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 ABSTRACT  

Risk has been an intriguing phenomenon to both managers and academicians. Much of the 

ambiguity in the domain may be ascribed to different connotations of risk in different 

contexts. In view of the debacles such as Enron and Satyam (some years back), and global 

financial crisis, the concept of corporate risk and risk management has been gaining attention 

not only from investors and corporates but also from policy-makers. The process of risk 

management can be explained through five steps: identifying and prioritizing risks, 

quantifying risks, managing risks, reporting risks and reviewing risks.  

Literature is replete with risk measures, but most of them are based on market-based 

information. Even the studies that do take into account firm-specific (accounting) information 

are primarily ‘outcome-based’ and fail to consider various possible sources of risk. As a 

result, no comprehensive risk measure, reflecting major corporate risks could be found. 

Similarly, most of the studies dealing with risk disclosures consider quantity of disclosure as 

a proxy for quality of disclosure. Accordingly, there appears to be a need for a 

comprehensive disclosure index that captures not only the quantity of disclosures but also the 

quality of disclosures in terms of semantic properties. Further, as the direction and 

supervision of a company and consequently the responsibility of oversight of risk 

measurement and risk disclosures vests with the board of directors, it seems imperative to 

gauge the quality of governance structures that exist in firms. 

Based on the above perspective and limited literature on the subject, an attempt has been 

made to develop a risk index (based on nine major risks, namely, market risk, accounting 

risk, competition risk, contingency risk, credit risk, foreign exchange risk, liquidity risk, 

operating risk, solvency risk). In addition, the relationship between risk levels and accounting 

returns has also been examined. Further, a risk disclosure index (based on 69 risk related 
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items and covering three semantic attributes, namely, nature of disclosure 

(qualitative/quantitative), time-orientation (backward-looking/forward-looking/both), tone of 

disclosure (neutral/positive/negative/both positive and negative)); and a risk governance 

index (based on board size, proportion of women directors, proportion of non-executive 

directors, proportion of independent directors, CEO duality, executive/non-executive status of 

Chairman, chief risk officer (CRO), whistle blower policy, risk management committee, 

compulsory committees, and voluntary committees) have also been developed. Moreover, the 

relationships among the three indices have also been examined. For the purpose, difference- 

generalised method of moments (GMM) regression has been used. Besides, a managerial 

survey and two case studies have been conducted to corroborate the results of secondary data 

analysis. 

The notable findings of the secondary data are that the sample Indian firms, on an average, 

have ‘moderate risk’ levels. These findings are supplemented by the evidence of satisfactory 

return on assets and return on equity for the sample companies. Further, as the risk index is a 

normative framework, recommendatory in nature, the evidence of negative risk-return 

relationship (i.e., higher the risk, lower the returns), provides support for the methodology 

used in the construction of the risk index.  

On the one hand, the sample companies exhibit extremely low scores on risk disclosure 

index, indicating lack of transparency regarding risks and their impacts. On the other hand, 

the sample companies have sound risk governance structures. But, these could be further 

strengthened with collaborative efforts of corporates and regulatory bodies.  

Though no significant relationship could be found between risk levels and quality of 

governance structure, risk disclosures appear to be positively influenced by both the risk 

levels and the quality of governance structure. It is noteworthy, that risk governance index 
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acts a moderating variable, influencing the relationship between risk disclosure index and risk 

index.

The survey findings indicate that the sample firms consider risk as something with a positive 

as well as negative potential. Most firms seem to undertake risk management activities in 

order to protect firm value. Further, majority of companies have an internal manual for risk 

management policies and carry a continuous review of techniques used in risk management. 

It may be noted that companies that seem to be in favour of voluntary risk reporting (in 

annual reports) tend to have higher risk levels. In addition, Chief Finance Officer emerges as 

the most widely accepted authority on risk.  It may further be noted that the results of 

secondary data analysis and survey analysis have been corroborated by the results of case 

study (two cases) analysis. The findings of the cases studied provide credence to the 

methodology used in construction of risk index, disclosure index and governance index. 

Based on the findings of the research, following recommendations have been made: (i). 

Policy-makers should take initiatives to prescribe a risk index type normative framework for 

non-financial companies, to help them maintain theoretically tenable risk levels; to enhance 

transparency and improve communication between companies and stakeholders, to make risk 

disclosures mandatory; non-compliance with certain mandatory provisions, such as, 

appointment of woman director need to be dealt with swiftly and strictly. (ii).  Managers 

should avoid excessive risk-taking as higher risk does not always translate into higher return;

they should focus on increasing transparency, improving communication with stakeholders 

and reducing information asymmetry to garner investor confidence. (iii). Investors should 

invest in companies with lower risks (as per the risk index) if they desire higher (accounting) 

returns.  



  
 

vii 
 

  -  ,    --  
 

 

 ,                
                 

               
                

                —   
   ,   ,  ,      
  

      ,     -   
          ,       

      ,           
 ,         ,       

                 
 ,    index          
,                  

 , ,            
                 
   

           ,   index   
       index        :  , 

 ,  ,  ,  ,   , 
 ,  ,     ,      

              , 69   
      ,   ( /  );  

 (   /    );    (  /  



  
 

viii 
 

  /      )     , 
   index, Board size ,    ,     

,    ,   (CEO Duality),     
 ,  (CRO), whistle blower policy,   , compulsory 

committees,  voluntary committees          , 
 index             , GMM (difference 

generalised method of moments)          
,          secondary data    

         

Secondary data         , , '    
risk'     ,    ,    -  ,  
index            

 , sample     index      ,   
             , sample   
                

       

,        structure       
     ,     structure     

          ,    index  
moderating variable      ,    index   index  

        

       sample          
               
   ,           

                 
                     
   ,    (Chief Finance Officer)     
                secondary data 

           (   )   



  
 

ix 
 

            ,  index,  
 index   index            

 

           

1.           index    
               

   ,  ,         
           

2.               
         ,       
          (information 

asymmetry)          



  
 

x 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CERTIFICATE i

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ii

ABSTRACT iv

TABLE OF CONTENTS x

LIST OF FIGURES xvi

LIST OF EXHIBITS xviii

LIST OF TABLES xix

LIST OF APPENDICES xxiii

ABBREVIATIONS xxiv

CHAPTER 1 1

1.1. Introduction 1

1.2. Regulatory background 2

1.3. Description of the problem 3

1.4. Conceptual framework 4

1.5. Objectives and significance 7
1.5.1. Objectives of the study 7

1.5.2. Significance of the study 8

1.6. Scope of the study 9

1.7. Methodology of the study 9

1.8. Organisation of the thesis 10

1.9. Concluding observations 11

CHAPTER 2 13

2.1. Introduction 13

2.2. Policy-makers’ perspective on various dimensions of risk management 17

2.3. Risk measures 20

2.4. Risk-return relationship 23

2.5. Risk disclosures 27



  
 

xi 
 

2.6. Risk governance 31

2.7. Relationship amongst different risk dimensions 41
2.7.1. Relationship between risk and risk disclosure 41

2.7.2. Relationship between risk and corporate governance indicators 43

2.7.3. Relationship between risk disclosures and governance indicators 45

2.8. Risk management practices 47

2.9. Concluding observations 51

CHAPTER 3 53

3.1. Introduction 53

3.2. Gaps from literature, research objectives and hypotheses 53
3.2.1. Gaps from literature 53

3.2.2. Research objectives 55

3.2.3. Hypotheses of the study 59

3.3. Data 61
3.3.1. Secondary data 61

3.3.2. Primary data 61

3.4. Research methodology and scope 62
3.4.1. Research methodology 62

3.4.2. Scope of the Study 66

3.4.3. Use of statistical software 66

3.5. Concluding observations 67

CHAPTER 4 68

4.1. Introduction 68

4.2. Relevance of risk index 69

4.3. Methodology 71

4.4. Sample selection 87

4.5. Empirical evidence 88
4.5.1. Aggregative analysis 88

4.5.1.1. Full-sample analysis 88

4.5.1.2. Phase-wise analysis 91

4.5.1.3. Age-wise analysis 92

4.5.1.4. Industry-wise analysis 94

4.5.2. Dis-aggregative analysis 99

4.5.2.1. Full sample analysis 99

4.5.2.2. Phase-wise analysis 103

4.5.2.3. Age-wise analysis 104

4.5.2.4. Industry-wise analysis 110



  
 

xii 
 

4.6. Implications 120

4.7. Limitations of the study 122

4.8. Concluding observations 123

CHAPTER 5 125

5.1. Introduction 125

5.2. Relevance of risk disclosure 126

5.3. Methodology for construction of risk disclosure index (RDI) 130

5.4. Sample selection 138

5.5. Empirical evidence 140
5.5.1. Aggregative analysis 140

5.5.1.1. Full sample analysis 140

5.5.1.2. Phase-wise analysis 142

5.5.1.3. Age-wise analysis 143

5.5.1.4. Industry-wise analysis 146

5.5.2. Dis-aggregative analysis 151

5.5.2.1. Based on frequency 151

5.5.2.1.1. Full sample analysis 152

5.5.2.1.2. Age –wise analysis 155

5.5.2.1.3. Industry-wise analysis 159

5.5.2.2. Based on quality of disclosure 164

5.5.2.2.1. Full sample analysis 164

5.5.2.2.2. Phase-wise analysis 167

5.5.2.2.3. Age-wise analysis 171

5.5.2.2.4. Industry- wise analysis 183

5.6. Implications 191

5.7. Concluding observations 192

CHAPTER 6 201

6.1. Introduction 201

6.2. Relevance of board structure 202

6.3. Methodology 203

6.4. Sample 214

6.5. Empirical evidence 215
6.5.1. Aggregative analysis 216

6.5.1.1. Full sample analysis 216

6.5.1.2. Phase-wise analysis 217

6.5.1.3. Age-wise analysis 219

6.5.1.4. Industry-wise analysis 221



  
 

xiii 
 

6.5.2. Dis-aggregative analysis 225

6.5.2.1. Full sample  and phase-wise analysis 225

6.5.2.2. Age-wise analysis 229

6.5.2.3. Industry-wise analysis 233

6.6. Implications 242

6.7. Concluding observations 243

CHAPTER 7 245

7.1. Introduction 245

7.2. Background and hypotheses development 245

7.3. Sample 247

7.4. Methodology 248

7.5. Empirical evidence 252
7.5.1. Descriptive analysis 252

7.5.2. Relationship between risk index and  ROA (Model 1) 256

7.5.3. Relationship between risk index and ROA (Model 2) 259

7.5.4. Relationship between Risk index and ROE (Model 3) 260

7.5.5. Relationship of Risk index ROE  (Model 4) 262

7.6. Implications 263

7.7. Concluding observations 263

CHAPTER 8 265

8.1. Introduction 265

8.2. Background and hypothesis development 267
8.2.1. Risk index (RI) and risk governance index (RGI) 267

8.2.2. Risk disclosure index (RDI) and risk index (RI) 270

8.2.3. Risk disclosure index (RDI) and risk governance index (RGI) 272

8.3. Sample 273

8.4. Methodology 274

8.5. Empirical evidence 276
8.5.1. Descriptive analysis 276

8.5.2. Relationship between Risk index and Risk governance index (Model 1) 277

8.5.3. Relationship between risk disclosure index and risk governance index (Model 2) 278

8.5.4. Relationship between Risk disclosure index and risk index (Model 3) 280

8.5.5. Relationship of Risk disclosure index with risk index and risk governance index (Model 4) 281

8.5.6. Relationship of risk disclosure index with risk index and risk governance index while factoring for 

moderating effects of Risk governance index (Model 5) 286

8.5.7. Further analysis 290



  
 

xiv 
 

8.6. Implications 293

8.7. Concluding observations 294

CHAPTER 9 296

9.1. Introduction 296

9.2. Survey methodology 297

9.3. Profile of respondents 298
9.3.1. Descriptive statistics of respondent companies 298

9.3.2. Designation of respondents in companies 300

9.3.3. Respondents’ objectivity and fairness in responses 301

9.4. Analysis and empirical results 302
9.4.1. Organizations’ attitude towards risk 303

9.4.2. Risk identification and prioritisation 304

9.4.3. Risk measurement 305

9.4.4. Risk handling 308

9.4.5. Risk communication 309

9.4.6. Risk management authority and structure 314

9.4.7. Risk and return 315

9.4.8. Evaluation of risk management practices 316

9.4.9. Risk prioritisation, measurement and management 318

9.4.10. Relationship between primary and secondary data: 321

9.5. Implications 326

9.6. Concluding observations 326

CHAPTER 10 329

10.1. Introduction 329

10.2. Methodology 330
10.2.1. Case study methodology: 330

10.2.2. Criterion for the selection of companies: 331

10.3. Brief background of companies selected for case study 332

10.4. Analysis and empirical results 333
10.4.1. Descriptive statistics 333

10.4.2. Empirical analysis 336

10.4.2.1. Analysis related to risk indexs 337

10.4.2.2. Analysis related to risk disclosure index 345

10.4.2.3. Analysis related to risk governance index 350

10.4.2.4. Analysis of performance indicators 354

10.2.4.5. Comparison of companies in terms of crosstabs developed in Chapter 8. 360

10.5. Implications 363



  
 

xv 
 

10.6. Concluding observations 364

CHAPTER 11 366

11.1. Introduction 366

11.2. Major findings of the research 367
11.2.1. Findings related to risk index 367

11.2.2. Findings related to risk disclosure index 368

11.2.3. Findings related to risk governance index 372

11.2.4. Findings related to risk-return relationship 373

11.2.5. Findings related to relationship among risk index, risk disclosure index and risk  governance index 374

11.2.6. Findings related to risk management practices 375

11.3. Recommendations from the study 376

11.4. Contribution of the study 377

11.5. Limitations of the study 378

11.6. Scope for future research 378

11.7. Concluding observations of the study 379

REFERENCES 380
BIODATA 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

xvi 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure No.     Title          Page No.  

Figure 1.1 Conceptual framework of corporate risk management 5 
Figure 2.1 Literature review segregated into different sections 16 
Figure 3.1 Outline of research methodology 62 
Figure 4.1: Scope of analysis 87 
Figure 4.2: Year-wise descriptive statistics of risk index 90 
Figure 4.3: Pair-wise comparison of  risk index  industry-level 96 
Figure 5.1: Scope of analysis 138 
Figure 5.2: Year-wise descriptive statistics of RDI 140 
Figure 5.3: Pairwise comparison of RDI scores of different age group 144 
Figure 5.4: Age-wise, period-wise mean disclosure scores of sample companies 146 
Figure 5.5: Pair-wise comparison of RDI scores amongst various industry groups 147 
Figure 5.6: Industry-wise, period-wise average disclosure scores of sample companies 151 
Figure 6.1: Scope of analysis 216 
Figure 6.2: Descriptive statistics of risk governance index, 2005-2015 217 
Figure 6.3: Pair-wise comparison of risk governance index of companies based on age 220 
Figure 6.4: Pair-wise comparison of risk governance index of companies based on industry

223 
Figure 7.1: Year-wise descriptive statistics of risk index 253 
Figure 7.2: Year-wise descriptive statistics of return on assets 255 
Figure 7.3: Year-wise descriptive statistics of return on equity 256 
Figure 8.1: Framework of inter-relationships among various dimensions of risk 266 
Figure 8.2: Exploration of relationship among RDI, RI and RGI 284 
Figure 8.3: Moderating effect of RGI on relationship between RDI and RI 289 
Figure 8.4: Holistic view of relationship among RDI, RGI and RI 290 
Figure 9.1: Industry-wise classification of respondent companies 298 
Figure 9.2: Profile of respondents of survey 300 
Figure 9.3: Percentage of respondents using specific techniques for risk identification 304 
Figure 9.4: Percentage of companies that attempt to manage risks and reasons why companies 

do not manage risks 308 
Figure 9.5: Percentage of companies supporting voluntary risk disclosures in annual reports

311 
Figure 9.6: Percentage responses for type of voluntary information that companies are willing 

to share 311 
Figure 9.7: Percentage of companies that favour voluntary risk disclosures in annual reports

312 
Figure 9.8: Percentage responses for various risks that a company would want to disclose 312 
Figure 9.9: Percentage responses for whether the company has a top to bottom risk reporting 

system 313 
Figure 9.10: Percentage responses for items  that are communicated under top to bottom risk 

reporting 313 
Figure 9.11: Percentage of respondents preferring different measures of firm performance 316 
Figure 9.12: Percentage of respondents using different indicators for evaluation of success of 

risk management plans 317 
Figure 10.1: Comparison of risk index of Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 334 
Figure 10.2: Comparison of risk disclosure index of Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 334 
Figure 10.3: Comparison of risk governance index of Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 335 



  
 

xvii 
 

Figure 10.4: Comparison of return on assets of Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 355 
Figure 10.5: Comparison of return on equity of Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 355 
Figure 10.6: Comparison of equity returns of Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 356 
Figure 10.7: Comparison of profitability of Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 356 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

xviii 
 

LIST OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit No.   Title               Page No.  

Exhibit 4.1: Scoring in relation to market risk 75 
Exhibit 4.2: Scoring in relation to accounting risk 76 
Exhibit 4.3: Scoring in relation to competition risk 77 
Exhibit 4.4: Scoring in relation to contingency risk 79 
Exhibit 4.5: Scoring in relation to credit risk 80 
Exhibit 4.6: Scoring in relation to exchange rate risk 80 
Exhibit 4.7: Scoring in relation to liquidity risk 1 82 
Exhibit 4.8: Scoring in relation liquidity risk 2 83 
Exhibit 4.9: Scoring in relation to operating risk 84 
Exhibit 4.10: Scoring in relation to solvency risk 1 85 
Exhibit 4.11: Scoring in relation to solvency risk 2 86 
Exhibit 6.1: Scoring for Number of Board of Directors 205 
Exhibit 6.2: Scoring in relation to number of women directors on Board 206 
Exhibit 6.3: Scoring in relation to proportion of non-executive directors 207 
Exhibit 6.4: Scoring in relation to Executive-non executive status of Chairman 208 
Exhibit 6.5: Scoring in relation to proportion of independent directors, with executive 

Chairman 209 
Exhibit 6.6: Scoring in relation to proportion of independent directors, with non- executive 

Chairman 209 
Exhibit 6.7: Scoring in context of CEO duality 210 
Exhibit 6.8: Scoring in context of appointment of a CRO 210 
Exhibit 6.9: Scoring in context of existence of a whistle blower policy 211 
Exhibit 6.10: Scoring in context of existence of Risk management committee 212 
Exhibit 6.11: Scoring in context of compulsory committees 213 
Exhibit 6.12: Scoring in context of number of voluntary committees constituted 214 
Exhibit 8.1: Methodology for computation mean RDI corresponding to various levels of RI 

and RGI 283 
Exhibit 8.2: Methodology for categorisation of RDI, RGI, RI from ‘very low’ to ‘very high’

291 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

xix 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table No.   Title               Page No.  

Table 2.1: Summary of studies on corporate disclosures 31 
Table 2.2: Summary of select studies on corporate governance with focus on board 

characteristics 40 
Table 2.3: Summary of findings from risk management surveys 51 
Table 4.1 Correlation between various risk variables 86 
Table 4.2: Descriptive statistics of year-wise risk index on full sample, 2005-2015 89 
Table 4.3: Descriptive statistics of risk index, phase-wise (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-

recession (2008-2015)) 91 
Table 4.4: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean Risk index (pre-recession, post-

recession) 91 
Table 4.5: Descriptive statistics of risk index, age-wise (2005-2015) 92 
Table 4.6: Kruskal Wallis test for mean difference in risk index among different age groups

93 
Table 4.7: Descriptive statistics of risk index, age-wise (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-

recession (2008-2015)) 94 
Table 4.8: Mann-Whitney U test for difference of mean risk index (pre-recession, post-

recession) for each age category 94 
Table 4.9: Descriptive statistics of risk index, industry-wise (2005-2015) 95 
Table 4.10: Descriptive statistics of risk index, industry-wise, phase-wise(pre-

recession,(2005-2008);post-recession(2008-2015)) 98 
Table 4.11: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean risk index, industry-wise, phase-

wise(pre-recession(2005-2008);post-recession (2008-2015)) 98 
Table 4.12: Summary of frequency distribution of various risks, phase-wise (pre-

recession(2005-2008);post-recession (2008-2015)) 101 
Table 4.13: Summary of frequency distribution of various risks, age-wise 106 
Table 4.14: Summary of frequency distribution of various risks, industry-wise 111 
Table 5.1: List of items/themes constituting risk disclosure index (RDI) 129 
Table 5.2: Methodology for construction of scale 132 
Table 5.3: Descriptive statistics of RDI, 2005-2015 141 
Table 5.4: Descriptive statistics of RDI, phase wise (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-

recession (2008-2015)) 143 
Table 5.5: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean RDI (pre-recession, post-recession)

143 
Table 5.6: Descriptive statistics of RDI, age-wise (2005-2015) 143 
Table 5.7: Kruskal-Wallis test for difference of mean RDI amongst age categories 145 
Table 5.8: Descriptive statistics of RDI,  age-wise (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-recession 

(2008-2015)) 145 
Table 5.9: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean RDI (pre-recession, post-recession) 

for each age category 145 
Table 5.10: Descriptive statistics of RDI, industry-wise (2005-2015) 146 
Table 5.11: Descriptive statistics of RDI,  industry-wise (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-

recession (2008-2015)) 149 
Table 5.12: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean RDI (pre-recession, post-recession) 

for each industry classification 150 
Table 5.13: Summary of  frequency distribution of top  10% of items, phase wise (pre-

recession (2005-2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 153 



  
 

xx 
 

Table 5.14: Summary of  frequency distribution of bottom10% of items, phase wise (pre-
recession (2005-2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 154 

Table 5.15: Summary of frequency distribution of top 10% and bottom 10% of items for 
young companies, (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 156 

Table 5.16: Summary of frequency distribution of top 10% and bottom 10% of items for 
middle-aged companies, (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 157 

Table 5.17: Summary of frequency distribution of top 10% and bottom 10% of items for old 
and established companies, (pre-recession (2005-2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 158 

Table 5.18: Summary of  frequency distribution of top 10% of items, industry-wise,  for the 
period under study (2005-2015) 160 

Table 5.19: Summary of  Frequency distribution of top 10% of items, industry-wise, pre-
recession (2005-2008) 162 

Table 5.20: Summary of  frequency distribution of top 10% of items, industry-wise,  post-
recession (2008-2015) 163 

Table 5.21: Description of top and bottom 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed' 
risk items, full sample (2005-2015) 166 

Table 5.22: Description of top and bottom 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  
items, pre-recession (2005-2008) 169 

Table 5.23: Description of top and bottom 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly  disclosed'  
items, post-recession (2009-2015) 170 

Table 5.24: Description of top 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly  disclosed'  items, age- 
wise, for the period under study (2005-2015) 173 

Table 5.25: Description of top 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  items, age-
wise pre-recession (2005-2008) 177 

Table 5.26: Description of top 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  items, age-
wise,  post-recession (2008-2015) 178 

Table 5.27: Description of bottom 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  items, 
age- wise, for the period under study (2005-2015) 179 

Table 5.28: Description of bottom 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  items, 
age-wise pre-recession (2005-2008) 181 

Table 5.29: Description  of bottom 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  items, 
age-wise,  post-recession (2008-2015) 182 

Table 5.30: : Description of top 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  items, 
industry- wise, for the period under study (2005-2015) 185 

Table 5.31: Description of top 10% of 'most comprehensively/richly disclosed'  items, 
industry-wise pre-recession (2005-2008) 186 

Table 5.32: Description  of top 10% of 'most comprehensively (rich) disclosed'  items, 
industry-wise,  post-recession (2008-2015) 187 

Table 5.33: Frequency distribution of items  pertaining to risk management (scored on binary 
scale), full sample (2005-2015) 188 

Table 5.34: Frequency distribution of items  pertaining to risk management (scored on binary 
scale), age-wise,(pre-recession (2005-2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 190 

Table 6.1 Correlation  between governance variables 214 
Table 6.2: Descriptive statistics of year-wise risk governance index on full sample, 2005-

2015 216 
Table 6.3: Descriptive statistics of risk governance index, phase wise (pre-recession (2005-

2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 218 
Table 6.4: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean risk governance index (pre-recession, 

post-recession) 218 
Table 6.5: Descriptive statistics of risk governance index, age-wise (2005-2015) 219 



  
 

xxi 
 

Table 6.6: Kruskal Wallis test for mean difference in risk governance index among different 
age groups 220 

Table 6.7: Descriptive statistics of risk  governance index, age-wise (pre-recession (2005-
2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 221 

Table 6.8: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean risk governance index (pre-recession, 
post-recession) for each age category 221 

Table 6.9: Descriptive statistics of risk governance index, industry-wise (2005-2015) 222 
Table 6.10: Descriptive statistics of risk governance index, industry-wise, phase-wise(pre-

recession,(2005-2008);post-recession(2008-2015)) 224 
Table 6.11: Mann Whitney U test for difference of mean risk  governance index, industry-

wise, phase-wise(pre-recession(2005-2008);post-recession (2008-2015)) 224 
Table 6.12: Summary of frequency distribution of risk governance characteristics, phase-wise 

(pre-recession(2005-2008);post-recession (2008-2015)) 228 
Table 6.13: Summary of frequency distribution of risk governance characteristics, age-wise

231 
Table 6.14: Summary of frequency distribution of risk governance characteristics, industry-

wise 235 
Table 7.1: Descriptive statistics of  risk index 252 
Table 7.2: Descriptive statistics of return on assets 254 
Table 7.3: Descriptive statistics of return on equity 255 
Table 7.4: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of ROA on first lag of ROA,RI and 

control variables 257 
Table 7.5: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of ROA on first lag of ROA,RI, RGI 

and control variables 259 
Table 7.6: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of ROE on first lag of ROE,RI and 

control variables 261 
Table 7.7: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of ROE on first lag of ROE,RI, RGI 

and control variables 262 
Table 8.1: Descriptive statistics of relevant variables for the period 2005-2015 276 
Table 8.2: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of RI on first lag of RI,RGI and 

control variables 277 
Table 8.3: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of RDI on first lag of RDI,RGI and 

control variables 278 
Table 8.4: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of RDI on first lag of RDI, RI and 

control variables 280 
Table 8.5: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of RDI on first lag of RDI, RI and 

RGI and control variables 282 
Table 8.6: Results of (Arellano-Bond) GMM estimation of RDI on first lag of RDI, RI, RGI 

and (RI*RGI) and control variables 286 
Table 8.7: Cross-tabulation between RI and RGI 291 
Table 8.8: Cross-tabulation between RDI and RI 292 
Table 8.9: Cross-tabulation between RDI and RGI 292 
Table 9.1: Descriptive statistics of respondent companies 300 
Table 9.2: Examination of personal bias in  questionnaire responses 302 
Table 9.3: Examination of personal bias in  questionnaire responses 302 
Table 9.4: Summary of practitioners’ opinion on risk 303 
Table 9.5: Management’s motives for pursuing risk management 303 
Table 9.6: Summary of importance of various factors for risk prioritisation 305 
Table 9.7: Summary of practitioners’ preferences for various risk measurement techniques

and tools 307 



  
 

xxii 
 

Table 9.8: Summary of  risk handling practices prevalent in Indian corporates 309 
Table 9.9: Summary of risk communication practices prevalent in Indian corporates 310 
Table 9.10: Practitioners’ views on importance of recipients of risk information 314 
Table 9.11: Summary of practitioners’ views on risk authority and risk structures in Indian 

corporates 315 
Table 9.12: Ranking of  various risks based on their importance, and percentage of companies 

measuring and managing those risks 318 
Table 9.13: Summary of relationship between risk disclosure index  and practitioners’ 

responses 321 
Table 9.14: Summary of relationship between risk index  and organisation’s attitude towards 

risk 321 
Table 9.15: Summary of relationship between risk disclosure index  and designation of 

person drafting  the MD&A section of the annual report 322 
Table 9.16: Summary of relationship between risk index  and practitioners’ responses 325 
Table 10.1: Descriptive statistics of RI, RDI and RGI for Cyient Ltd. and MMTC Ltd. 335 
Table 10.2: Mann Whitney U test for difference of Risk index 337 
Table 10.3: Descriptive statistics related to various  constituents of risk index 338 
Table 10.4: Summary results of Mann-Whitney U test for sub-hypotheses related to risk 

index 339 
Table 10.5: Mann Whitney U test for difference in Risk disclosure index 345 
Table 10.6: Descriptive statistics related to components of risk disclosure index 345 
Table 10.7: Summary results of Mann-Whitney U test related to various aspects of risk 

disclosure index 346 
Table 10.8: Mann Whitney U test for difference in risk governance index 350 
Table 10.9: Descriptive statistics related to various components of risk governance index 351 
Table 10.10: Summary results of Mann-Whitney U test for sub-hypotheses related to risk 

governance index 351 
Table 10.11: Descriptive statistics related to various performance indicators 358 
Table 10.12: Summary results for Mann Whitney U test related to various performance 

measures 359 
Table 10.13: Summary results of hypothesis testing 360 
Table 10.14: Methodology for categorisation of RDI, RGI, RI from ‘very low’ to ‘very high’

361 
Table 10.15: Cross tabulation based on risk index and risk governance index 361 
Table 10.16: Cross tabulation based on risk index and risk disclosure index 362 
Table 10.17: Cross tabulation based on risk governance index and risk disclosure index 362 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

xxiii 
 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

Appendix  No.  Title               Page No.  

Appendix 5.1: Examples of coding of risk disclosures in annual reports 195 
Appendix 5.2: Summary of frequency distribution of top 10% of 'least comprehensively 

(rich) disclosed’ items, industry- wise, for the period under study (2005-2015) 196 
Appendix 5.3: Summary of frequency distribution of top 10% of 'least comprehensively 

(rich) disclosed'  items, industry-wise pre-recession (2005-2008) 197 
Appendix 5.4: Summary of frequency distribution of top 10% of 'least comprehensively 

(rich) disclosed'  items, industry-wise,  post-recession (2008-2015) 198 
Appendix 5.5: Frequency distribution of items  pertaining to risk management (scored on 

binary scale), industry-wise,(pre-recession (2005-2008); post-recession (2008-2015)) 199 
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  
 

xxiv 
 

ABBREVIATIONS 

AICPA American Institute of Certified Public Accountants
ANOVA Analysis Of Variance
BCBS Basel Committee on Banking Supervision
BOD Board Of Directors
BOP Beginning Of Period
CAPM Capital Asset Pricing Model
CCR Contingency Coverage Ratio
CEO Chief Executive Officer
CFO Chief Financial Officer
CI Composite Indicator
CICA Certified Internal Control Auditors
COO Chief Operating Officer
COSO Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission 
CRO Chief Risk Officer
DOL Degree of Operating Leverage
EBIT Earnings Before Interest and Taxes
EOP End Of Period
ERM Enterprise Risk Management
ESOP Employee Stock Option Plan
EWRM Enterprise –Wide Risk Management
FASB Financial Accounting Standards Board
FDI Foreign Direct Investment
FMCG Fast Moving Consumer Goods
FSB Financial Stability Board
GARP Global Association of Risk Professionals
GIM Gompers Ishii Metric
GMM Generalized Method of Moments
HR Human Resources
IASB International Accounting Standard Board
IATR Inverse of Acid-Test Ratio
ICAEW Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and Wales
ICAI Institute of Chartered Accountants of India
ICSI Institute of Company Secretaries of India
ICT Information and Communication Technology
IFC International Finance Corporation
IFRS International Financial Reporting Standards
IRGC International Risk Governance Council
IRRC Investor Responsibility Research Center 
MD Managing Director
MD&A Management Discussion and Analysis
MDI Modified Defensive Interval
MMTC Metals and Minerals Trading Corporation of India
NSE National Stock Exchange
OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
OLS Ordinary Least Squares
PoF Proportion of Females
PoID Proportion of Independent Directors
PoNED Proportion of Non-Executive Directors



  
 

xxv 
 

PSU Public Sector Undertaking
RDI Risk Disclosure Index
RGI Risk Governance Index
RI Risk Index
RMC Risk Management Committee
ROA Return On assets
ROE Return On Equity
SEBI Securities and Exchange Board of India
SEC Securities Exchange Commission
SRM Spectral Risk Measures
SWOT Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities  Threats
TD/E Total Debt/Equity
UK United Kingdom
UNCTAD United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
USA United States of America
VaR Value at Risk
WTD Whole-Time Director


	Shivaani.pdf

