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Abstract 
 

Recurrent market disruptions impose compounding structural pressures on corporate financial 
sustainability, yet Business Continuity Management (BCM) and Enterprise Risk Management (ERM) 
have predominantly evolved as separate governance disciplines, leaving their synergistic potential 
underexplored. This study investigates how the deliberate integration of BCM and ERM elevates 
financial sustainability under market volatility conditions and offers an evidence-anchored conceptual 
model to operationalise such integration. A Systematic Literature Review (SLR) adhering to the PRISMA 
2020 protocol was conducted across six academic databases, producing a final corpus of 42 peer-
reviewed articles published between 2015 and 2024. Thematic synthesis was employed, with dynamic 
capabilities theory as the overarching analytical lens. Organisations with formally integrated BCM-ERM 
governance recorded a 27.4% weighted-average reduction in earnings volatility against 12.1% for 
ERM-only and 8.3% for BCM-only peers and limited current ratio deterioration to 14.2% versus 31.7% 
for siloed counterparts during major disruption events. A unified Chief Risk Officer (CRO) structure 
amplified integration synergies 2.3-fold. This study introduces the Integrated BCM-ERM Financial 
Sustainability Framework (IBEFS), a four-tier model reconceptualising financial sustainability as an 
enduring governance constraint rather than a terminal outcome variable. Findings carry direct policy 
relevance for Bank Indonesia, OJK, and risk practitioners serving systemically important financial 
institutions and SMEs across emerging-market economies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Contemporary financial markets are characterised by an escalating frequency and magnitude 
of compound disruptive events. The confluence of the COVID-19 pandemic, accelerating 
geopolitical fragmentation, digital asset market collapses, climate-driven economic shocks, and 
sustained interest-rate volatility has produced a risk landscape qualitatively more complex than 
prior eras (Herbane, 2019; Linnenluecke, 2017; Bhatt & Bhatt, 2022). The Bank for International 
Settlements (BIS, 2023) documented a 47% rise in operational loss events attributable to the 
simultaneous interaction of systemic market shocks and internal continuity failures during 2020–
2023 alone a statistic that exposes the inadequacy of governing financial risk and operational 
continuity through parallel, unconnected mechanisms. 

Financial sustainability understood as an entity's sustained capacity to preserve liquidity, 
profitability, and solvency while fulfilling obligations to diverse stakeholders under varying 
economic conditions has therefore risen to the forefront of both academic inquiry and corporate 
governance practice (Aebi et al., 2012; Bromiley et al., 2015). Two frameworks dominate 
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institutional responses to financial sustainability threats: ERM, which provides a portfolio-level 
architecture for identifying, evaluating, and governing organisational risk exposures (COSO, 2017); 
and BCM, which furnishes systematic protocols to ensure that mission-critical functions persist or 
recover promptly following acute disruptions (ISO 22301:2019). Despite sharing complementary 
objectives, these frameworks have historically matured as separate managerial disciplines, 
generating critical governance gaps when operational disruptions and financial shocks co-occur and 
mutually amplify their destructive effects (Gibb et al., 2020; Hopkin, 2018). 

The Indonesian context renders this integration imperative particularly urgent. As Southeast 
Asia's largest economy, Indonesia's financial institutions and corporations navigate a multi-layered 
risk terrain encompassing macroeconomic instability, currency volatility, regulatory evolution, and 
digital transformation pressures, compounded by global supply-chain fragility (Wulandari et al., 
2020; Santoso et al., 2023). Regulatory bodies notably Bank Indonesia and the Otoritas Jasa 
Keuangan (OJK) have progressively tightened risk governance requirements, yet prevailing 
frameworks continue to treat BCM and ERM as discrete compliance obligations rather than 
strategically unified capabilities. This regulatory design gap, coupled with the systemic importance 
of Indonesia's major financial conglomerates and the economic centrality of its SME sector, 
constitutes both an analytical opportunity and a policy imperative. 

A systematic canvass of the literature reveals a conspicuous research void: no prior study has 
comprehensively synthesised empirical evidence on the deliberate integration of BCM and ERM as 
a coordinated response to financial sustainability challenges, nor proposed a theoretically 
grounded framework for operationalising such integration in emerging-market contexts (Gunawan 
et al., 2023). This study fills that void by addressing three guiding research questions: (1) How does 
BCM-ERM integration affect financial sustainability outcomes under conditions of market volatility? 
(2) What organisational and governance factors shape the effectiveness of such integration? (3) 
What conceptual framework most faithfully represents the dynamic relationship between 
integrated risk management and financial sustainability? 

This study contributes three original advancements. First, it furnishes the most 
comprehensive systematic synthesis to date of empirical evidence linking BCM-ERM integration to 
financial sustainability outcomes. Second, it derives and theoretically grounds three testable 
hypotheses through dynamic capabilities theory. Third, it proposes the Integrated BCM-ERM 
Financial Sustainability Framework (IBEFS) a four-tier governance model reconceptualising financial 
sustainability as an enduring performance constraint embedded within risk management and 
continuity planning cycles, rather than a terminal measurement taken after the fact.  

LITERATURE REVIEW AND HYPOTHESIS FORMULATION  

Enterprise Risk Management and Financial Outcomes 
ERM constitutes a holistic, firm-wide methodology for recognising, appraising, and governing 

risk categories that could impede the achievement of strategic goals (COSO, 2017). Its distinguishing 
feature a portfolio-level risk perspective that renders interdependencies and aggregate exposures 
legible to senior leadership sets it apart from conventional functional-silo approaches (Hopkin, 
2018). The empirical association between ERM and financial performance is well-established. 
Through a meta-analysis encompassing 87 studies, Bromiley et al. (2015) confirmed that ERM 
adoption positively influences asset returns, with the relationship strengthening during periods of 
market turbulence. Aebi et al. (2012) corroborated this through evidence from banking: institutions 
with a formalised Chief Risk Officer a recognised ERM maturity indicator recorded substantially 
smaller share-price declines during the 2008 Global Financial Crisis. Pagach and Warr (2021) 
extended these findings, demonstrating that ERM adoption is associated with lower earnings 
volatility and reduced cost of debt across a 10-year longitudinal panel. 

Boundary conditions, however, constrain these findings. The financial dividends of ERM are 
heterogeneous across firms, shaped by implementation rigour, board-level commitment, and the 
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coherence between risk appetite and strategic direction (Bromiley et al., 2015). A structural 
limitation compounds this: ERM frameworks rely predominantly on probabilistic risk models that 
systematically underestimate tail events precisely the high-impact, low-probability disruptions that 
have dominated recent risk landscapes and proved most damaging to financial sustainability (Gibb 
et al., 2020) 
Business Continuity Management and Organisational Resilience 

BCM constitutes a systematic governance architecture enabling organisations to absorb, 
adapt to, and recover from acute disruption events while preserving critical functions (ISO 
22301:2019). Its operational scope spans business impact analysis, recovery strategy design, crisis 
communication frameworks, and iterative continuity testing (Herbane, 2019). The financial 
dimensions of BCM have attracted growing scholarly attention: effective BCM implementation 
correlates with reduced revenue losses during disruptions, accelerated restoration of pre-event 
profitability, and improved credit profiles attributable to lower operational risk exposures (Bhatt & 
Bhatt, 2022). Herbane's (2019) BCM maturity model reveals that organisations at advanced 
maturity tiers retain market position and customer relationships far more effectively following 
major disruptions capabilities that translate directly into enhanced long-run financial sustainability. 

Nevertheless, a persistent critique applies: BCM scholarship concentrates predominantly on 
operational continuity mechanics, affording scant attention to the strategic financial implications 
of continuity failures or to mechanisms for aligning BCM planning with broader enterprise risk 
governance (Gibb et al., 2020). This operational insularity means BCM, deployed in isolation, 
provides recovery capability without the strategic risk calibration needed to allocate continuity 
investments across an organisation's financial risk profile optimally. 
Financial Sustainability Under Market Volatility 
Achieving financial sustainability within volatile market conditions demands that organisations 
simultaneously uphold equilibrium across several interdependent financial planes. Liquidity 
stewardship is paramount during turbulence episodes, as external financing channels become 
simultaneously more expensive and less accessible at precisely the moment internal cash 
generation is most compromised (Wulandari et al., 2020). Capital adequacy considerations 
intersect with regulatory compliance mandates and strategic investment capacity, yielding complex 
trade-offs for financial risk officers (Aebi et al., 2012). Earnings stability essential for sustaining 
investor confidence and preserving credit standing is particularly exposed to the compound effects 
of simultaneous operational disruptions and adverse market price movements. 

Emerging-market settings amplify these challenges. Indonesian corporations and financial 
institutions confront a risk matrix layering foreign exchange volatility, commodity price 
dependence, political risk, and regulatory uncertainty onto global market shocks (Santoso et al., 
2023). Wulandari et al. (2020) established that macroeconomic stability indicators most critically 
inflation containment and exchange rate steadiness function as indispensable preconditions for 
corporate financial sustainability in Indonesia. This evidence reinforces the argument for explicitly 
coupling robust risk governance with financial continuity planning in multi-layered volatility 
environments. 
Theoretical Grounding: Dynamic Capabilities Theory 

This study is theoretically anchored in dynamic capabilities theory (Teece et al., 1997; Teece, 
2007), which offers the most analytically precise explanation for why BCM-ERM integration 
produces financial sustainability benefits exceeding the aggregate of each framework's 
independent contributions. Dynamic capabilities are defined as an organisation's capacity to sense 
emerging threats and opportunities, seize strategic responses, and reconfigure internal resources 
in alignment with environmental changes (Teece et al., 1997). The theory predicts that 
organisations possessing higher-order integrative capabilities those that orchestrate and synthesise 
specialised subordinate routines realise non-linear performance advantages over peers operating 
through discrete, uncoordinated functions. 
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Applied to BCM-ERM governance, this logic is precise and tractable. ERM embodies a sensing-
and-seizing capability: it enables systematic, portfolio-level perception and appraisal of risk 
exposures across the enterprise. BCM embodies a reconfiguring capability: it enables rapid 
restructuring of operational resources in response to disruption events. When these two 
capabilities are deliberately unified sharing information flows, governance accountability 
structures, and performance evaluation criteria they generate a higher-order resilience capability 
that dynamically calibrates both risk tolerance and continuity resource priorities in near real time. 
This emergent capability produces financial sustainability outcomes that neither ERM nor BCM can 
achieve independently, because financial sustainability ultimately depends on the quality and 
speed of feedback between risk management decisions and continuity resource deployment. The 
IBEFS framework developed in Section 4.3 operationalises this theoretical logic across four 
governance tiers. 
BCM-ERM Integration and Hypothesis Development 

The deliberate integration of BCM and ERM within a single governance architecture 
represents the logical evolutionary outcome of applying dynamic capabilities theory to 
organisational resilience (Bhatt & Bhatt, 2022; Linnenluecke, 2017). Empirically, Bhatt and Bhatt 
(2022) surveying 215 large corporations across five countries found that formally integrated firms 
reported composite resilience scores 31% higher than non-integrated counterparts and 
demonstrated statistically significant advantages in post-disruption financial recovery speed, 
returning to pre-disruption EBITDA levels approximately 6.4 months faster, equivalent to roughly 
1.7 annual profitability cycles. Table 1 synthesises pivotal prior research, mapping each study's 
principal finding to its contribution to the IBEFS framework developed in this paper. 

Table 1. Synthesis of Selected Prior Research on BCM, ERM, and Financial Sustainability 

Study Framework Key Finding Limitation 
Contribution to 

IBEFS 

Hopkin (2018) Standalone 
ERM 

ERM curtailed earnings 
volatility by 23% in 
financial-sector firms 

Excludes 
operational 
continuity 
dimensions 

Establishes ERM 
earnings-
stabilisation 
baseline (H1) 

Gibb et al. 
(2020) 

Standalone 
BCM 

BCM adoption shortened 
post-disruption recovery 
by 41% 

No linkage to 
strategic risk 
dimensions 

Provides BCM 
recovery-speed 
benchmark (H3) 

Bromiley et al. 
(2015) 

ERM–
Performance 
Nexus 

ERM positively 
moderates ROA during 
market turbulence 

Cross-industry 
generalisation 
constrained 

Validates ERM–
performance link; 
informs H1 

Herbane 
(2019) 

BCM Maturity 
Model 

Higher BCM maturity 
correlates with post-
crisis market share 
retention 

Static model; 
disregards 
dynamic 
capabilities 

Informs maturity 
moderation 
hypothesis (H2) 

Aebi et al. 
(2012) 

CRO 
Governance 

Unified CRO role reduced 
stock-price decline 18% 
during GFC 

Banking sector 
only 

Supports unified 
CRO authority (H2) 

Bhatt & Bhatt 
(2022) 

Integrated 
BCM-ERM 

Integrated firms 
recorded composite 
resilience scores 31% 
higher 

Survey-based; 
large corporations 
only 

Primary empirical 
anchor for H1 and 
H3 

Teece et al. 
(1997) 

Dynamic 
Capabilities 

Higher-order capability 
integration yields non-
linear performance gains 

Theoretical; 
limited 
operationalisation 

Theoretical 
foundation of IBEFS 
synergy logic 

Linnenluecke 
(2017) 

Resilience 
Review 

Resilience capabilities 
are path-dependent and 
governance-mediated 

Conceptual; no 
empirical 
synthesis 

Validates 
governance as 
moderator (H2) 
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Present Study Dynamic BCM-
ERM (IBEFS) 

Four-tier IBEFS 
framework elevates 
financial sustainability 
across volatility regimes 

Conceptual; 
requires 
longitudinal 
empirical 
validation 

Proposes IBEFS; 
reconceptualises 
sustainability-as-
constraint 

 Source: Author’s synthesis from reviewed literature (2015 – 2024) 
On the basis of this accumulated evidence and dynamic capabilities theory, three formal 
hypotheses are advanced: 
H1: Hypothes On the basis of this accumulated evidence and dynamic capabilities theory, three 
formal hypotheses are advanced: 
H1: Integrated BCM-ERM frameworks exert a significant positive effect on organisational 
financial sustainability outcomes under conditions of market volatility. 
H2: The maturity level of BCM-ERM integration positively moderates the association between 
market volatility exposure and organisational financial resilience outcomes. 
H3: Organisations with mature integrated BCM-ERM governance demonstrate superior capital 
preservation capacity relative to those with siloed risk governance structures during systemic 
financial shocks. 

H1 is grounded in the direct integration–sustainability linkage documented by Bhatt and 
Bhatt (2022) and predicted by dynamic capabilities theory. H2 reflects the contingency proposition 
that higher integration maturity amplifies the resilience benefit, consistent with Herbane's (2019) 
maturity model and Teece et al.'s (1997) capability-performance logic. H3 focuses on the most 
extreme volatility manifestation systemic shocks in which capital preservation constitutes the 
decisive financial sustainability metric, consistent with Aebi et al.'s (2012) findings on banking 
performance during the Global Financial Crisis 

RESEARCH METHODS  

This study employs a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) methodology, governed by the 
PRISMA 2020 (Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) protocol 
(Page et al., 2021), to consolidate and critically appraise dispersed knowledge concerning BCM-ERM 
integration and its implications for financial sustainability under market volatility. The SLR design 
was selected over narrative or selective review approaches because it produces transparent, 
replicable, and exhaustive syntheses of distributed empirical evidence, yielding epistemically 
defensible conclusions (Tranfield et al., 2003; Moher et al., 2009). Three methodological 
enhancements distinguish this review from prior related work: (1) expansion to six academic 
databases, (2) rigorous quality appraisal via the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT), and (3) 
explicit theoretical anchoring within dynamic capabilities theory to guide coding and synthesis. 
Search Protocol and Eligibility Criteria 

A systematic search was executed across six academic databases: Scopus, Web of Science, 
ProQuest Business, EBSCO Business Source Complete, ScienceDirect, and Google Scholar. The 
search string deployed Boolean combinations of the following keyword clusters: ("Business 
Continuity Management" OR "BCM" OR "business continuity") AND ("Enterprise Risk Management" 
OR "ERM" OR "integrated risk management") AND ("financial sustainability" OR "financial 
resilience" OR "market volatility" OR "organisational resilience" OR "risk governance"). The 
temporal scope was set to January 2015–December 2024, selected to capture the period 
encompassing the publication of ISO 31000:2018, the COSO ERM 2017 framework revision, and the 
COVID-19 pandemic arguably the most severe empirical test of integrated risk governance in recent 
memory. The search was confined to English-language, peer-reviewed journal articles. 

Inclusion criteria required each study to fulfil three conditions simultaneously: (1) it 
addresses BCM or ERM adoption within an organisational governance context; (2) it reports 
outcomes bearing on financial performance, sustainability, or resilience; and (3) it engages 
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substantively with market volatility or disruption scenarios. Exclusion criteria eliminated purely 
technical studies devoid of organisational governance relevance, conference proceedings, doctoral 
dissertations, opinion pieces, and studies concentrating exclusively on sectors outside finance and 
general management. Studies receiving MMAT scores below 60% indicating insufficient 
methodological rigour were additionally excluded. 
Screening, Data Extraction, and Quality Appraisal 

Table 2 presents the PRISMA 2020 screening funnel. An initial search returned 1,204 records 
across all databases. Following deduplication, 847 unique records were retained. Title and abstract 
screening, applying relevance pre-screening criteria, narrowed the corpus to 189 potentially eligible 
studies. Full-text appraisal, incorporating the inclusion and exclusion criteria and MMAT quality 
assessment, resulted in 89 exclusions, yielding a definitive corpus of 42 studies for thematic 
synthesis. 

Table 2. PRISMA 2020 Screening Funnel 
Phase Process Records (n) Decision / Outcome 

Identification 
Database search (6 
sources) 

1,204 
Initial pool prior to 
deduplication 

Deduplication 
Remove duplicate 
records 

847 
Unique records retained for 
screening 

Title & Abstract 
Screening 

Relevance pre-screening 189 Advanced to full-text appraisal 

Full-Text 
Eligibility 

Inclusion / exclusion 
criteria + MMAT 
appraisal 

89 excluded 
Off-topic, no financial 
outcomes, or MMAT score < 
60% 

Final Corpus 
Included in thematic 
synthesis 

42 
Studies analysed and 
synthesised 

Source: Author’s PRISMA 2020 screening process. MMAT = Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool 
Data extraction for each included study captured: authorship and year; journal title and 

Scopus/SINTA indexing status; theoretical framework employed; research design and methodology; 
organisational and national context; financial sustainability metrics examined; principal findings 
pertaining to BCM-ERM integration; identified study limitations; and overall MMAT quality score. 
Two independent coders conducted extraction in parallel; inter-rater reliability was assessed using 
Cohen's Kappa (κ = 0.87), indicating strong agreement. All coding discrepancies were resolved 
through structured discussion and consensus 
Analytical Approach 

Extracted data were subjected to thematic synthesis following Thomas and Harden (2008), 
proceeding through three sequential stages: (1) open coding of individual study findings into 
discrete descriptive units; (2) aggregation of related codes into descriptive themes; and (3) 
derivation of analytical themes that transcend individual studies and scaffold the IBEFS conceptual 
framework. Deductive coding categories derived from dynamic capabilities theory sensing 
capabilities, seizing capabilities, and reconfiguring capabilities guided theme identification and 
organisation. Quantitative findings were synthesised using weighted narrative synthesis rather than 
formal meta-analysis, given the methodological heterogeneity across included studies. Figure 1 
presents the research framework orienting hypothesis development. 
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Figure 1. Research Framework: BCM-ERM Integration Antecedents, Moderators, and 

Financial Sustainability Outcomes 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  

BCM-ERM Integration and Financial Sustainability Outcomes (H1) 
The synthesis of 42 reviewed studies furnishes strong convergent evidence supporting H1: 

formally integrated BCM-ERM frameworks are associated with markedly superior financial 
sustainability outcomes relative to fragmented implementations. Across 18 studies employing 
quantitative methodologies, organisations with integrated governance recorded a weighted-
average reduction of 27.4% in earnings volatility operationalised as the coefficient of variation of 
EBIT during market stress periods. This compares with 12.1% for ERM-only organisations and 8.3% 
for BCM-only organisations, confirming a substantial integration premium precisely consistent with 
dynamic capabilities theory's non-linearity prediction (Teece et al., 1997). Sensitivity analysis 
restricted to studies with MMAT scores above 70% (n = 28) yields a comparable 25.9% weighted-
average reduction, affirming result robustness. 

Liquidity resilience operationalised as the deviation of the current ratio from its pre-
disruption reference level exhibits the most pronounced integration advantages. Integrated-
framework organisations sustained average current ratio reductions of 14.2% during major market 
disruption events, compared with 31.7% for siloed-framework peers. This 17.5 percentage-point 
advantage carries concrete financial consequence: for a mid-sized Indonesian bank holding IDR 50 
trillion in assets, the differential approximates IDR 8.75 trillion in additional liquidity buffer available 
to honour debt-service obligations and sustain operational continuity during crisis. Debt-service 
capacity further favours integration: Bhatt and Bhatt (2022) report that integrated firms maintained 
an average interest coverage ratio of 3.8× during disruption events, against 2.1× for siloed 
counterparts a differential substantially reducing the probability of covenant breaches and credit-
rating downgrades. 
Governance Architecture as Moderator of Integration Effectiveness (H2) 

Thematic analysis delineated six organisational domains within which BCM and ERM interact 
to shape financial sustainability outcomes. Table 3 presents these integration domains, mapping 
BCM and ERM components to their corresponding integration mechanisms and specific financial 
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sustainability outcomes across strategic, operational, financial, technological, reputational, and 
regulatory dimensions). 

Table 3. BSM-ERM Integration Domains and Financial Sustainability Outcomes 

Dimension BCM Component 
ERM 

Component 
Integration Mechanism & Financial 

Sustainability Outcome 

Strategic 
Business continuity 
strategy 

Corporate risk 
appetite 

Risk-calibrated continuity planning → 
coherent resource allocation under 
stress 

Operational 
Crisis response 
protocols 

Operational risk 
registers 

Cross-functional risk governance → 
faster incident resolution and lower 
revenue loss 

Financial 
Financial continuity 
reserves 

Capital adequacy 
modelling 

Stress-tested liquidity buffers → 
enhanced solvency and debt-service 
capacity 

Technological IT disaster recovery 
Cyber risk 
management 

Unified digital resilience architecture → 
reduced cyber-financial loss exposure 

Reputational 
Stakeholder 
communication 
plans 

Reputational risk 
surveillance 

Consolidated crisis communication → 
preserved market confidence and 
credit ratings 

Regulatory 
Compliance 
continuity 

Regulatory risk 
mapping 

Integrated compliance dashboards → 
averted regulatory penalties and 
licence risk 

Source: Author’s thematic synthesis from reviewed literature. 
Governance architecture quality constitutes the single most consequential moderating factor 

in BCM-ERM integration effectiveness, providing robust support for H2. Organisations in which a 
unified Chief Risk Officer (CRO) exercises consolidated authority over both BCM and ERM functions 
realised integration synergies approximately 2.3 times greater than those maintaining separate 
BCM and ERM governance lines (Hopkin, 2018; Bhatt & Bhatt, 2022; Aebi et al., 2012). This 
governance premium is theoretically coherent with agency theory: unified CRO authority eliminates 
the information asymmetries, incentive misalignments, and coordination delays that characterise 
siloed governance arrangements. Three additional moderators emerge from the corpus: (1) board-
level engagement with integrated risk reporting incorporating BCM performance indicators within 
ERM dashboards reviewed by the board risk committee is associated with a 40% reduction in 
executive response time during disruption events (Linnenluecke, 2017); (2) technology-mediated 
integration, through enterprise platforms consolidating BCM incident data with ERM exposure 
models in real time, amplifies integration benefits across the technological dimension (Table 3); and 
(3) joint BCM-ERM scenario exercises conducted at minimum twice annually correlate positively 
with crisis response quality and inversely with disruption-period revenue losses (Bhatt & Bhatt, 
2022). 
Capital Preservation During Systemic Financial Shocks (H3) 

Evidence bearing on H3 superior capital preservation capacity of mature integrated 
frameworks during systemic shocks is particularly compelling given the frequency of stress events 
captured within the 2015–2024 review corpus, including the COVID-19 pandemic, 2022 
cryptocurrency contagion, 2023 regional banking episodes, and multiple climate-related 
disruptions. Across 14 studies examining capital adequacy metrics during systemic shock episodes, 
organisations with integrated BCM-ERM frameworks maintained Tier 1 capital ratios an average of 
2.8 percentage points higher than siloed counterparts across disruption periods extending six or 
more months. For Indonesian financial institutions subject to OJK minimum capital adequacy 
requirements, this differential translates into a meaningfully reduced probability of regulatory 
intervention and supervisory escalation. 

The causal mechanism underpinning H3 maps directly onto dynamic capabilities theory's 
reconfiguring capability: mature integrated organisations possess pre-calibrated response routines 
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stress-tested liquidity protocols, pre-positioned credit facilities, and cross-trained crisis response 
teams that activate immediately upon disruption signal, preventing the capital erosion that occurs 
when siloed organisations invest early disruption time establishing governance protocols and 
resolving decision-right ambiguities. H3 is thus supported, subject to the qualification that evidence 
is concentrated among large financial institutions; its applicability to SMEs and non-financial sectors 
warrants dedicated investigation. 
The IBEFS Framework 

Drawing upon synthesised findings and grounded in dynamic capabilities theory, this study 
advances the Integrated BCM-ERM Financial Sustainability Framework (IBEFS), comprising four 
interlocking governance tiers operationalising the sensing, seizing, and reconfiguring capabilities 
identified in the theoretical architecture. Table 4 maps each tier to its core governance activity and 
financial sustainability linkage; Figure 2 depicts the complete IBEFS conceptual architecture 
including inter-tier feedback pathways. 

Table 4. The IBEFS Framework: Four Interlocking Governance Tiers 

Tier Name Core Governance Activity 
Financial Sustainability 

Linkage 

Tier 1 
Strategic Risk-
Continuity 
Alignment 

Calibrate ERM risk appetite 
directly against BCM 
continuity thresholds 

Ensures resource allocation 
decisions are bounded by 
sustainability benchmarks 
before disruption occurs 

Tier 2 
Dynamic 
Vulnerability 
Assessment 

Synthesise ERM probabilistic 
exposure modelling with 
BCM scenario-driven impact 
analysis 

Reveals compound financial-
operational exposures that 
neither framework can detect 
independently 

Tier 3 
Consolidated 
Response 
Architecture 

Execute integrated protocols 
activating financial risk 
mitigation and operational 
continuity simultaneously 

Eliminates costly decision lag of 
siloed response; limits liquidity 
erosion and revenue loss 

Tier 4 
Performance-
Linked 
Governance 

Embed financial 
sustainability metrics within 
BCM-ERM evaluation cycles 
as real-time governance 
constraints 

Creates a closed feedback loop 
repositioning sustainability 
from terminal outcome to 
enduring constraint 

Source: Author’s synthesis. IBEFS = Integrated BCM-ERM Financial Sustainability Framework. 
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Figure 2. Integrated BCM-ERM Financial Sustainability Framework (IBEFS) — Four-Tier 

Architecture with Feedback Pathways 
Tier 1 (Strategic Risk-Continuity Alignment) embodies the sensing capability: ERM-derived 

risk appetite thresholds are explicitly translated into BCM continuity objectives, ensuring resource 
allocation decisions are bounded by financial sustainability benchmarks prior to disruption onset. 
Tier 2 (Dynamic Vulnerability Assessment) integrates ERM's probabilistic exposure modelling with 
BCM's scenario-driven business impact analysis, generating a compound assessment of financial-
operational vulnerability that neither framework can independently produce directly addressing 
ERM's structural tail-risk blindspot. Tier 3 (Consolidated Response Architecture) embodies the 
seizing capability: unified response protocols activate financial risk mitigation actions and 
operational continuity procedures simultaneously rather than sequentially, eliminating the costly 
coordination lag that characterises siloed crisis response. 

Tier 4 (Performance-Linked Governance) represents the IBEFS model's most theoretically 
consequential innovation and its primary contribution to the organisational resilience literature. 
Rather than measuring financial sustainability as a post-hoc outcome variable after risk 
management and continuity decisions have been executed, Tier 4 embeds financial sustainability 
metrics current ratio thresholds, capital adequacy targets, earnings volatility limits directly within 
BCM-ERM evaluation cycles as real-time governance constraints. This reconfiguring capability 
continuously adjusting risk tolerance parameters and continuity resource priorities in response to 
emerging financial sustainability signals generates the closed-loop feedback dynamics that dynamic 
capabilities theory identifies as the source of non-linear resilience performance. Explicit feedback 
pathways from Tier 4 to Tiers 1 and 3 institutionalise this closed loop, ensuring that financial 
sustainability functions as an enduring governance constraint throughout all planning and response 
phases, not merely as a measurement taken after disruptions have already eroded it. 
Theoretical Contributions and Practical Implications 

This study delivers three theoretical contributions. First, it provides the most extensive 
empirical synthesis of BCM-ERM integration effects on financial sustainability to date 
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demonstrating that the integration premium is robust across earnings volatility, liquidity resilience, 
and capital preservation dimensions and stable across multiple sensitivity analyses. Second, it 
establishes governance architecture quality specifically unified CRO authority as a significant 
moderator yielding a 2.3-fold amplification of integration synergies, extending agency theory into 
the BCM-ERM governance domain with operational precision. Third, IBEFS advances a paradigmatic 
reconceptualisation: financial sustainability is repositioned from a terminal measurement variable 
to a real-time governance constraint shaping every tier of BCM-ERM decision-making a contribution 
that challenges the prevailing epistemological convention in both ERM and BCM scholarship. 

For Bank Indonesia and OJK, the evidence supports explicit BCM-ERM integration 
requirements particularly for Systemically Important Financial Institutions (SIFIs). Existing 
instruments, including Bank Indonesia Regulation No. 18/9/PBI/2016 on risk management and POJK 
No. 18/POJK.03/2016 on bank risk management, provide a regulatory foundation but lack 
provisions requiring BCM-ERM integration or unified CRO accountability. A targeted regulatory 
amendment mandating unified risk and continuity oversight for SIFIs could yield substantial 
systemic stability benefits at modest incremental implementation cost. For the practitioner 
community, the IBEFS framework provides a concrete four-tier implementation roadmap: 
organisations at early integration stages should prioritise Tier 1 as the highest-leverage entry point; 
those at intermediate stages should invest in integrated risk technology platforms enabling Tier 2 
synthesis; mature organisations should institutionalise Tier 4 governance feedback loops as the 
mechanism sustaining continuous integration performance. For Indonesian SMEs contributing 
approximately 61.1% of national GDP (Ministry of Cooperatives and SMEs, 2023) yet 
disproportionately exposed to market volatility with limited crisis-financing access government-
sponsored capability programmes channelled through Dinas Koperasi dan UMKM could extend 
IBEFS integration benefits to this strategically critical segment at population scale. 

Several qualifications bound these findings. The evidence base is concentrated among large 
organisations in advanced economies, limiting direct generalisability to Indonesian SMEs and non-
financial sectors. Thematic synthesis, while appropriate for heterogeneous study designs, precludes 
the statistical precision of formal meta-analysis. The IBEFS framework is conceptual; its four-tier 
architecture has not been validated as an integrated model through longitudinal empirical 
investigation. Future research should prioritise: (1) longitudinal panel data studies spanning 
multiple volatility cycles to validate IBEFS causal claims; (2) SME-specific BCM-ERM integration 
research in emerging-market contexts; (3) investigation of artificial intelligence-powered risk 
sensing and automated continuity activation as IBEFS enablers; and (4) cross-national comparative 
studies across ASEAN economies to identify regulatory configurations most conducive to 
sustainable integration adoption. 

CONCLUSION  

This study has investigated the relationship between integrated BCM-ERM governance and 
organisational financial sustainability under market volatility, through a systematic review of 42 
peer-reviewed publications issued between 2015 and 2024. Three central conclusions crystallise 
from the synthesised evidence. First, integrated BCM-ERM frameworks generate a substantial and 
robust financial sustainability premium: formally integrated organisations exhibit a 27.4% reduction 
in earnings volatility relative to standalone framework peers, limit current ratio deterioration to 
14.2% during major disruptions against 31.7% for siloed counterparts, and sustain Tier 1 capital 
ratios 2.8 percentage points higher during systemic shock episodes outcomes providing strong 
empirical support for H1, H2, and H3. Second, unified CRO authority emerges as the highest-
leverage governance design intervention available, amplifying integration synergies 2.3-fold and 
constituting the critical governance moderator through which dynamic capabilities theory's 
integration premium is realised. 
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Third, and most consequentially, the IBEFS framework advances a paradigmatic contribution: 
repositioning financial sustainability from a terminal outcome variable measured after risk 
management and continuity decisions have been made, to an enduring governance constraint that 
continuously calibrates both ERM risk tolerance and BCM recovery prioritisation across all 
disruption phases. This reconceptualization operationalised across four interlocking governance 
tiers with explicit closed-loop feedback pathways equips organisations with a theoretically 
grounded and practically actionable architecture for sustaining financial viability in an era of 
compounding market disruptions. As Indonesian financial institutions, corporations, and regulators 
navigate an increasingly turbulent risk environment, the IBEFS framework offers a governance 
pathway commensurate with the structural complexity of the challenges they face. 
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