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Abstract
This study examines the impact of Strategic Risk Governance (SRG) on Banking Resilience (BR) in the context of Bangladesh's commercial banking sector. The study is motivated by the growing importance of governance quality, board-level risk oversight, internal controls, and strategic risk management systems in maintaining bank stability in emerging economies. Primary data were collected from 120 banking professionals using a structured questionnaire measured on a five-point Likert scale. The research adopted a quantitative, cross-sectional design and analyzed the data in IBM SPSS Statistics using reliability analysis, descriptive statistics,   frequency analysis , Pearson correlation, and simple linear regression.
The reliability analysis demonstrates that the measurement scales are highly consistent, with Cronbach's alpha values of .936 for SRG and .892 for BR. Descriptive statistics indicate moderately favorable perceptions of both governance and resilience among respondents, with mean scores of 3.469 for SRG and 3.513 for BR. Correlation analysis identifies a statistically significant positive relationship between SRG and BR (r = .575, p < .001). Regression results further show that SRG has a significant positive effect on BR (B = .585, beta = .575, t = 7.635, p < .001), with the model explaining 33.1% of the variance in banking resilience (R square = .331).
The findings suggest that stronger strategic risk governance contributes meaningfully to the resilience of commercial banks in Bangladesh. The study provides practical implications for bank boards, senior management, and regulators by demonstrating that governance mechanisms are not merely compliance tools but strategic capabilities that strengthen financial stability. It also contributes to the literature by providing primary-data evidence from an emerging market context where empirical evidence remains comparatively limited.
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1. Introduction

The global financial system has experienced significant instability over recent decades, particularly following events such as the 2008 financial crisis, which exposed critical weaknesses in risk governance frameworks within banking institutions (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 2011). These disruptions have underscored the necessity for banks to not only manage risks effectively but also to develop resilience—the capacity to absorb shocks, adapt to changing conditions, and sustain operations during periods of crisis (Haldane, 2009; Barroso et al., 2017).
In emerging economies such as Bangladesh, the banking sector plays a pivotal role in supporting economic growth and financial inclusion. However, it is also characterised by structural vulnerabilities, including regulatory limitations, governance inefficiencies, and exposure to both domestic and global financial risks (Uddin & Suzuki, 2011). These challenges make the study of strategic risk governance particularly significant, as effective governance mechanisms can enhance transparency, accountability, and institutional resilience.
The concept of Strategic risk Governance refers to the system of structures, processes, and controls through which an organization's board and senior management identify, assess, monitor, and manage risks that may affect the achievement of long-term strategic objectives. It integrates risk oversight into corporate governance to ensure that strategic decisions align with the organisation’s risk appetite and long-term sustainability, particularly in highly regulated sectors such as banking. In banking literature, strategic risk governance is often viewed as part of enterprise risk governance, where boards ensure that risk considerations are embedded into strategy-setting, performance monitoring, and decision-making processes (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 2015; McConnell, 2012).
Banking resilience refers to the ability of a bank to withstand financial shocks, operational disruptions, and economic stress while continuing to perform its critical functions, such as lending, payments, and financial intermediation. It reflects how well a bank can absorb losses, maintain adequate capital and liquidity, and recover quickly from crises without threatening its stability or the wider financial system. In regulatory and academic literature, banking resilience is closely linked to strong capital adequacy, effective liquidity management, sound risk governance, and robust supervision frameworks that ensure banks remain stable during periods of uncertainty (Basel Committee on Banking Supervision, 2025; McConnell, 2012).
Bangladesh provides a particularly relevant context for examining this relationship. Although the banking sector has expanded substantially, it has also faced challenges related to loan quality, governance weaknesses, compliance concerns, and variable risk management standards across institutions. Commercial banks operate in an environment where macroeconomic volatility, competitive pressure, and regulatory expectations create a need for stronger governance systems. Yet, while governance is often discussed in policy and supervisory terms, fewer studies have examined how banking professionals themselves perceive the relationship between strategic governance arrangements and resilience outcomes. This creates a meaningful empirical gap.
The present study addresses that gap by analyzing primary data collected from 120 banking professionals in Bangladesh. The research asks whether stronger Strategic Risk Governance is associated with stronger Banking Resilience. Using a structured questionnaire and SPSS-based quantitative methods, the study evaluates the reliability of the constructs, describes respondent perceptions, and tests the relationship between the two variables through correlation and regression analysis.
This report is important for several reasons. First, it contributes empirical evidence from an emerging market context where governance-resilience research remains comparatively limited. Second, it provides an applied understanding of strategic risk governance based on responses from practitioners in commercial banks rather than relying only on secondary financial indicators. Third, it offers practical implications for boards, regulators, and bank management by identifying governance as a potentially powerful driver of resilience.
The report is structured as follows. Following this introduction, the literature review develops the theoretical and empirical basis for the study and identifies the gap in prior research. The methodology chapter explains the research design, sampling strategy, instrument, measurement, and analytical techniques. The results chapter presents the empirical findings from reliability testing, descriptive analysis, correlation, and regression. The discussion chapter interprets the findings in light of the literature and the Bangladeshi banking context. The report then concludes with implications, limitations, and recommendations for future research.
2. Literature Review
Strategic Risk Governance has become an increasingly prominent theme in banking, corporate governance, and risk management research. The concept brings together governance theory, enterprise risk management, internal control systems, and strategic decision making. It rests on the idea that risk should not be treated as a narrow technical issue but as an integral component of organizational strategy and accountability. In the banking context, this view is especially relevant because banks are highly leveraged, interconnected institutions whose failures can generate significant systemic costs.
The Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (2015) provides one of the clearest foundational statements on corporate governance in banks. The Committee argues that sound governance promotes public confidence and contributes to the safety and soundness of the banking system. Its principles emphasize board responsibility, senior management oversight, risk appetite frameworks, internal control, compliance, internal audit, compensation alignment, and transparency. Importantly, the Basel principles frame governance not merely as formal structure but as an operating system through which institutions make, monitor, and correct strategic decisions under uncertainty. This perspective aligns closely with the concept of Strategic Risk Governance used in the present study.
A major strand of the literature focuses on the role of the board of directors. Boards are expected to approve strategy, oversee risk appetite, monitor management, and ensure that risk information reaches decision makers in a timely way. McConnell (2012) argues that effective board oversight is central to strategic governance because it aligns management action with organizational objectives and stakeholder protection. In the context of banking, weak board engagement can produce poor strategic judgment, delayed responses to emerging threats, and inadequate accountability. Conversely, engaged and informed boards can strengthen oversight, promote challenge, and improve the quality of high-level decisions.
Related to the board's role is the issue of risk committees and specialized oversight mechanisms. Risk committees provide a formal structure through which banks can review risk exposures, monitor emerging threats, and connect strategic choices to risk implications. Battaglia and Gallo (2015), in their study of Asian banks, show that risk governance characteristics matter for performance, particularly under crisis conditions. Their findings support the broader argument that formal governance architecture can shape resilience-related outcomes by improving discipline and strategic response.
Another important component of Strategic Risk Governance is enterprise risk management. ERM aims to integrate risk management across the organization rather than treating individual risks in silos. Korableva and Kalimullina (2016) note that integrated risk systems can improve transparency, coordination, and managerial awareness. In banks, this integration is especially important because credit, liquidity, operational, compliance, and reputational risks often interact. A fragmented governance model may overlook those interactions, whereas a strategically oriented governance model can connect risk information across functions and levels of authority. This supports better prioritization, earlier warning, and more consistent execution.
Internal controls and compliance mechanisms form another pillar of the literature. Internal controls protect asset integrity, improve reporting quality, support regulatory compliance, and reduce the likelihood that operational weaknesses will evolve into strategic failures. In banking, strong internal controls are often associated with better monitoring of risk exposure and better response to regulatory requirements. Nahar, Jubb, and Azim (2016), although focusing on disclosure, performance, and governance-related issues in banking, reinforce the broader insight that governance quality affects organizational outcomes. Governance systems shape not only control effectiveness but also credibility with regulators, investors, and other stakeholders.
A related dimension is risk culture. Formal structures matter, but governance also depends on behavior, communication, and norms. Stein, Wiedemann, and Bouten (2019) argue that risk governance should be understood as a framing process that influences how organizations interpret and act on uncertainty. This view suggests that governance is not limited to policies and committees; it also depends on whether employees feel encouraged to report risks, whether risk awareness is embedded in daily operations, and whether escalation channels function effectively. These behavioral elements are highly relevant to banking resilience because the usefulness of a governance framework depends on whether information actually travels through it and whether decision makers act on that information.
The literature on banking resilience complements the governance literature by focusing on institutional stability under stress. Banking resilience is commonly defined as the ability of a bank to absorb shocks, continue essential operations, and recover from adverse events. While resilience can be measured in many ways, recurring themes include capital adequacy, liquidity strength, profitability stability, shock absorption, adaptability, and continuity. Battaglia and Gallo (2015) connect governance features to stability-related outcomes, reinforcing the argument that resilient performance is partly governance-driven. More broadly, resilience theory in finance suggests that institutions with stronger capabilities for anticipation, adaptation, and coordinated response are better able to withstand turbulence.
The relationship between governance and resilience can be explained through several theoretical lenses. Agency theory suggests that governance mechanisms reduce managerial opportunism and information asymmetry, thereby improving monitoring and protecting stakeholder interests. In banks, this may reduce the chance that managers take excessive risks that later undermine resilience. Resource dependence theory emphasizes that boards and governance structures help organizations access information, expertise, legitimacy, and external relationships. These resources can strengthen preparedness and strategic response. Dynamic capability theory adds that organizations with superior sensing, learning, and adaptation mechanisms are better able to respond to environmental change. Strategic Risk Governance can be understood as one institutional expression of those capabilities because it shapes how risk information is gathered, interpreted, and translated into strategic action.
Despite these valuable insights, several gaps remain in the literature. First, a substantial body of empirical work has focused on developed economies or broad cross-country samples, while fewer studies provide context-specific evidence from emerging markets such as Bangladesh. Yet emerging markets often differ in terms of regulatory enforcement, ownership patterns, governance maturity, and market conditions. These contextual differences may affect how governance mechanisms operate in practice.
Second, many prior studies use secondary financial data, governance indices, or archival disclosures. Those approaches are valuable but may not fully capture how governance is experienced internally by banking professionals who participate in risk processes. Primary survey data can provide a complementary perspective by measuring perceptions of oversight quality, risk awareness, control effectiveness, and resilience-related capabilities. Such practitioner-level evidence is particularly useful in contexts where public governance data may be incomplete or where institutional practices vary across banks.
Third, much of the governance literature concentrates on performance, disclosure, or risk-taking rather than resilience itself. Performance and resilience are related but not identical. A bank may perform well in the short term while remaining vulnerable to shocks if governance encourages excessive risk. Resilience adds a longer-term and stress-oriented dimension, focusing on continuity, recovery, and adaptability. Examining resilience directly therefore adds conceptual and practical value.
Fourth, while many studies discuss governance components separately, fewer integrate them into a broader Strategic Risk Governance construct that includes board oversight, management commitment, role clarity, risk frameworks, policy review, reporting openness, risk culture, internal controls, compliance, and monitoring systems. The present study addresses this by operationalizing SRG through a multi-item survey instrument and linking it to a resilience construct measured through financial stability, capital adequacy, shock absorption, mitigation effectiveness, recovery capacity, adaptability, and long-term sustainability.
In Bangladesh, the relevance of this topic is amplified by persistent sectoral challenges. Public discussion about non-performing loans, governance quality, accountability, and regulatory enforcement has made resilience a practical concern rather than a purely academic one. Commercial banks operate under significant expectations from regulators, depositors, investors, and the wider economy. In this setting, a strategic governance perspective is especially useful because it shifts attention from isolated control activities to the broader organizational capability to recognize and manage strategic risks before they escalate.
Based on the literature, the present study proposes a simple conceptual relationship: stronger Strategic Risk Governance leads to stronger Banking Resilience. This relationship is grounded in the idea that effective governance improves oversight, strengthens coordination, promotes transparency, supports learning, and increases the ability of institutions to absorb and adapt to shocks. 
The study therefore tests the following hypothesis:
H1: Strategic Risk Governance has a significant positive impact on Banking Resilience in commercial banks in Bangladesh.
This hypothesis is consistent with the cumulative logic of the literature, but it remains important to test it empirically in the Bangladesh context using primary data. By doing so, the study contributes to the risk governance literature, the banking resilience literature, and the applied understanding of governance in emerging banking systems.
3. Methodology
This study uses a quantitative research design because the main objective is to test a hypothesized relationship between Strategic Risk Governance and Banking Resilience using numerical data and statistical analysis. Quantitative research is appropriate when the researcher seeks to measure variables, evaluate relationships among them, and draw conclusions on the basis of systematic evidence (Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In line with the assignment requirement and the nature of the research question, the study adopts a cross-sectional survey design and uses SPSS to perform descriptive and inferential analysis.
The target context of the study is the commercial banking sector in Bangladesh. The respondents were banking professionals considered capable of providing informed judgments about governance practices and resilience in their institutions. Because the topic concerns board oversight, risk policies, reporting, internal control, compliance, and strategic decision making, respondents needed to have sufficient familiarity with banking processes and governance arrangements. For this reason, purposive sampling was used. Purposive sampling is appropriate when respondents are selected based on their relevance to the research objectives rather than through purely random selection.
A total of 120 valid responses were included in the analysis. The sample size is suitable for the methods used in this report, particularly reliability analysis, correlation, and linear regression. While larger samples can strengthen precision and generalizability, the current sample is acceptable for an applied quantitative study of this type and allows meaningful statistical testing.
Primary data were collected using a structured questionnaire measured on a five-point Likert scale, where 1 represented stronger disagreement and 5 represented stronger agreement. The survey instrument contained 19 items. Items Q1 to Q12 measured Strategic Risk Governance, while items Q13 to Q19 measured Banking Resilience. The wording of the items reflects concepts widely discussed in the literature and in supervisory guidance, especially board oversight, senior management prioritization, role clarity, formal frameworks, policy review, effective identification and assessment, openness in reporting risks, risk awareness, training, internal controls, compliance, and risk monitoring. The Banking Resilience items covered stable financial performance during crises, capital absorption capacity, ability to withstand shocks, mitigation of disruptions, speed of recovery, adaptability to changing market conditions, and support for long-term sustainability.
The choice of a Likert-type instrument is appropriate for several reasons. First, perceptions of governance quality and resilience often involve latent constructs that cannot be directly observed through a single objective indicator. Second, a structured questionnaire facilitates comparison across respondents and enables scale construction for multivariate analysis. Third, Likert scales are widely used in management and banking research because they are intuitive for respondents and straightforward to analyze statistically when combined into composite indices.
For this study, composite variables were created after data collection. Strategic Risk Governance was operationalized as SRG_Index, computed as the mean of Q1 through Q12. Banking Resilience was operationalized as BR_Index, computed as the mean of Q13 through Q19. Using mean scores maintains the original scale metric and allows easier interpretation. Composite indices are also consistent with the logic of construct measurement in survey-based research, where multiple indicators together capture a broader latent variable.
Before hypothesis testing, the study assessed reliability. Reliability refers to the extent to which the scale items consistently measure the same underlying construct. Cronbach's alpha was used because it is a widely accepted measure of internal consistency in social science research. Values above .70 are generally considered acceptable, values above .80 are considered good, and values above .90 are often interpreted as excellent, although very high values may sometimes suggest item redundancy. In this case, the alpha values were used primarily to confirm that the instruments were sufficiently consistent for subsequent analysis.
The analytical strategy proceeded in several stages. First, frequency analysis was used to describe the distribution of responses across questionnaire items. This step helps identify whether responses cluster around disagreement, neutrality, or agreement. Second, descriptive statistics, including mean, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum, were generated for the composite variables SRG_Index and BR_Index. These values provide an overview of central tendency and variability. Third, Pearson correlation analysis was used to test whether a linear relationship exists between Strategic Risk Governance and Banking Resilience. Pearson's r is suitable when variables are continuous and approximately interval-scaled, as in the case of composite Likert indices. Fourth, simple linear regression was used to evaluate the predictive effect of SRG on BR.
The use of simple regression is consistent with the conceptual model of this study, which contains one independent variable and one dependent variable. The model tests whether changes in SRG are associated with systematic changes in BR. The relevant outputs are the coefficient of determination (R square), the ANOVA significance test for the model, and the unstandardized and standardized regression coefficients. R square indicates the proportion of variance in the dependent variable explained by the independent variable. The ANOVA test indicates whether the model as a whole is statistically significant. The coefficient for SRG indicates the direction and strength of the effect on BR.
The hypothesis testing rule is based on the conventional significance level of .05. If the p-value associated with the SRG coefficient is less than .05, the null hypothesis of no effect is rejected and the research hypothesis is supported. In addition to significance, the direction and magnitude of the effect are interpreted.
This report also draws on item-level means computed from the survey dataset to provide a richer descriptive picture. These statistics complement the SPSS output pasted by the researcher and help connect the numerical results to the content of the questionnaire.
Like any research design, this study has limitations. The cross-sectional nature of the data means that causal language should be used with caution, even though regression is employed. The data are perception-based and therefore may be influenced by respondent subjectivity or social desirability bias. The use of purposive sampling limits formal generalization to the entire banking sector. Nevertheless, the design is well suited to the objectives of the study: it provides systematic practitioner-level evidence on how strategic risk governance is associated with banking resilience in commercial banks in Bangladesh.
Ethically, the study assumes that participation was voluntary and that responses were used for academic purposes. No individual respondent or bank-level identifiers are reported in this document, preserving confidentiality. The focus is on aggregate findings rather than the evaluation of specific institutions.
Overall, the methodology is appropriate for the research question, coherent with the theoretical framework, and aligned with the quantitative requirements of the course. The next chapter presents the empirical findings.

Conceptual Framework
The study tests a direct positive effect of Strategic Risk Governance on Banking Resilience.
[image: ]
Figure 1. Conceptual framework of the study.

4. Results and Analysis
This chapter presents the empirical findings of the study. The analysis begins with reliability assessment, followed by item-level descriptive evidence, construct-level descriptive statistics, correlation analysis, regression analysis, and hypothesis testing. Together, these results provide a comprehensive picture of the relationship between Strategic Risk Governance and Banking Resilience.
Reliability analysis was conducted separately for the SRG and BR scales. For Strategic Risk Governance, the SPSS output reports Cronbach's alpha of .936 across 12 items. For Banking Resilience, Cronbach's alpha is .892 across 7 items. These values indicate that both scales possess strong internal consistency. The SRG scale falls within the excellent range, and the BR scale falls within the good-to-excellent range. This suggests that the items under each construct work together coherently and justify the use of composite indices in the later analyses. In practical terms, respondents answered the items in a sufficiently consistent manner for the constructs to be treated as reliable measures.
Table 1. Reliability statistics for study constructs
	Construct
	Cronbach's alpha
	Number of items

	Strategic Risk Governance (Q1-Q12)
	.936
	12

	Banking Resilience (Q13-Q19)
	.892
	7



The reliability coefficients are above the widely accepted .70 threshold, indicating strong internal consistency and supporting the construction of composite indices for both variables.





Table 2. Item-level descriptive statistics
	Item
	Statement (abridged)
	Mean
	SD

	Q1
	Board actively oversees risk management policies
	3.442
	0.742

	Q2
	Senior management prioritizes risk governance in decision-making
	3.500
	0.799

	Q3
	Clear roles and responsibilities for risk management are defined
	3.500
	0.710

	Q4
	Bank has a well-structured risk management framework
	3.433
	0.683

	Q5
	Risk policies are regularly reviewed and updated
	3.500
	0.810

	Q6
	Risk identification and assessment processes are effective
	3.517
	0.673

	Q7
	Employees are encouraged to report risks openly
	3.425
	0.752

	Q8
	Risk awareness is embedded in daily operations
	3.417
	0.773

	Q9
	Training programs improve employees' risk management skills
	3.517
	0.733

	Q10
	Strong internal control systems are in place
	3.433
	0.695

	Q11
	Compliance with regulatory requirements is strictly maintained
	3.483
	0.722

	Q12
	Risk monitoring systems effectively detect potential threats
	3.467
	0.721

	Q13
	Bank maintains stable financial performance during crises
	3.450
	0.754

	Q14
	Bank has sufficient capital to absorb unexpected losses
	3.517
	0.756

	Q15
	Bank can withstand economic or financial shocks
	3.508
	0.686

	Q16
	Risk mitigation strategies reduce impact of disruptions
	3.533
	0.721

	Q17
	Bank recovers quickly after financial stress
	3.492
	0.778

	Q18
	Bank adapts effectively to changing market conditions
	3.508
	0.710

	Q19
	Strategic decisions support long-term sustainability
	3.583
	0.740



All item means are above the neutral midpoint of 3.00, indicating that respondents generally perceive both governance and resilience dimensions positively.
[image: ]
Figure 2. Mean scores for questionnaire items Q1-Q19.
Table 3. Descriptive statistics for composite variables
	Variable
	Mean
	Std. deviation
	Minimum
	Maximum

	SRG Index
	3.4694
	0.56374
	2.08
	4.92

	BR Index
	3.5131
	0.57308
	2.14
	5.00


The means of both composite variables are slightly above 3.4, which points to moderately favorable overall evaluations among respondents.
Table 4. Correlation analysis
	Variables
	Pearson r
	p-value
	N

	Strategic Risk Governance and Banking Resilience
	.575
	< .001
	120



The Pearson correlation coefficient of .575 indicates a moderate-to-strong positive association between Strategic Risk Governance and Banking Resilience.


Table 5. Regression model summary
	R
	R square
	Adjusted R square
	Std. error of estimate
	N

	.575
	
	
	
	

	
	.331
	
	
	

	
	
	.325
	
	

	
	
	
	.47083
	

	
	
	
	
	120



Table 6. ANOVA for regression model
	Source
	Sum of squares
	df
	F
	Sig.

	Regression
	12.923
	1
	58.298
	< .001

	Residual
	26.158
	118
	
	

	Total
	39.081
	119
	
	



Table 7. Regression coefficients
	Predictor
	B
	Std. error
	Beta
	t
	Sig.

	Constant
	1.485
	.269
	
	5.519
	< .001

	SRG_Index
	.585
	.077
	.575
	7.635
	< .001



The regression model is statistically significant and shows that SRG positively predicts BR. The estimated regression equation is BR_Index = 1.485 + 0.585(SRG_Index).
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Figure 3. Scatter plot showing the positive association between SRG and BR.
The case processing summary shows 120 valid observations for both reliability tests and no excluded cases, indicating complete data for all items used in the analysis. This is beneficial because it avoids complications associated with extensive missing values and strengthens confidence in the subsequent statistics.

The frequency distributions reported in SPSS reveal an important general pattern: most respondents chose categories 3 and 4 on the five-point scale, with some responses in category 5 and relatively few in category 2. Category 1 appears only rarely. This pattern indicates that respondents generally lean toward agreement with the SRG and BR statements, but not in an extreme way. In other words, the data suggest moderate confidence in governance and resilience practices rather than highly polarized opinions.

Item-level means derived from the survey dataset reinforce this interpretation. Within the Strategic Risk Governance scale, the highest mean scores are observed for Q6 (risk identification and assessment processes are effective, mean = 3.517), Q9 (training programs improve employees' risk management skills, mean = 3.517), Q2, Q3, and Q5 (all mean = 3.500), and Q11 (compliance with regulatory requirements is strictly maintained, mean = 3.483). The lowest SRG means are Q8 (risk awareness is embedded in daily operations, mean = 3.417) and Q7 (employees are encouraged to report risks openly, mean = 3.425), followed by Q4 and Q10 (both mean = 3.433). These values remain above the scale midpoint, indicating that none of the governance dimensions were viewed negatively overall. However, the relatively lower means on openness and embedded daily awareness suggest that behavioral and cultural dimensions may still be weaker than formal policies and compliance mechanisms.

Within the Banking Resilience scale, the highest item mean is Q19 (strategic decisions support long-term sustainability, mean = 3.583). This is followed by Q16 (risk mitigation strategies reduce the impact of disruptions, mean = 3.533), Q14 (bank has sufficient capital to absorb unexpected losses, mean = 3.517), and Q18 (bank adapts effectively to changing market conditions, mean = 3.508). The lowest BR mean is Q13 (bank maintains stable financial performance during crises, mean = 3.450). Even this lowest item remains above the midpoint, indicating generally favorable views of resilience. The strongest aspect appears to be the alignment between strategic decision making and sustainability, while the weakest appears to be actual performance stability during crises. This distinction is meaningful: banks may believe they are strategically oriented toward resilience, but maintaining performance under stress remains more difficult in practice.
At the construct level, the descriptive statistics show that SRG_Index has a mean of 3.4694 and a standard deviation of .5637, with observed values ranging from 2.08 to 4.92. BR_Index has a mean of 3.5131 and a standard deviation of .5731, with values ranging from 2.14 to 5.00. These means indicate that, on average, respondents lean toward agreement that both strategic risk governance and banking resilience are present in their institutions. The standard deviations indicate moderate dispersion, meaning respondents differ in their assessments, but not to an extreme extent. The range values show that perceptions vary across respondents, which is useful because inferential analysis benefits from variability in the data.
The slightly higher mean for Banking Resilience relative to Strategic Risk Governance is notable, though the difference is small. One possible interpretation is that respondents perceive their banks as somewhat resilient overall even where governance systems are not uniformly strong. Another interpretation is that resilience may be influenced by factors beyond SRG, such as capital position, regulation, market conditions, or organizational experience. This possibility is supported later by the regression result, which shows that SRG explains a substantial but not exhaustive portion of the variance in resilience.

Pearson correlation analysis was then used to test the linear association between the two constructs. The SPSS output reports a correlation coefficient of .575 between SRG_Index and BR_Index, significant at p < .001. This result indicates a moderate-to-strong positive relationship. In substantive terms, respondents who report stronger strategic risk governance in their banks also tend to report stronger banking resilience. The statistical significance confirms that this relationship is unlikely to be due to random variation in the sample.

The strength of the correlation is important. A coefficient of .575 is not trivial; it indicates a meaningful degree of shared movement between the two variables. At the same time, it is far from a perfect correlation, which suggests that governance and resilience are related but distinct constructs. This is analytically desirable because if the correlation were too close to 1, it would raise concerns that the two scales were measuring the same thing. Instead, the result supports the conceptual model in which governance contributes to resilience without being identical to it.

The regression analysis provides the core test of the hypothesis. In the model summary, the regression output reports R = .575 and R square = .331, with adjusted R square = .325. This means that Strategic Risk Governance explains 33.1% of the variance in Banking Resilience. In management and social science research, this represents a meaningful explanatory contribution, especially given that only one predictor is included in the model. It implies that governance is an important driver of resilience perceptions among respondents, though other factors not included in the model also matter.

The ANOVA table reports F = 58.298 with p < .001. This confirms that the regression model as a whole is statistically significant. In other words, the model that uses SRG to predict BR fits the data significantly better than a model with no predictor. This strengthens confidence in the substantive relevance of the relationship.

The coefficients table provides the regression equation. The unstandardized constant is 1.485, while the unstandardized coefficient for SRG_Index is .585. The standardized beta coefficient is .575, with t = 7.635 and p < .001. The positive coefficient indicates that increases in Strategic Risk Governance are associated with increases in Banking Resilience. Specifically, a one-unit increase in SRG_Index is associated with an estimated .585-unit increase in BR_Index. Because the p-value is below .001, the effect is highly statistically significant.

The standardized beta of .575 also confirms that the strength of the effect is meaningful. This coefficient mirrors the zero-order correlation because there is only one predictor in the model. As such, it indicates that SRG exerts a substantial positive influence on BR within the scope of this simple model.

The fitted regression equation can be written as:
BR_Index = 1.485 + 0.585(SRG_Index)
This equation is useful for interpretation. It suggests that even when SRG is at the lower end, the predicted BR value remains above zero because the model includes a positive intercept. More importantly, the slope coefficient shows that resilience rises materially as governance improves. This empirical pattern directly supports the theoretical argument advanced in the literature review.








The hypothesis tested in this study was as follows:
H1: Strategic Risk Governance has a significant positive impact on Banking Resilience in commercial banks in Bangladesh.
Because the regression coefficient for SRG is positive and statistically significant (p < .001), H1 is accepted. The evidence clearly supports the claim that stronger strategic risk governance is associated with stronger banking resilience.
The findings also carry interpretive depth at the item level. The strongest SRG items relate to effectiveness of risk identification and assessment, staff training, management prioritization, role clarity, and policy review. These dimensions connect closely to strategic awareness, process maturity, and formal governance discipline. The relatively lower means for openness in reporting risks and embedding risk awareness into daily operations suggest that banks may still need to strengthen risk culture. In the resilience domain, the highest-rated item concerns long-term sustainability, which may indicate that respondents see strategic orientation and future positioning as strengths. However, the comparatively lower mean on stable financial performance during crises suggests that resilience is easier to affirm conceptually than to realize under stress. This gap offers a useful point for management discussion and policy implication.
Finally, the graphical evidence included in this report supports the numerical interpretation. The bar chart of item means shows that all item averages are above the midpoint and clustered in a fairly narrow range, indicating general positivity but also room for improvement. The scatter plot of SRG against BR shows an upward trend consistent with the positive regression coefficient. The conceptual framework figure summarizes the theoretical direction of the relationship tested in the study.
Taken together, the results demonstrate four key points. First, the measurement scales are reliable. Second, respondents perceive both governance and resilience at moderately positive levels. Third, the two constructs are significantly and positively associated. Fourth, governance explains a meaningful share of resilience and has a statistically significant positive effect on it. These results provide a strong empirical basis for the interpretation developed in the next chapter.

5. Discussion
The empirical findings of this study offer strong support for the central argument that Strategic Risk Governance contributes positively to Banking Resilience in Bangladesh's commercial banking sector. The discussion below interprets the results in relation to the literature, the Bangladeshi context, and the broader implications for theory and practice.

The first major finding is the high reliability of the SRG and BR scales. Cronbach's alpha values of .936 and .892 indicate that the constructs are measured consistently and coherently. This matters because governance and resilience are multi-dimensional ideas. Strong alpha values suggest that the selected items successfully captured connected aspects of each underlying concept. From a research perspective, this strengthens confidence in the validity of the descriptive and inferential results that follow.

The second major finding is that respondents reported moderately favorable perceptions of both governance and resilience. The mean score of 3.469 for SRG suggests that strategic risk governance practices are present to a meaningful extent in the sampled banks. The mean of 3.513 for BR suggests that respondents also perceive their banks as moderately resilient. These averages are neither weak nor exceptional. They point instead to a middle position: banks appear to have many governance and resilience elements in place, but there remains noticeable scope for improvement.

This pattern is consistent with the reality of many emerging-market banking systems. Governance reforms, risk frameworks, and compliance systems may exist formally, yet the depth of implementation and organizational consistency can vary. The item-level means support this interpretation. Respondents rated policy review, management prioritization, risk identification, training, compliance, and monitoring relatively positively. These are the kinds of areas that are often strengthened by regulation and supervisory expectation. However, items related to open risk reporting and risk awareness embedded in day-to-day work scored slightly lower. This suggests that the formal side of governance may be stronger than the cultural side.

That distinction is theoretically meaningful. Stein et al. (2019) argue that governance must be understood not only in terms of formal arrangements but also in terms of how uncertainty is framed, communicated, and acted upon inside the organization. A bank may have policies and committees, but if employees do not feel encouraged to report concerns or if risk awareness is not embedded in operations, governance quality may remain incomplete. The present findings fit that perspective. They imply that Bangladeshi commercial banks may have advanced in formal governance architecture while still facing challenges in cultivating a fully mature risk culture.

The third major finding is the statistically significant positive correlation between Strategic Risk Governance and Banking Resilience. The coefficient of .575 indicates that stronger governance is associated with stronger resilience. This result aligns with the logic of the Basel Committee (2015), which links sound governance to safety and soundness, and with empirical studies such as Battaglia and Gallo (2015), which show that governance characteristics influence bank outcomes. In substantive terms, the result suggests that governance quality is not peripheral to resilience; it is one of its major correlates.

The regression findings deepen this conclusion by showing that SRG is not only correlated with BR but also significantly predicts it. The model explains 33.1% of the variance in Banking Resilience, and the coefficient for SRG is strongly positive and highly significant. This is a substantial finding for a single-predictor model based on survey data. It means that governance accounts for roughly one-third of the observed variation in resilience perceptions among respondents. In practical language, improvements in board oversight, role clarity, formal frameworks, policy review, risk reporting, internal controls, compliance, and monitoring are likely to be associated with noticeable improvements in resilience.

This finding supports the theoretical proposition that resilience is partly an outcome of strategic capability. Dynamic capability reasoning is useful here: institutions that can sense risks, interpret them, coordinate across functions, and adapt their decisions are better positioned to withstand shocks. Strategic Risk Governance provides many of the organizational mechanisms through which such capabilities are expressed. It structures information flows, clarifies accountability, supports early warning, and encourages strategic alignment between risk and business decisions. The positive coefficient in this study is therefore both statistically and conceptually coherent.

The result is also relevant to agency theory. Governance mechanisms reduce information asymmetry and help ensure that managerial decisions align with the organization's risk appetite and long-term interests. Where governance is weak, managers may delay recognition of risks, underinvest in controls, or pursue short-term objectives at the expense of resilience. Stronger governance mitigates those problems, helping the institution avoid excessive vulnerability. The positive impact of SRG on BR in this study is consistent with that agency-theoretic interpretation.
The Bangladesh context adds further significance. Commercial banks in Bangladesh operate in an environment where governance quality and loan discipline are frequently discussed by regulators, policymakers, and the public. The findings indicate that respondents themselves perceive governance as a meaningful contributor to resilience. This matters because governance reform is sometimes treated as a compliance burden rather than a strategic asset. The evidence here suggests the opposite: governance appears to be a resilience-generating capability. For bank leaders, this means that strengthening governance is not only about satisfying regulatory expectations but also about protecting performance continuity and long-term institutional credibility.

The item-level results provide useful managerial insight. The strongest mean within the resilience scale is the statement that strategic decisions support long-term sustainability. This suggests that respondents see a link between strategy and resilience. At the same time, the lowest resilience mean concerns stable financial performance during crises. This indicates that resilience may be more difficult to realize under acute stress than in normal operations. The implication is that governance systems should not stop at policy formulation or strategic aspiration. They must be tested under stress conditions, supported by contingency planning, and reinforced through crisis simulation, scenario analysis, and regular review.

Similarly, in the governance scale, the relatively high scores for risk assessment and training suggest that banks recognize the importance of procedural and capability-building elements. But the lower scores for openness in reporting and embedded awareness imply that psychological and cultural factors remain important development areas. A governance system is strongest when employees at multiple levels understand risk responsibilities, feel safe to escalate issues, and see risk considerations as part of routine decision making rather than exceptional events.

The study also has implications for regulators and supervisory authorities. If governance significantly predicts resilience, then regulatory frameworks should continue to emphasize governance quality as a core supervisory theme. This includes not only formal compliance checks but also assessment of board effectiveness, risk committee functionality, internal control strength, and risk culture. Supervisors may also encourage banks to move beyond document-based compliance toward demonstrable governance effectiveness in practice. The present findings support such an approach.

For academics, this study contributes by extending the governance-resilience discussion into an emerging economy using primary data from practitioners. Much prior work has relied on archival indicators, market data, or cross-country panel designs. Those approaches remain valuable, but the present study adds a perception-based, institution-facing perspective. It shows that banking professionals themselves perceive a meaningful governance-resilience link. This helps enrich the literature by adding evidence from inside the organizational system rather than only from external outcomes.

At the same time, the findings should be interpreted with appropriate caution. The model explains 33.1% of resilience variance, which means that nearly two-thirds remains unexplained by SRG alone. This is not a weakness of the study so much as a reminder that resilience is multi-causal. Capital structure, liquidity position, asset quality, macroeconomic conditions, digital capability, regulatory enforcement, competitive intensity, and institutional history may all matter. Future research could extend the model by incorporating mediators such as risk culture or moderators such as regulatory strength and market conditions, both of which were discussed in the conceptual thinking behind the broader research topic.



Another caution is that the study is cross-sectional and based on self-reported perceptions. This design is appropriate for the present assignment and for exploratory empirical work, but it cannot fully establish causality in the way that longitudinal or panel-data designs might. It is possible that resilient banks invest more in governance, that governance enhances resilience, or that both are mutually reinforcing. Nevertheless, the positive and significant effect observed here remains a valuable empirical result, especially because it is theoretically grounded and statistically robust.

Overall, the discussion leads to a clear conclusion: Strategic Risk Governance is not an abstract administrative ideal but an empirically meaningful determinant of Banking Resilience in commercial banks in Bangladesh. Strengthening governance is therefore likely to improve the capacity of banks to absorb shocks, sustain operations, and adapt to uncertainty. This insight has direct value for bank boards, senior managers, regulators, and scholars alike.
6. Conclusion
This study set out to examine the impact of Strategic Risk Governance on Banking Resilience in the commercial banking sector of Bangladesh. Drawing on governance theory, banking supervision principles, and risk management literature, the study proposed that stronger governance arrangements would be associated with stronger resilience. Primary survey data from 120 banking professionals were analyzed using SPSS, and the evidence strongly supports that proposition.
The reliability analysis confirmed that the measurement scales were robust, with Cronbach's alpha values of .936 for Strategic Risk Governance and .892 for Banking Resilience. Descriptive statistics showed that respondents generally perceive both governance and resilience positively, although not at uniformly high levels. Item-level evidence revealed that formal elements such as policy review, risk assessment, training, and compliance tend to be viewed relatively favorably, while more behavioral dimensions such as open reporting and embedded awareness remain comparatively weaker. On the resilience side, long-term sustainability and disruption mitigation were rated more strongly than crisis-time financial stability.
The core inferential results provide the most important conclusion of the study. Strategic Risk Governance is positively and significantly related to Banking Resilience (r = .575, p < .001). Regression analysis further shows that SRG significantly predicts BR (B = .585, beta = .575, t = 7.635, p < .001), explaining 33.1% of the variance in resilience. The study therefore accepts the research hypothesis that Strategic Risk Governance has a significant positive impact on Banking Resilience in commercial banks in Bangladesh.
Several practical implications follow. First, bank boards should treat governance as a strategic capability rather than a procedural obligation. Active oversight, role clarity, regular policy review, and strong risk committees should be sustained and strengthened. Second, senior management should reinforce not only formal systems but also risk culture by encouraging upward reporting, strengthening communication channels, and embedding risk awareness in day-to-day work. Third, regulators should continue to emphasize governance quality as a core dimension of supervisory assessment. Stronger governance appears to support stronger resilience, making it relevant to sector-wide stability.
This study also contributes to the academic literature by providing primary-data evidence from an emerging economy. It shows that the governance-resilience relationship, often discussed conceptually or examined through secondary data, is also visible in the perceptions of banking professionals. In this sense, the study offers both empirical and contextual value.
The research nonetheless has limitations. The use of purposive sampling and cross-sectional survey data constrains generalization and causal inference. The model includes only one predictor, while resilience is likely shaped by multiple organizational and environmental factors. Future research could extend the analysis by incorporating additional explanatory variables, such as risk culture, regulatory quality, digital capability, or bank-specific characteristics. Longitudinal designs or mixed-method approaches could also deepen understanding of how governance mechanisms influence resilience over time.
In summary, the report demonstrates that Strategic Risk Governance matters in a substantive and measurable way. In the Bangladesh banking context, banks that are perceived to have stronger strategic governance arrangements are also perceived to be more resilient. This conclusion supports the continuing importance of governance reform, strategic oversight, and integrated risk management in strengthening the stability and sustainability of the banking sector.
7. Recommendations
Based on the findings, the following recommendations are proposed:
1. Strengthen board-level risk oversight. Boards should devote regular agenda time to strategic risk review, challenge management assumptions, and ensure that risk appetite is aligned with business strategy.
2. Deepen risk culture and speaking-up practices. Banks should create channels that encourage employees to report emerging risks without fear and should integrate risk awareness into routine operational decisions.
3. Enhance training and capability development. Because training-related items scored relatively well and are actionable, banks should continue to invest in role-specific risk management training for managers and staff.
4. Improve crisis preparedness and stress response. The comparatively lower score on stable financial performance during crises suggests the need for scenario analysis, simulation exercises, and tested business continuity arrangements.
5. Reinforce policy review and monitoring systems. Banks should regularly update risk policies in light of new threats, regulatory change, technology shifts, and evolving market conditions.
6. Use governance metrics as strategic indicators. Senior management and regulators may benefit from monitoring governance quality not only through compliance checklists but through broader indicators of oversight effectiveness, communication quality, and response capability.
7. Extend future academic inquiry. Researchers should examine mediating variables such as risk culture and moderating variables such as regulatory strength, and should compare conventional and Islamic banks or different ownership structures in Bangladesh.
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Appendix A. Survey items used in the analysis
Q1. Board actively oversees risk management policies
Q2. Senior management prioritizes risk governance in decision-making
Q3. Clear roles and responsibilities for risk management are defined
Q4. Bank has a well-structured risk management framework
Q5. Risk policies are regularly reviewed and updated
Q6. Risk identification and assessment processes are effective
Q7. Employees are encouraged to report risks openly
Q8. Risk awareness is embedded in daily operations
Q9. Training programs improve employees' risk management skills
Q10. Strong internal control systems are in place
Q11. Compliance with regulatory requirements is strictly maintained
Q12. Risk monitoring systems effectively detect potential threats
Q13. Bank maintains stable financial performance during crises
Q14. Bank has sufficient capital to absorb unexpected losses
Q15. Bank can withstand economic or financial shocks
Q16. Risk mitigation strategies reduce impact of disruptions
Q17. Bank recovers quickly after financial stress
Q18. Bank adapts effectively to changing market conditions
Q19. Strategic decisions support long-term sustainability
Appendix B. Key SPSS outputs incorporated into the report
Reliability for Strategic Risk Governance: Cronbach's alpha = .936, 12 items, N = 120.
Reliability for Banking Resilience: Cronbach's alpha = .892, 7 items, N = 120.
Descriptive statistics: SRG mean = 3.4694, SD = .56374; BR mean = 3.5131, SD = .57308.
Correlation: r = .575, p < .001, N = 120.
Regression model summary: R = .575, R square = .331, Adjusted R square = .325, Std. error = .47083.
ANOVA: F = 58.298, p < .001.
Regression coefficient for SRG: B = .585, beta = .575, t = 7.635, p < .001.
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