger organizations tend to invest more in cybersecurity, perceive particular cyber threats
as more severe, and in case of a cyberattack, experience more severe consequences such
as data loss and contractual penalties. In contrast, the sector shows only weak or non-sig-
nificant correlations with most variables, except for perceived importance of cybersecurity,
which IT organizations rated significantly higher than others. These findings suggest that
organization’s size may play a more influential role than sectoral affiliation in shaping
cybersecurity preparedness and exposure, although sector-specific characteristics should
still be taken into account.
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I. Introduction

Cybersecurity differs across industries and countries (Knopova and Knopova, 2014). This
article compares the cybersecurity landscape in the Czech and Slovak Republics across key
sectors (manufacturing, healthcare, energetics, services, IT, trade) (as also defined by Tariq
etal. (2014), Arachchilage and Love (2014), Rocha Flores and Ekstedt (2016), Kearney and
Kruger (2016). The paper aims to assess the level of cybersecurity of organizations across
sectors within the two countries and tackle the key aspects impacting the overall level of
cybersecurity using adequate statistical methods. The research identifies the key aspects
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as investments, perceived cyber threats, barriers to implementing security measures, and
incident impacts. These are analyzed in detail in the Research Framework.

Countries of Operations

Organizations often overlook official cybersecurity guidelines (Wilson and McDonald,
2024). While the Czech authority (NUKIB, 2022) enjoys a solid reputation, the Slovak
government recently faced cybersecurity challenges (Hundreds of schools paralyzed by
a bomb threat sent from an alleged Russian email, 2024, Antoniuk, January 10th, 2025).
Interestingly, during data collection, several Slovak respondents viewed the email invitation
as a cyber threat, whereas Czech respondents thoroughly fact-checked the researchers’
legitimacy before participating. Research (Dvoulety, 2025, Hyk, 2026 and Kliuchnyk, 2025)
shows that countries’ cybersecurity importance is rising together with the progressing digi-
talization of processes as well as by adopting new technologies such as artificial intelligence.
This fact underlines the importance of the introduced research.

Division of Organizations

Within the questionnaire, the respondents’ organizations were divided based on their size
derived from the number of employees (where a micro-organization consists of less than
10 employees, small of less than 50, medium of less than 250 and large of more than
the stated amount). At the same time, organizations were also divided by industries into
manufacturing, healthcare, energetics, services, IT and other (as also defined by (Tariq
et al., 2014, Arachchilage and Love, 2014, Rocha Flores and Ekstedt, 2016, Kearney and
Kruger, 2016)).

Commonly, different organizations represent different specifics when it comes to cyber-
security whereas oftentimes, researchers consider all organizations a homogenous group
therefore providing them with a standard set of recommendations (Chaudhary et al., 2023,
Heidtetal.,2019). That is why SMEs often do not consider these recommendations relevant
and do not implement them in their day-to-day operations. However, with the new regulation
also known as NIS2 (Directive (EU) 2022/2555 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 14 December 2022 on measures for a high common level of cybersecurity across
the Union, amending Regulation (EU) No 910/2014 and Directive (EU) 2018/1972, and
repealing Directive (EU) 2016/1148 (NIS 2 Directive), 2022), a considerable number of
SMEs will be demanded to follow stricter security guidelines which should reflect their
uniqueness (e.g. size, but also sector — as proven by our data).

Types of Cybersecurity Investments

When it comes to investments in cybersecurity measures, ever so often, multiple solutions
are said to have a similar level of effect. Speaking of similar net effects, the least expensive
measure should consistently be prioritized. However, costs are not the only factor to
distinguish. Another examined parameter should definitely be the impact that the measure
has on the processes and work of staff (Fielder et al., 2016) since it is not difficult to invent
a secure measure, but it can be considerably more difficult to invent one that also makes
the process simple.
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Furthermore, research (Dinkova et al., 2024) shows that the size of the organization does
not matter much in the sense of the amount of cybersecurity investments. Apparently,
while SMEs do invest less in security measures, they also report less cyber incidents or
their lower impact which seems to be a logical proportion. However, the authors claim that
organizations not investing enough, namely in their detection measures, often may not be
aware of incidents within their perimeter and therefore do not report them.

Consequently, although the figures may be calming to policymakers, suggesting that even
small organizations invest suitable resources since they prevent them from incidents, one
must consider the fact that many threats reveal themselves only after long periods of time
of destroying the network gradually from within (Noor et al., 2018).

Budget is one of the most common challenges that the employees (and CISOs) are facing
when trying to implement new cybersecurity measures (Fielder et al., 2016). Although it is
claimed that the measure shall only cost a fragment of the foreseen loss due to a cyberattack
(Fielder et al., 2016), in today’s reality of abundance of cybersecurity products, multiple
aspects must be considered. While previous research (Fielder et al., 2016) formulated
diverse optimization problems, authors are quite scarce when it comes to estimating the
precise percentage of recommended investment. The authors are aware of the common
misconception among different departments of an organization, some handling the financial
and others the technical part of measures, creating obstacles for one or the other to
advocate for the measure from all aspects into detail (e.g. it is quite common for the
IT staff not to be aware of the exact figures of investments of the organization and for
the economic department not to be capable of describing the technical effects of each
measure). Consequently, perceptions of staff rather than exact figures were studied in this
paper.

A single measure on its own, although aligning with budget expectations, can not be effec-
tive without a complex minimum security level of the organization (Kauffman and Sougstad,
2014). The strategy and perceived importance of cybersecurity (based on the trend of
measures implemented within the organization) therefore also play an important role in
the aspect of cybersecurity investments. Confidence of the workers in the organization’s
cybersecurity and IT is proved to be equally important as the security measures themselves
(Ghernaouti-Helie, 2012). For this reason, the paper left space for estimations of the
respondents related to their confidence in their organizations’ cybersecurity levels.

Financial Implications of Cyberattacks

Previous research (Wilson and McDonald, 2024) estimated the cost of an attack at approxi-
mately 1740 EUR for micro and small organizations and 5100 EUR for medium and large
organizations, although the authors question the validity of these figures. Estimating the
costs is problematic since each organization may take different costs into consideration
— implicit costs such as internal employees’ wages often being overlooked or difficult to
assess. That is the reason why the authors of this research decided to leave the space for
estimation of financial damage open for the respondents to interpret.
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Although the scientific community has been trying to assess the costs of cyberattacks and
the financial damage done for quite some time, Riek and Bohme (2018) point out that the
estimations are still rather unsound based on their origin in small surveys created with the
intention to exaggerate costs. That is why the authors decided to let the respondents freely
express their estimates without forcing them to choose among predefined scales in order
to get the most authentic answers.

An approach used to estimate the financial impact of incidents consists of monitoring the
fluctuations in market valuations of organizations before and after their announcement of
being affected by cyberattacks (Dinkova et al., 2024). Since market valuation is published on
stock markets where specifically large companies are listed, this approach cannot effectively
be used on estimations of financial damage caused to SMEs. This metric proved misleading
even in the case of large organizations which, trying not to lose value and reputation,
underreport cyberattacks (Dinkova et al., 2024).

Furthermore, according to the research (Dinkova et al., 2024), no relation between prof-
itability of the organization and cybersecurity measures and investments was indicated.
The indicated facts support the argument of financial figures being detached from the state
of cybersecurity measures in an organization rather than influencing them fundamentally.

Research Methods

The research methods used in the article consisted primarily of a survey which partly
included quantitatively (closed questions) and qualitatively processed answers (open ques-
tions). The answers were statistically refined and interpreted by confirmation or refutation
of established hypotheses.

Survey Creation

The sample ensured diversity across organizational sizes, sectors, and countries, targeting
various professionals (e.g., IT, management, and administration). Unlike previous narrow,
laboratory-based studies (Chaudhary et al., 2023), our robust questionnaire collected
authentic, real-world data and was refined through expert and academic consultations.
Relying on respondents’ evidence-based experience with actual incidents, the survey
assessed cyberattack prevalence using established typologies (Chaudhary et al., 2023;
Uwizeyemungu et al., 2019) while accounting for sector-specific variances (Yulianto et
al., 2025). Additionally, the instrument evaluated predefined implementation barriers and
cyberattack impacts (Alanazi, 2023). Recognizing that technology cannot fully eliminate
human error (Tariq et al., 2014), the survey also addressed human factors critical to security
behavior, such as motivation, attitude (Mayer et al., 2017), and psychological ownership
(Yoo et al., 2018; Chaudhary et al., 2023).

Research Framework

This framework explores whether organizational size or sectoral affiliation is more strongly
associated with key cybersecurity dimensions: investments, perceived threats, imple-
mentation barriers, and incident impacts. Understanding these associations is crucial for
tailoring cybersecurity policies and resource allocation. The study therefore hypothesizes
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that an organization’s cybersecurity posture varies more significantly by its size than by its
sector.

RQI:

HI1:
Hla:
Hlb:

Hlc:

Which factor has a greater association with cybersecurity-related investment, per-
ceived threats, barriers, and incident impacts: organizational size or sectoral affilia-
tion?

Organizations vary in cybersecurity investment, perceived threats, barriers, and
incident impacts by organizational size more than by sector affiliation.

Perceived cyber threats are more influenced by the size of an organization than its
sector.

Organizations of different sizes face different barriers to implementing security mea-
sures, more than just sector affiliation.

The impacts of cyber incidents vary more significantly by organization size than by
sector.

To provide a clear overview of the study’s design and to explicitly map the investigated
variables, the relationships proposed in the hypotheses are visualized in the conceptual
framework below (Figure 1). The model illustrates how the two independent variables are
expected to influence the five dependent dimensions of organizational cybersecurity.

Figure 1: Conceptual framework of the study mapping independent and dependent variables
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II. Main Text

Data Sample

A total of 254 organizations participated. SMEs (10-250 employees) demonstrated high
interest and were represented above average (Figure 2).

Figure 2: Organizations in the sample analyzed by number of employees
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Figure 3 illustrates the percentage of organizations based in the Czech and Slovak Republic.
The slight predominance of Czech organizations reflects the country’s larger population.

Figure 3: Organizations in the sample analyzed by country
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A significant majority of respondents belong to the manufacturing sector, while other sec-
tors are evenly represented (Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Organizations in the sample analyzed by sector affiliation
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Cybersecurity Investments
To examine associations between investments and organizational characteristics, Spear-
man’s rho was conducted (Table 1).

Table 1: Correlation between cybersecurity investments components and organizational charac-
teristics using Spearman’s rho

Number of | Wages | Software | Hardware | Implementation | Sector
Employees

Number of Employees 1.000

Wages 127% 1.000

Software 240%* 015 1.000

Hardware 2287 017 572k 1.000

Implementation 158%* 134% 373%* A403%#* 1.000

Sector —.126% .099 .066 .015 -.014 1.000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Note: N =254

* correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
** correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

As shown in Table 1, the number of employees positively correlates with investments in soft-
ware, hardware, and implementation (all p < .05). Strong inter-correlations exist among
these investment types, indicating that organizations investing heavily in one area likely
invest in others. Sector showed no significant correlations with expenditure categories,
implying investment patterns are tied more to size than sector.
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Table 2 presents correlations regarding threat prevalence.

Table 2: Correlation between perceived cyber threats severity and organizational characteristics
using Spearman’s rho

Sector | Number of | Ransom | Phishing | Data Social DDoS |Insider | Industrial
Employees | ware Theft | Engineering Threat | Espionage
Sector 1.000
Number of |-.126* 1.000
Employees
Ransomware | .004 207%%* 1.000
Phishing .052 211 .252%% | 1.000
Data Theft .024 214 250%* | .254%*% | 1.000
Social —-.006 .120 248%% | 234%% | 38QHk 1.000
Engineering
DDoS .048 578%* 343%% | 208 | 3]3%* 222 1.000
Insider .052 204 339%% | 259%* | 3] 4%k 247 .300%*| 1.000
Threat
Industrial .006 383k 227%% | 407k | 407H* 375%* 305%# | 327%* 1.000
Espionage

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Note: N =254

* correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
** correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

While the sector showed a weak negative correlation with organization size, it was not
significantly associated with any specific cyber threat. In contrast, organizational size
positively correlated with ransomware, phishing, and insider threats (all p < .01). This
suggests larger organizations perceive these threats more frequently, likely due to broader
attack surfaces and better detection mechanisms. Strong inter-correlations among threats
were also observed.

Perceived Barriers in Developing Organizational Cybersecurity

Spearman’s rank-order correlation was used to assess the relationship between organi-
zational characteristics (sector and size) and perceived barriers to implementing security
measures. The results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3 shows that organizational size significantly correlates with resistance to change.
Insufficient funding correlates positively with a lack of management support, which in
turn correlates with resistance to change, suggesting a systemic pattern of internal barriers.
Sector affiliation did not significantly correlate with any perceived barriers, indicating these
challenges are structural rather than sector-specific.
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Table 3: Organizational characteristics and perceived barriers in developing cybersecurity

Sector | Number of | Insufficient | Management | Shortage | Reluctance
employees funding support of Experts | to change
Sector 1.000
Number of Employees | —.126* 1.000
Insufficient Funding -.050 .002 1.000
Management Support | .056 .068 210%%* 1.000
Shortage of Experts —-.035 123 -.111 .046 1.000
Reluctance to Change | —.121* 251 —-.105 124%* -.018 1.000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Note: N =254

* correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

** correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Impacts of Perceived Cybersecurity Threats

Table 4 summarizes the associations between organizational characteristics and the conse-
quences of perceived cybersecurity impacts.

Table 4: Correlation between barriers to cybersecurity investment and organizational charac-
teristics using Spearman’s rho

Sector | Number of | Reputation| Data | Property | Contractual | Financial | Know-how
Employees Loss Loss | Damage | Penalties Loss loss
Sector 1
Number of | —.126* 1
Employees
Reputation | —.153* .064 1
Loss
Data Loss —.127* .154* 342 1
Property —.042 164 276%% | 442%* 1
Damage
Contractual | —.197%*| . 166%* S506%* | 454%% | 479%* 1
Penalties
Financial —-.026 0.057 A22%% | 500%* | 546%* S15%* 1
Loss
Know-how —-.051 132% 358#% | [392%*k | 5](%* 467 456%* 1
Loss

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Note: N =254

* correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
** correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)
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Table 4 indicates that the sector is negatively correlated with reputational damage, data
loss, and contractual penalties. Conversely, organizational size positively correlates with
data loss, property damage, contractual penalties, and loss of know-how. Strong positive
correlations among incident consequences suggest a clustering effect, particularly between
tangible physical damages and financial losses (p = .546, p < .001).

Table 5: Correlation between organizational characteristics and cyber incident impact severity

Impacts | Sector | Number of Employees
Impacts 1.000
Sector .000 1.000
Number of Employees .088 —-.126* 1.000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration
Note: N =254
* correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

As shown in Table 5, the overall reported severity of damage (measured on a 0—4 scale)
showed no statistically significant relationship with either sector or size. This highlights
the unpredictable nature of cyber incident severity across the sample.

Cybersecurity Importance

As detailed in Table 6, organizational size positively correlates with the perceived impor-
tance of cybersecurity, whereas sectoral affiliation shows a negative correlation.

Table 6: Correlation between organizational characteristics and cybersecurity importance

Sector | Number of Employees | Cybersecurity Importance
Sector 1.000 —0.275%*
Number of Employees | —.126* 1.000 0.369%*

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Note: N =254

* correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
** correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

A Kruskal-Wallis test was conducted to determine whether there were statistically signifi-
cant differences in how organizations across different sectors perceive the importance
of cybersecurity. The perceived importance of cybersecurity was set as the dependent
variable, measured on an ordinal scale from O (low importance) to 4 (critical importance).
The independent variable was the sector in which the organization operates.

The Kruskal-Wallis test revealed a statistically significant difference across sectors, H(4) =
20.323, p < .001. This indicates that the variable under investigation — perceived impor-
tance of cybersecurity — varies significantly depending on the sectoral affiliation. This
supports the idea that sector context plays a role in shaping cybersecurity attitudes or
investments.
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Table 7: Kruskal Wallis independence test for cybersecurity importance across organizational
sectors

Total N 254
Test Statistic 20.323
Degree of Freedom 4
Asymptotic Sig. (2-sided test) <.001

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Table 8: Post-hoc pairwise comparisons using Dunn’s test with Bonferroni correction

Sample 1-Sample 2 Test Statistic | Std. Error | Std. Test Statistic | Sig. | Adj. Sig.?
Trade-Services 11.413 23.489 0.486 .627 1.000
Trade-Manufacturing 28.710 17.855 1.608 .108 1.000
Trade-IT 71.088 22.256 3.194 .001 .014
Trade-Healthcare 71.491 22.462 3.183 .001 .015
Services-Manufacturing 17.297 16.922 1.022 .307 1.000
Services-IT 59.675 21.514 2.774 .006 .055
Services-Healthcare 60.078 21.728 2.765 .006 .057
Manufacturing-IT 42.378 15.163 2.795 .005 .052
Manufacturing-Healthcare 42.781 15.464 2.766 .006 .057
IT-Healthcare 0.403 20.387 0.020 .984 1.000

Source: Authors’ own elaboration

Post-hoc Dunn’s tests (Table 8) revealed that the IT sector rated cybersecurity as signifi-
cantly more important compared to the trade (adjusted p = .014) and healthcare sectors
(adjusted p = .015). Marginal differences also suggest technology-oriented sectors empha-
size cybersecurity more strongly.

III. Conclusion

The study investigated the relative association of organizational size and sectoral affiliation
with key dimensions of cybersecurity: investment patterns, perceived cyber threats, barriers
to implementing security measures, and the perceived negative impacts of cyberattacks.
The analysis provides empirical support for the central hypothesis (H1) that organizational
size is more strongly associated with an organization’s cybersecurity posture than sectoral
affiliation, though in the context of the research’s limitations (such as bivariate correlations
and an uneven sample distribution).

Cybersecurity Investments and Organizational Size

The findings show weak to moderate positive correlations between the number of employees
and cybersecurity-related investment on software (o = .240; p < .001), hardware
(p = .228; p < .001), and implementation activities (p = .158; p = .012). These
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results suggest that larger organizations allocate more resources to both technical and pro-
cedural components of cybersecurity which is in compliance with Heidt et al. (2019). This
observation also aligns with prior research (Chaudhary et al., 2023), which emphasizes
that larger organizations tend to increase cybersecurity investments following externally
exposed incidents.

Perceived Threats and Cyberattack Exposure

Supporting the hypothesis Hla, the data indicate that larger organizations face higher
exposure to specific types of cyber threats. Statistically significant correlations were
observed between organizational size and ransomware attacks (p = .207; p < .0l),
phishing attempts (o = .211; p < .01), and insider threats (o = .204; p < .01). These
findings may reflect both the expanded digital surface and increased detection capabilities of
larger entities. Sectoral affiliation, by contrast, was not significantly related to the frequency
of the attack types. Previous research (Sarabi et al., 2016) is also in compliance with the
approach of considering not only the sector (though in some correlations proved significant),
but also other aspects of the organizations.

Barriers to Implementation

The analysis supports the hypothesis H1b, showing that barriers to implementing cyber-
security measures are more strongly associated with organizational size than its sector.
Resistance to change was positively correlated with size (p = .251; p < .001), indi-
cating that larger organizations may encounter more institutional inertia when adopting
new security protocols. Moreover, significant associations were found between lack of
leadership support and both lack of resources (o = .210; p = .001) and resistance to change
(p = .124; p = .048), suggesting a systemic pattern of internal barriers. Interestingly, lack
of cybersecurity experts which is mentioned by authors in (Putawska et al., 2022) did not
show significant associations with any other variables, implying that this issue may be
uniformly distributed across sizes and sectors.

Cyber Threats Severity

Supporting the hypothesis Hlc, organizational size was positively correlated with several
types of perceived cybersecurity threats, including data loss (p = .154; p = .014), asset
damage (p = .164; p = .009), contractual penalties (p = .166; p = .008), and loss of know-
how (p = .132; p = .035). These findings imply that larger organizations may perceive
and suffer greater tangible losses from cyberattacks, potentially due to their more complex
infrastructures and greater asset exposure. This finding is in compliance with (Biener et al.,
2015) where empirical research in the context of cyber risk insurance demonstrated that
organization losses depend on its size (suggesting that larger firms have higher exposure).
Sectoral affiliation, in contrast, exhibited only weak negative correlations with reputational
damage (o = —.153; p = .014), data loss (p = —.127; p = .043), and contractual sanctions
(p = —.197; p = .002), suggesting that some sectors may either better manage or underscore
potential cybersecurity risks.
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However, when examining the overall perceived severity of cybersecurity impacts (mea-
sured on a 0—4 scale), neither organizational size (p = .088; p = .161) nor sector (p = .000;
p = .994) showed a statistically significant relationship. This may suggest that while
specific perceived threats differ by organizational size, the overall perceived severity of
potential cybersecurity cyberattack impacts is uniformly distributed across different types
of organizations. This finding is different from Biener et al. (2015) where their empirical
research demonstrated that losses from cyberattacks depend on the sector (meaning that
financial firms have higher exposure).

Perceived Importance of Cybersecurity

Organizational size also exhibited a strong positive correlation with the perceived impor-
tance of cybersecurity (p = .369; p < .001), whereas sectoral affiliation was negatively
correlated (p = —.275; p < .001). These results further support the argument that size is
a stronger correlate of cybersecurity awareness and prioritization. Kruskal-Wallis testing
confirmed statistically significant differences in cybersecurity importance across sectors
x2(4,N =254) =20.32, p < .001), and post-hoc Dunn’s tests revealed that the IT sector
assigns significantly more importance to cybersecurity compared to the trade (adjusted
p = .014) and healthcare (adjusted p = .015) sectors. As suggested by previous studies
(Leirmo, 2024), differences among sectors related to this area still prevail.

Overall, the findings provide consistent evidence that organizational size is a more influ-
ential factor than sector in terms of its association with cybersecurity expenditures,
perceived threats, implementation barriers, and cyberattack impacts. This has important
implications for policy and practice. Rather than adopting one-size-fits-all approaches
based on sectoral norms, cybersecurity strategies and support mechanisms should be more
carefully tailored to organizational scale. Especially for small and medium-sized enterprises
(SMEs), which made up the majority of the survey sample, targeted support in overcoming
internal barriers and increasing awareness could significantly strengthen their cybersecurity
resilience.

Based on the analysis conducted, organization size may appear as a stronger and more
significant factor associated with specific cybersecurity aspects such as investments, the
occurrence of incidents, perceived barriers, and cyberattack impacts than the sector in
which the organization operates. The findings indicate that as the number of employees
increases, organizations are more likely to invest in security software, hardware, and
implementation. At the same time, larger organizations also perceive higher severity and
diversity of cyber threats and are more likely to perceive resistance to change as a key
barrier.

Moreover, the consequences of potential attacks — such as data loss, contractual penalties,
and loss of know-how — show a stronger correlation with organization size than with sector.
Among all else, larger organizations may experience stronger internal resistance to changes
related to cybersecurity. The resistance is also closely related to management support. At
the same time, the impacts of cyberattacks were proved to demonstrate themselves in
a broader range rather than separately, especially among larger organizations.



DANUBE, 17(2), 116—132, DOI: 10.2478/danb-2026-0008 129

In contrast, the sector shows only limited statistical association with the studied variables,
with its primary significance found in the perception of the importance of cybersecurity.
This distinction can likely be attributed to the varying degrees of digital dependency across
sectors — organizations in the IT sector typically prioritize cybersecurity more than those
in sectors like trade or healthcare. Furthermore, a factor that prevails within all sectors and
sizes is the lack of cybersecurity experts.

In conclusion, cybersecurity strategies and policies of organizations are slightly recom-
mended to primarily take into account the size of the organization as a critical factor, rather
than relying on sector-based assumptions.
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