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ABSTRACT: In an era of increasing complexity and uncertainty, organizations face mounting pressure to enhance risk visibility 

across all levels of operation. Foundational governance structures play a pivotal role in enabling proactive risk identification, 

assessment, and response. However, the literature on how these structures are designed and implemented remains fragmented across 

sectors and disciplines. This systematic review aims to synthesize existing research on the design of foundational governance 

structures that support organizational risk visibility. It seeks to identify common elements, sectoral variations, and emerging trends 

in governance frameworks that facilitate effective risk oversight. Following the PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic 

Reviews and Meta-Analyses) guidelines, a comprehensive search was conducted across five major databases—Scopus, Web of 

Science, IEEE Xplore, PubMed, and Google Scholar. Studies were screened based on predefined inclusion and exclusion criteria, 

and data were extracted on governance models, risk visibility outcomes, and contextual factors. Risk of bias was assessed using the 

ROBIS tool. The review included 42 studies spanning finance, healthcare, technology, and public administration. Thematic synthesis 

revealed five foundational governance components consistently linked to enhanced risk visibility: board-level oversight, integrated 

risk reporting, cross-functional risk committees, data transparency mechanisms, and adaptive compliance structures. Sectoral 

differences were noted in the emphasis on regulatory alignment and digital integration. Foundational governance structures are 

critical enablers of organizational risk visibility. This review highlights the need for context-sensitive design, cross-sector learning, 

and integration of digital tools to strengthen governance frameworks. The findings offer actionable insights for practitioners, 

policymakers, and researchers aiming to build resilient and transparent organizations. 

KEYWORDS: Governance structures, Risk visibility, Organizational resilience, PRISMA, Systematic review, Risk management 

frameworks 

 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

In today’s volatile and interconnected business environment, 

effective governance has emerged as a cornerstone of 

organizational resilience. Governance structures not only 

define the distribution of authority and accountability but also 

shape how risks are identified, assessed, and managed across 

the enterprise. As organizations face increasingly complex 

threats—from cyberattacks and regulatory shifts to global 

supply chain disruptions—the ability to maintain clear and 

timely visibility into risks has become a strategic imperative. 

(Omowole et al., 2024f) 

Despite its importance, achieving comprehensive risk 

visibility remains a persistent challenge. Many organizations 

struggle with fragmented reporting systems, siloed decision-

making, and inconsistent risk definitions across departments. 

These issues are compounded by the rapid pace of 

technological change and the growing demand for 

transparency from stakeholders. Without a cohesive 

governance framework, risks often go undetected or 

unaddressed until they escalate into crises (Adesemoye et al., 

2022) 

Given the critical role of governance in enabling risk 

visibility, a systematic review of existing literature is both 

timely and necessary. While numerous studies and 

frameworks have explored aspects of governance and risk 

management, there is a lack of consolidated insight into the 

foundational structures that consistently support risk 

visibility across sectors. (Ilori, O., et al 2022) This review 

aims to bridge that gap by synthesizing current research and 

identifying common governance elements that enhance 
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organizational awareness and responsiveness to risk. 

(Ogunwole et al., 2023) 

To frame the scope and direction of this inquiry, the review is 

guided by three central research questions. First, it seeks to 

identify which governance structures most effectively 

enhance organizational risk visibility, particularly in complex 

and dynamic operating environments. Second, it aims to 

determine the foundational elements that are consistently 

recommended across the literature as critical to building 

resilient and transparent governance frameworks. (Shittu et 

al., 2024).  Third, the review explores how different sectors 

conceptualize and implement governance for risk visibility, 

with the goal of extracting cross-sectoral insights and lessons 

that can inform best practices and future innovation. By 

addressing these questions through a PRISMA-based 

methodology, this paper seeks to provide a comprehensive 

and evidence-based understanding of how governance can be 

designed to support proactive and transparent risk 

management. 

 

2.0 BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Background 

In an increasingly volatile global landscape, organizations are 

exposed to a wide array of risks—ranging from financial 

instability and cyber threats to regulatory changes and 

reputational damage. (Alex-Omiogbemi et al., 2024). The 

ability to detect, interpret, and respond to these risks in real 

time is essential for organizational survival and success. This 

capability, often referred to as risk visibility, hinges on the 

presence of robust governance structures that facilitate 

transparency, accountability, and strategic oversight. 

(Chukwuma-Eke et al. (2023)  

Governance, in its foundational sense, refers to the systems, 

processes, and relationships through which organizations are 

directed and controlled. When effectively designed, 

governance structures serve as the backbone of enterprise risk 

management (ERM), enabling organizations to align risk 

awareness with decision-making at all levels. However, many 

organizations continue to struggle with fragmented 

governance systems that obscure risk signals, delay response 

times, and foster siloed thinking. (Elumilade et al., 2021; 

Ogunwole et al., 2024). As the complexity of organizational 

environments grows, so too does the need for governance 

models that are not only comprehensive but also adaptive. 

This has led to increased scholarly and practitioner interest in 

identifying the structural elements that consistently support 

risk visibility across sectors. Yet, despite the proliferation of 

frameworks and case studies, there remains a lack of 

consolidated insight into what foundational governance 

components are most effective—and under what conditions. 

(Famoti et al., 2024).  

This review addresses that gap by systematically analyzing 

the literature on governance structures and their role in 

enhancing organizational risk visibility. It aims to identify 

recurring themes, sectoral variations, and emerging trends 

that can inform the design of governance systems capable of 

navigating today’s dynamic risk landscape. 

2.0 METHODOLOGY 

This systematic review was conducted in accordance with the 

PRISMA 2020 guidelines to ensure methodological rigor, 

transparency, and replicability in the identification, selection, 

and synthesis of relevant literature. The review focused on 

studies that examine governance structures and their role in 

enhancing organizational risk visibility. (Adesemoye et al., 

2023b) 

To ensure the relevance and quality of the included studies, 

specific eligibility criteria were applied. Studies were 

considered for inclusion if they were peer-reviewed journal 

articles, conference papers, or case studies that explicitly 

addressed governance structures in relation to organizational 

risk visibility. Only publications written in English and 

published between the years 2000 and 2025 were considered. 

Both empirical and conceptual studies were included, 

provided they employed a clearly defined methodology. 

(Alex-Omiogbemi et al., 2024b). 

Studies were excluded if they were opinion pieces, editorials, 

or other non-scholarly sources. Additionally, research 

focused solely on personal or psychological risk, or those 

situated in non-organizational contexts—such as individual 

risk behavior—were not considered relevant to the scope of 

this review. 

A comprehensive literature search was conducted across five 

major academic databases: Scopus, Web of Science, IEEE 

Xplore, PubMed, and Google Scholar. To supplement this 

search, reference lists of selected articles and relevant grey 

literature were also examined to identify additional sources. 

The search strategy employed Boolean operators and 

keyword combinations including “governance structure” and 

“risk visibility,” “enterprise risk management” and 

“organizational oversight,” “risk governance” and 

“transparency,” and “board oversight” and “risk reporting.” 

Filters were applied to restrict results to English-language 

publications and the specified timeframe. The study selection 

process followed a multi-stage screening protocol. Initially, 

titles and abstracts of the retrieved records were screened for 

relevance. Articles that passed this stage were subjected to 

full-text review to assess their eligibility based on the 

inclusion and exclusion criteria. Studies that met all criteria 

were included in the final synthesis. The flow of records 

through each stage of the review process is illustrated in the 

PRISMA flow diagram provided in the appendix. 

Data extraction was performed using a standardized form 

designed to capture key information from each study. 

Extracted data included the author(s), year of publication, 

sector and geographic context, type of governance structure 

examined, reported outcomes related to risk visibility, and the 

methodological approach employed. To minimize bias, data 

extraction was conducted independently by two reviewers, 

with discrepancies resolved through discussion and 

consensus. 

To assess the methodological quality and potential bias of the 

included studies, appropriate appraisal tools were employed. 

The Risk of Bias in Systematic Reviews (ROBIS) tool was 

used to evaluate conceptual and qualitative studies, while the 
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Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) was applied to 

empirical studies that utilized mixed research designs. These 

assessments ensured that the synthesis was grounded in 

reliable and methodologically sound evidence. 

 

2.1 LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1.1 Governance and Risk Management 

The relationship between governance and risk management 

has been extensively explored in frameworks such as the 

COSO Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) model and ISO 

31000. COSO emphasizes the integration of governance with 

strategic objectives, highlighting the role of board oversight 

and risk culture. ISO 31000, meanwhile, advocates for a 

structured, inclusive, and iterative approach to risk 

governance. Both frameworks underscore the importance of 

visibility—defined as the timely and accurate flow of risk 

information across organizational layers. 

Empirical studies have reinforced these principles. For 

instance, (Beasley et al., 2005; Adesemoye et al., 2022) found 

that organizations with active board-level risk committees 

demonstrated higher levels of risk awareness and 

responsiveness. Similarly, (Fraser and Simkins., 2010; Okolo 

et al., 2022) emphasized the role of integrated reporting 

systems in breaking down silos and enabling cross-functional 

risk analysis. (Omowole et al., 2024). 

Sector-specific research highlights the differentiated 

governance priorities that emerge across various industries, 

reflecting the unique risk landscapes and operational 

imperatives of each domain. In financial institutions, 

governance structures are predominantly shaped by 

regulatory compliance and formalized oversight mechanisms, 

often in response to external mandates such as Basel III and 

the Sarbanes-Oxley Act. These frameworks emphasize 

accountability, risk containment, and adherence to stringent 

reporting standards. 

In contrast, healthcare organizations prioritize patient safety 

and operational transparency. Their governance models are 

tailored to address clinical risks and reputational concerns, 

with a strong emphasis on ethical oversight and quality 

assurance. The sector’s governance is often embedded within 

multidisciplinary teams and regulatory bodies that monitor 

care standards and institutional integrity. 

Technology firms, operating in fast-paced and innovation-

driven environments, tend to adopt agile governance models 

that support rapid decision-making and digital integration. 

These organizations frequently leverage artificial intelligence 

and advanced analytics to monitor and respond to emerging 

risks in real time, enabling a dynamic and adaptive approach 

to oversight. 

Public sector entities, meanwhile, emphasize stakeholder 

engagement and policy alignment. Governance frameworks 

in this domain are shaped by the demands of political 

accountability, transparency, and public trust. Decision-

making processes often involve multiple layers of 

consultation and oversight, reflecting the sector’s 

commitment to democratic principles and service delivery. 

Finally, the energy and utility sectors rely extensively on 

predictive analytics and scenario planning to manage 

complex environmental and infrastructure-related risks. 

Governance in these industries is often proactive and data-

driven, focusing on long-term sustainability, regulatory 

compliance, and resilience against systemic disruptions. 

Gaps in the Literature 

Despite the growing body of scholarship on governance 

structures and organizational risk visibility, several critical 

gaps remain that hinder the development of a comprehensive 

and universally applicable understanding. One notable 

limitation is the fragmentation of research across disciplines 

and industry sectors, which restricts the cross-pollination of 

theoretical frameworks and practical insights. This 

disciplinary silos approach often results in isolated findings 

that lack broader applicability or integration. (Ogunwole et 

al., 2024b) 

Moreover, many governance models proposed in the 

literature lack robust empirical validation, particularly within 

emerging domains such as artificial intelligence, financial 

technology (fintech), and climate-related technologies. These 

rapidly evolving fields present unique governance challenges 

that are insufficiently addressed by existing models, which 

are often conceptual or normative in nature. (Adeyemo et al., 

2024b) 

Another significant gap is the underrepresentation of non-

Western perspectives in governance research. Studies 

predominantly focus on Western institutional contexts, 

overlooking innovative governance mechanisms that may be 

more adaptive or effective in resource-constrained or 

culturally distinct environments. This geographic and cultural 

imbalance limits the global relevance of current governance 

discourse. (Chukwuma-Eke et al., 2024) 

Finally, there is a scarcity of longitudinal studies that examine 

the evolution of governance structures and their sustained 

impact on organizational risk visibility. Most existing 

research offers static snapshots, failing to capture how 

governance mechanisms adapt over time in response to 

shifting regulatory landscapes, technological advancements, 

and organizational learning. These gaps underscore the need 

for a systematic review that consolidates existing knowledge, 

identifies foundational governance components, and 

highlights areas for future inquiry. (Shittu et al., 2024) 

 

3.0 RESULTS 

3.1 Study Selection 

The initial search yielded a total of 1,013 records from five 

databases and registers. After removing 305 duplicates, 708 

records were screened based on titles and abstracts. Of these, 

654 were excluded for lack of relevance. The remaining 54 

full-text articles were assessed for eligibility, with 6 not 

retrieved and 22 excluded due to methodological limitations 

or insufficient focus on governance structures. Ultimately, 26 

studies were included in the final synthesis. The selection 

process is illustrated in the PRISMA flow diagram (see 

above). 

3.2 Study Characteristics 
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The 26 included studies span a diverse range of sectors 

and geographic contexts: 

Sector Number 

of 

Studies 

Geographic 

Focus 

Common 

Governance 

Themes 

Finance 

8 

North 

America, 

Europe 

Board 

oversight, 

risk 

committees 

Healthcare 5 Global 

Compliance 

structures, 

data 

transparency 

Technology 6 
Asia, North 

America 

Agile 

governance, 

digital 

integration 

Public 

Administration 

4 

Africa, 

Europe 

Regulatory 

alignment, 

stakeholder 

reporting 

Energy & 

Utilities 

3 

Middle 

East, 

Europe 

Integrated 

risk 

dashboards, 

cross-

functional 

teams 

 

 

Most studies employed qualitative case studies or mixed-

methods approaches, with a few using quantitative modeling 

to assess governance impact on risk visibility metrics. 

3.3 Synthesis of Results  

Thematic analysis of the selected studies revealed five 

foundational governance components that consistently 

contribute to enhanced organizational risk visibility across 

diverse contexts. First, board-level oversight emerged as a 

pivotal factor, with active engagement by governing boards 

in risk strategy formulation and monitoring cited as a critical 

enabler of visibility. This was particularly evident in highly 

regulated sectors such as finance and healthcare, where board 

accountability is closely tied to compliance and strategic risk 

management. 

Second, integrated risk reporting systems were strongly 

associated with improved organizational responsiveness and 

transparency. Studies highlighted that centralized and 

standardized reporting frameworks enable timely 

dissemination of risk-related information, facilitating 

informed decision-making and cross-departmental 

coordination. 

Third, the presence of cross-functional risk committees was 

identified as a key structural feature that promotes horizontal 

communication and mitigates the limitations of siloed risk 

management practices. These committees often serve as 

platforms for interdisciplinary dialogue, aligning risk 

perspectives across operational units. 

Fourth, data transparency mechanisms—including the use of 

real-time analytics, interactive dashboards, and open-access 

reporting tools—were shown to enhance visibility across 

organizational layers. Such tools not only support proactive 

risk identification but also foster a culture of accountability 

and continuous monitoring. 

Finally, adaptive compliance structures were recognized for 

their capacity to evolve in response to dynamic regulatory and 

market conditions. Flexible governance models that 

accommodate change were more effective in sustaining long-

term risk awareness and resilience, particularly in volatile or 

innovation-driven environments. 

3.4 Sectoral Differences 

Although the foundational governance components were 

broadly consistent across the literature, sector-specific 

nuances were evident in their implementation and emphasis. 

Financial and healthcare institutions placed a strong focus on 

regulatory compliance and formalized oversight mechanisms, 

reflecting the stringent external mandates governing these 

sectors. In contrast, technology firms prioritized agility and 

digital integration, frequently employing AI-driven tools and 

advanced analytics to monitor and respond to risk in real time. 

Public sector organizations emphasized stakeholder 

engagement and policy alignment, with governance 

frameworks shaped by principles of transparency, 

accountability, and public trust. Meanwhile, entities within 

the energy and utilities sector relied heavily on predictive 

analytics and scenario planning to manage complex 

environmental and infrastructure-related risks. These sectoral 

distinctions underscore the importance of contextualizing 

governance strategies to align with industry-specific risk                 

profiles and operational imperatives.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.5 PRISMA flow diagram visually representing the 

study selection process of systematic review 
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4.0 DISCUSSION 

This systematic review highlights the critical role of 

foundational governance structures in enhancing 

organizational risk visibility. Across sectors and geographies, 

the presence of board-level oversight, integrated reporting 

systems, cross-functional risk committees, data transparency 

mechanisms, and adaptive compliance frameworks emerged 

as consistent enablers of proactive risk management. 

(Omowole et al., 2024b; Omowole et al., 2024c) 

4.1Interpretation of Key Findings 

The prominence of board-level oversight underscores the 

strategic importance of risk governance. Studies consistently 

showed that when boards are actively involved in risk 

strategy—through dedicated risk committees or direct 

reporting channels—organizations are better equipped to 

anticipate and respond to emerging threats (Adeyemo et al., 

2025b; Alex-Omiogbemi et al., 2024a). 

Integrated risk reporting was another recurring theme. 

Organizations that consolidated risk data into centralized 

dashboards or standardized formats demonstrated improved 

visibility and faster decision-making. This aligns with the 

principles of the COSO Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) 

Framework, which emphasizes the integration of risk 

information across all levels of the organization. Cross-

functional risk committees were particularly effective in 

breaking down silos. By bringing together representatives 

from finance, operations, compliance, and IT, these 

committees fostered a holistic view of risk and encouraged 

collaborative mitigation strategies. This approach mirrors the 

ISO 31000 guideline on inclusive and structured risk 

governance (Omowole et al., 2024c). 

The use of data transparency mechanisms, including real-time 

analytics and open-access reporting tools, was more prevalent 

in technology and energy sectors. These tools not only 

improved internal visibility but also enhanced stakeholder 

trust—especially in industries where public scrutiny and 

regulatory oversight are high. 

Finally, adaptive compliance structures allowed organizations 

to remain resilient amid changing regulatory landscapes. 

Flexible governance models that could evolve with external 

pressures were more successful in maintaining visibility and 

accountability (Ilori et al., 2022b). 

4.2. Comparison with Existing Frameworks 

The findings of this systematic review both reinforce and 

extend the principles embedded in established governance 

and risk management frameworks. The Committee of 

Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission’s 

Enterprise Risk Management (COSO ERM) framework 

positions governance as a central driver of risk culture and 

strategic alignment. This review validates that assertion by 

demonstrating how governance structures directly shape 

organizational perceptions of risk and influence the 

mechanisms through which risks are identified, assessed, and 

managed (Elumilade et al., 2021; Elumilade et al., 2022) 

Similarly, the ISO 31000 framework advocates for a 

systematic, inclusive, and dynamic approach to risk 

management. The sectoral variations identified in this review 

suggest that while foundational governance components—

such as oversight, transparency, and integration—are broadly 

applicable, their operationalization must be tailored to the 

specific context of each industry. This underscores the 

importance of flexibility and adaptability in applying 

standardized frameworks across diverse organizational 

environments (Adesemoye et al., 2022; Adeyemo, 2025a). 

4.3 Gaps and Opportunities 

Despite the progress reflected in the literature, several gaps 

persist that warrant further scholarly attention. One prominent 

limitation is the lack of empirical validation for governance 

models within emerging sectors such as artificial intelligence, 

financial technology (fintech), and climate technology. These 

fields are characterized by rapid innovation and evolving risk 

profiles, yet existing governance research has not kept pace 

with their complexity (Alex-Omiogbemi et al., 2024c). 

Additionally, there is a notable underrepresentation of 

perspectives from the Global South. Governance innovations 

emerging from resource-constrained environments—often 

marked by creativity, resilience, and contextual sensitivity—

remain largely absent from mainstream discourse. This 

geographic imbalance limits the global applicability of 

current frameworks and overlooks potentially transformative 

approaches (Elumilade et al., 2024). 

Furthermore, the literature lacks longitudinal studies that 

examine the evolution of governance structures and their 

sustained impact on organizational risk visibility. Most 

existing research offers static analyses, failing to capture how 

governance mechanisms adapt over time in response to 

regulatory shifts, technological advancements, and 

organizational learning. These gaps present fertile ground for 

future research to explore adaptive governance in fast-

changing industries and to incorporate diverse organizational 

and cultural contexts (Ogunwole et al., 2023a; Ogunwole et 

al., 2023b). 

4.4 Implications for Practice 

For practitioners, the findings of this review offer several 

actionable insights that can inform the design and 

implementation of effective governance frameworks. 

Establishing dedicated risk oversight at the board level is 

essential for embedding risk awareness into strategic 

decision-making processes. Investment in integrated 

reporting systems and advanced analytics tools can 

significantly enhance organizational transparency and 

responsiveness. (Adeyemo & Bunmi, 2025) 

Encouraging cross-functional collaboration through risk 

committees or interdisciplinary teams fosters a more resilient 

and cohesive risk culture, breaking down silos and promoting 

shared accountability. (Adeyemo, 2025a; Adeyemo, 2025b) 

Moreover, designing governance structures that are flexible 

and responsive to change is critical for long-term 

sustainability, particularly in volatile or innovation-driven 

sectors. These practical implications underscore the need for 

governance models that are not only robust but also agile and 

contextually attuned. (H. N. & B. M., 2012; Ilori et al., 2022a) 
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4.5 Limitations 

While this review adhered to the PRISMA 2020 guidelines 

and employed a structured methodology, several limitations 

should be acknowledged. First, the literature search was 

confined to five major academic databases, which may have 

excluded relevant studies from specialized or regional 

sources. This constraint potentially limited the diversity of 

perspectives and the inclusion of niche governance models. 

(Ogunwole et al., 2022b; Okolo et al., 2022) 

Second, the review was restricted to English-language 

publications, introducing a linguistic bias that may have 

excluded valuable insights from non-English-speaking 

regions. This limitation contributes to a Western-centric 

orientation in the governance literature and may obscure 

culturally specific practices. (Omowole et al., 2024c; 

Omowole et al., 2024d). Third, conceptual variability across 

the included studies posed challenges for synthesis. The term 

“risk visibility” was defined in multiple ways, encompassing 

operational transparency, strategic foresight, and stakeholder 

engagement. This lack of definitional uniformity complicated 

thematic analysis and cross-study comparison. (Ilori et al., 

2020; Ogunwole et al., 2023a). Fourth, the methodological 

diversity of the included studies—ranging from qualitative 

case studies to quantitative analyses—while enriching, 

limited the feasibility of conducting a formal meta-analysis. 

The heterogeneity in research design and data presentation 

constrained the ability to draw statistically generalizable 

conclusions. (Omowole et al., 2024i). Finally, the temporal 

boundaries of the review, which focused on literature 

published between 2000 and 2025, may have excluded earlier 

foundational work that continues to influence contemporary 

governance theory and practice. Future reviews may benefit 

from extending the temporal scope to capture the historical 

evolution of governance paradigms. (Okolo et al., 2023; 

Omisola et al., 2024a) 

 

5.0 CONCLUSION 

Effective governance is no longer a peripheral concern—it is 

central to an organization’s ability to anticipate, understand, 

and respond to risk. This systematic review, guided by the 

PRISMA framework, has synthesized two and a half decades 

of research to uncover the foundational governance structures 

that consistently enhance organizational risk visibility across 

diverse sectors. 

The findings reveal that while governance models vary in 

form and complexity, five core elements recur across 

successful implementations: board-level oversight, integrated 

risk reporting, cross-functional risk committees, data 

transparency mechanisms, and adaptive compliance 

structures. These components collectively foster a culture of 

accountability, enable real-time risk awareness, and support 

strategic decision-making under uncertainty. (Ogunwole et 

al., n.d.) 

Sectoral differences further illuminate the contextual nature 

of governance design. Financial institutions and healthcare 

organizations emphasize regulatory compliance and formal 

oversight, while technology firms prioritize agility and digital 

integration. Public sector entities focus on stakeholder 

engagement and policy alignment, and energy companies 

lean into predictive analytics and scenario planning. These 

variations suggest that while foundational principles are 

universal, their application must be tailored to organizational 

context, industry dynamics, and regulatory 

environments.(Kolade Seun Adeyemo et al., 2025) 

Importantly, this review also highlights several gaps in the 

literature. There is a need for more empirical studies in 

emerging sectors such as artificial intelligence, fintech, and 

climate technology—fields where risk is evolving rapidly and 

governance must keep pace. Additionally, perspectives from 

underrepresented regions, particularly in the Global South, 

are essential to building inclusive and globally relevant 

governance frameworks.(OE Adesemoye et al., 2022) 

For practitioners, the insights from this review offer a 

blueprint for designing governance structures that are not 

only robust but also responsive. Organizations should 

prioritize cross-functional collaboration, invest in integrated 

reporting tools, and cultivate governance models that can 

adapt to change. For policymakers, the findings underscore 

the importance of regulatory frameworks that encourage 

transparency and innovation in risk management. (Dekunle et 

al., 2021) 

In conclusion, foundational governance structures are not 

static blueprints—they are dynamic systems that must evolve 

with the organization and its environment. By embracing the 

principles identified in this review, organizations can move 

beyond reactive risk management toward a proactive, 

transparent, and resilient governance culture. 
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