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 Although the need to assess banking risk culture increasingly comes to 
the attention of a number of authors, regulators and consulting organi-
zations, studies in this area face a number of difficulties. However, 
they should not be regarded as insurmountable barriers to such stud-
ies, but as a starting point to defining a relevant research model. 
Regardless of the applied models, the final result of the analysis of 
risk culture should be an objective, independent and proactive assess-
ment of the approach of the banking institution to risk and its opportu-
nities and prospects for future action in this area. 

 

 

Introduction 

Speaking of studying the risk culture in banks, the opinions of experts range 

from “It's not that difficult” to “This is an extremely difficult task”. The truth is prob-

ably in the middle, but the indisputable fact is that in practice the attempts at such 

assessment encounter many obstacles. Therefore the barriers to analysis of risk cul-

ture in banks should at least be considered at two levels. First, it is necessary to draw 

up a summary of the challenges faced by the study of institutional risk culture in 

general. Second, emphasis should be placed on the specific problems in the study of 

banking risk culture. Only then could one talk about constructing an adequate model 

for studying the risk culture in modern banking institutions. In recent years a number 

of authors have tackled this task, but currently it is difficult to talk about complete 

continuity in the approaches used. 

The Object of study in this paper is banking risk culture. The Subject of study are 

the opportunities for its evaluation and analysis. The aim of the study is to present the 

key barriers hampering the assessment of risk culture in banks and against this back-

ground to summarize and comment on existing models and frameworks for its study. 

1. Challenges to the study of risk culture 

Many of the difficulties in assessing
1
 the phenomenon of “risk culture” in banks 

are common to all organizations, including those outside the financial sphere. There-
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fore, as a starting point of the analysis here we will use one of the most frequently 

quoted definitions of the term “risk culture” according to which it includes “norms of 

behaviour of individuals and groups within the organization that determine the way 

the individuals identify, understand, discuss and tackle the risks that the organization 

faces and takes” (Institute of International Finance, 2009, p. 32). On the basis of this 

definition we can conclude that the problems faced by the analysis of risk culture in 

the broadest sense arise primarily from the nature of this culture (Towers Watson, 

2011, pp. 1-2) and in particular the fact that it is an interdisciplinary phenomenon that 

does not have exactly quantifiable boundaries. 

Risk culture is significantly affected by the decisions taken at both the strategic 

and operational level, i.e. it is their indirect product. With great certainty, however, it 

could be concluded that at the same time it is also a medium for making the right 

decisions both by management and by other entities at all hierarchical levels in the 

organization. In other words, risk culture has a significant impact on the ability of the 

management to make long-term strategic decisions and that of the employees to make 

daily decisions (Institute of International Finance, 2009, p. 8). 

In addition, risk culture is only one aspect of the overall institutional culture 

alongside innovation culture, culture of customer service, safety culture (Sheedy and 

Griffin, 2014, p. 4). Therefore it should not be seen as something separated from the 

values and attitudes of employees determining their behaviour in any other sphere of 

activity. In this sense, the evaluation of the effectiveness of risk culture should not be 

made for its own sake, or in isolation from the company-wide strategies and objec-

tives defined by the senior management. 

And something even more important - institutional risk culture by itself cannot 

be equated either with risk management or with the existing structures for risk man-

agement itself, but rather it constitutes the meaning and the priority attached to them 

by the staff. In the best case, the culture “empowers” these structures, but also vice 

versa – it can render them ineffective (Sheedy and Griffin, 2014, pp. 6-7). Culture is 

not positioned “inside people's heads”, but “somewhere between the heads of a group 

of people where symbols and meanings are expressed publicly, for example in the 

interaction of working teams, in board meetings, but also in material objects” (Alves-

son, 2002, p. 4). It is therefore a much wider structure, reflecting the impact of multi-

ple economic, social, psychological and behavioural determinants. They, in turn, 

appear in almost all organizational aspects - leadership, organizational structure, 

process organization, internal communication, incentives and employees training, etc. 

In other words, risk culture is the sum of multiple interactions and processes that 

run continuously within the organization. In this sense, to get an idea of its overall 
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appearance, it is necessary for all of them to be investigated thoroughly enough. The 

examination of each of them individually, however, is in most cases too laborious. 

Another problem that arises here is the lack of guarantees that the sum of the scores 

of individual components will give a clear picture of the state of the whole. Moreover, 

in risk management “one plus one does not necessarily equal two” (Deloitte, 2013, p. 

18). Besides, by grouping together the data from the analysis of the individual com-

ponents, on the one hand the general principles and trends easily stand out, but on the 

other, details rich in information are lost in the process. 

One of the most significant barriers to studying risk culture in general, arises 

from the fact that the dominant part of its elements and characteristics do not allow it 

to be defined in precise quantitative indicators, but suggest the predominant use of 

quality parameters. Some of the few quantitative metrics that could be useful are 

(Ernst&Young and IIF, 2013, p. 14): 

- Number of risk limits that have been violated without prior approval “from 

above”; 

- Number of identified in internal audit reports problems, associated with the risk; 

- Percentage of declared by the employees and departments problems related to 

risk control; 

- The ratio between the permanent employee remuneration and the variable in-

centives bound to the risk-weighted contribution of each of them to the Bank's results. 

In fact, subject to monitoring here is not the risk culture in its aggregated form, 

but rather the individual behaviour, which is relatively easier to assess. Naturally, 

placing it in certain quantitative limits and parameters is also a serious challenge. 

Therefore, in practice, assessing organizational risk culture reflects the degree of 

compliance or non-compliance of the behaviour of individual employees with the 

treatment of risk and the agreed upon strategic level values, norms and practices in 

this area. The lack of a broad set of quantitative metrics that are directly related to the 

effectiveness of the risk culture within the organization, largely prevent the use of 

statistically significant empirical models for analysis and diagnostics. This fact signif-

icantly narrows the relevant research approaches and techniques. 

So to the forefront in assessing organizational risk culture there come the follow-

ing qualitative parameters: harmony in the attitudes of management and employees to 

risk-taking; presence of a single common language for risk; causes of violations of 

risk limits; completeness and clarity of risk strategies and policies; quality and fre-

quency of staff risk-related training, and so on. 

Assessment of these characteristics is largely based on the perceptions of indi-

vidual members of the organization. In practice, their reporting is done through pre-
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designed questionnaires that aim to cover and “capture” the overall vision of each 

employee of risk and its treatment and management. As already mentioned, risk cul-

ture manifests itself in thinking, actions and behaviour of all individuals and groups 

within the organization. Therefore, its analysis requires that the questionnaires use a 

wide range of psychological, behavioural, managerial and social variables. Besides, 

it is necessary to assess not only their isolated impact, but also their combined impact 

on the overall organizational risk culture. Moreover, for an objective and comprehen-

sive assessment of risk culture in modern corporations, it is necessary to perform a 

study among representatives of all business fields and hierarchical levels, following 

the maxim that “risk is the same commitment for all”.  However, this is extremely 

difficult with global corporations that operate in large geographical areas and in vari-

ous business areas. 

Another serious challenge to studying institutional risk culture is the shortage of 

trustworthy, complete and reliable information. It can mainly be due to the quality of 

the results obtained from the questionnaire responses of employees. In many cases 

they can demonstrate ambiguous and contradictory trends. Each employee's assess-

ment of how clear the adopted by the board risk strategies and policies are, for exam-

ple, is subjective. It depends on his/her qualifications and experience and his/her 

direct competence and responsibilities in the organization. Correct results of surveys 

carried out among individual managers and employees may be threatened by deliber-

ately suppressing or distorting information. The reasons for this are usually of a 

personal nature (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 2011, p. 30). As such there can be identi-

fied the following: fear of punishment, lack of motivation, desire for career develop-

ment, etc. 

It is also possible that respondents do not have complete and reliable information 

on the questions asked or do not understand those well. This usually provokes em-

ployees to provide answers from the “positive scale” (Goodsall, 2011, p. 158), which 

inevitably leads to distortion of the results. This, in turn, causes illusory sense of 

comfort and security. All these restrictions would lead to “leakage” of the real atti-

tudes of staff and incorrect assessment of the existing at a given time risk culture. 

This in turn requires very fine refinement of the chosen research approach. 

Another problem in assessing organizational risk culture is that it is not appro-

priate to search for the “ideal” benchmark (Power et. al., 2013, p. 96) that reflects the 

best practices of each of its key components and is valid for all organizations. Our 

understanding of “good” and “bad” risk culture largely depends on the specifics of the 

activities of any particular organization, its long-term strategies and priorities, pro-

fessed risk management philosophy and leading values. 
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Undoubtedly, all challenges to assessing risk culture in modern organizations 

apply fully to banking institutions. Moreover, the characteristics and dynamics of the 

banking business, together with the fact, that “firms in the financial industry differ 

from other firms in the extent to which employees typically make decisions regarding 

risk” (Stulz, 2016, p. 56), generate additional burdens and requirements. National and 

international regulatory authorities put increasing emphasis on the ability of banks to 

prove that they have an effective risk culture. Rating agencies and financial markets 

do recognize that “the status of the risk culture at financial companies strongly im-

pacts their value” (Davidson et al., 2012, p. 12). Therefore approaches to assessing 

bank risk culture must continuously be brought in line with current regulations in this 

area, as well as with the best practices. 

Undisputed is the fact that risk-taking is at the heart of banking, it is the engine 

of the banking business, because higher returns require taking more risk. In this sense 

it will not be an exaggeration to say that taking too little risk can be just as dangerous 

to the prosperity of the bank as the excessive “rush” into many high-risk transactions. 

It is the effective risk culture of banks that suggests that the risks taken will inevitably 

be justified and will be accepted as such by all entities in the banking organizational 

structure. Therefore, the study of risk culture in the bank should certainly be conduct-

ed with a distinction between taking “up-side” risks bidding odds to success and 

taking “down-side” risks regarded as a synonym for “loss”. Along with that the as-

sessment model must also “take into account” the balance between both the justified 

and unjustified risks that have been taken. 

Besides, traditional divisions of risk categories are currently in many cases not 

suitable for banking institutions. Risks that accompany banking are modified and 

increased continuously under the influence of factors such as daily product and pro-

cess innovation and entry into new markets and territories. Typical examples in this 

regard are products that combine diverse characteristics (structured products) or cases 

of correlations and concentrations involving multiple risk classes. In this sense, the 

analysis of the risk culture of banks should cover the attitudes and behaviour of bank 

employees to the full range of traditional and new risk categories.  

Besides the primary information generated from the questionnaires, fundamental 

to the preparation of a holistic, objective and impartial evaluation of organizational 

risk culture is also the collection of relevant, complete and reliable secondary infor-

mation. It includes, for example, the statement of senior management in connection 

with the approved risk appetite, risk policy, documented goals and objectives of 

training programs for staff in relation to risk, etc. In most cases, however, this infor-

mation is not public in nature, and has its manifestation only in domestic regulations, 
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policies and guidelines. And the banks are not inherently “open” to external research-

ers (Power et al., 2013, p. 9). Access to such documents is often very difficult. In 

many cases the information is even strictly confidential. 

In a sense, the study of banking risk culture is facilitated by the presence of very 

strict regulations on the sector. They require banks to have certain public and internal 

documents in the field of risk management. But different regulations in different countries 

in certain situations can lead to contradictions or different interpretations, especially in 

cases of assessment of the risk culture in separate divisions of a large banking group.  

2. Models for assessing risk culture 

Currently frameworks, models and diagnostic tools for assessing institutional 

risk culture have been developed by most of the leading consulting organizations. In 

the professional practice of large corporations, including banking groups in Europe 

and the US, these analyses are supplemented also by the work of specialized organi-

zational psychologists. Using statistical and psychological techniques, they identify 

what employees of the bank think, predict their future behaviour and offer options for 

adjustment where necessary. 

A relatively comprehensive view of organizational risk culture provides the 

framework presented by Deloitte. Its purpose is both testing the effectiveness of the 

systems and processes, and behavioural analysis of the subjective factor - the man-

agement and employees. For this purpose a system of 16 indicators is used (Deloitte, 

2011, p. 19). The evaluation of each of them includes a variety of techniques and 

approaches, bringing together a number of other quantitative and qualitative indica-

tors. The indicators proposed within the framework are divided into four groups: risk 

competence, organization, relationships, motivation. 

For each indicator there are further identified terminal values in the form of 

quantitative limits, “good” and “bad” practices, “desirable” and “harmful” behaviour, 

etc. As “harmful” conduct is considered, for example, the unwillingness to learn from 

previous mistakes, “rewarding” too aggressive risk taking, “following the herd”, etc. 

Examples of “desirable” behaviour are: consulting with others in case of doubt, per-

ception of risk management as a personal commitment, fostering constructive and 

continuous dialogue about risk, etc. (Deloitte, 2013, p. 12). 

A similar framework for assessing risk culture is offered by McKinsey & Com-

pany (Levy et al., 2010, pp. 5-6)
2
. Here the key factors determining risk culture are ten 

in number and can be set in the range between inadequate (high risk) and successful 

(low risk). These factors are classified into 4 groups - risk transparency, risk recogni-

tion, risk empathy and risk respect. 
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A similar model for assessing organizational risk culture is offered by Towers 

Watson & Co. It includes the development of a questionnaire on risk culture, consist-

ing of eight categories of questions. These are: organizational culture; risk appetite, 

risk strategy and risk policies; commitment of senior management; roles and organi-

zational structure; risk processes and risk control; accountability; technology and 

infrastructure; tools and methods. Then it notes that for a more comprehensive as-

sessment of the risk culture in large corporations it is desirable that for each category 

there be drawn up a separate sub-questionnaire (Towers Watson, 2011, p. 3). 

A relatively more complete model for assessing risk culture was proposed by the 

Institute for risk management (IRM). It presents risk culture as “the sum of multiple 

interactions” (Hindson, 2012, p. 16). Under the proposed model, assessment of risk 

culture must begin “inside-out”, i.e. first - analyze the personal predisposition to risk of 

the individuals in the organization. For this purpose, eight personality types are distin-

guished according to their attitude and predisposition towards risk (Trickey, 2012, p. 

29). The analysis is complemented by an assessment of the ethical values of the indi-

viduals in the organization. With regard to them, the model includes three sets of ques-

tions: conforming to authorities (here is examined the propensity of the individuals to 

conform to the rules, their adherence to the “spirit of the law”), “ethics of care” (exam-

ined are qualities such as empathy, concern, respect), and “ethics of reason” (the focus 

here is on qualities such as wisdom, experience, prudence) (Lewis, 2012, p. 35). 

Thus the individual predisposition of the employee to risk, together with his/her 

personal ethical values form his/her behaviour towards risk and determine the way 

he/she makes decisions regarding its treatment. As far as the organization is a group 

of individuals, its overall behaviour and attitude to risk (its culture) is nothing more 

than “a combination of the decisions concerning risk of all its members”.  At the same 

time organizational risk culture is in a direct, unbreakable bond with the overall insti-

tutional culture. Therefore the authors of the model add new touches to the assess-

ment of risk culture by offering the development of a simple matrix composed of 4 

quadrants corresponding to 4 types of institutional culture characterizing the individ-

ual business organizations. Two dimensions determine the location of the organiza-

tional culture in this matrix – managerial spirit and “imposing agreement”. 

The final stage of the IRM-model for assessing risk culture includes diagnosing 

its specific components. For this purpose, eight key indicators are used, classified into 

four groups - “tone at the top”, leadership, competencies and decision-making. All 

these indicators should be managed and implemented effectively to ensure a healthy 

risk culture in line with the strategic objectives and the business model of the organi-

zation (Hillson et al., 2012, p. 25). 
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Thus, combining the results of several analyses, the IRM-model enables a con-

solidated view of the risk culture of the organization. It reflects both the individual 

attitudes and perceptions of the risks of its members and the collective corporate 

attitude towards risk, reflected in the decisions taken at all hierarchical levels. 

Ernst and Young, Pricewaterhouse Coopers and KPMG, in turn, also bring their 

own frameworks representing the main elements of risk culture. In summary, the 

indicators for assessing risk culture within all consulting agencies are presented in 

Table 1. 

Table. 1 

Summary of risk culture model factors by organization 

Factor Categories Deloitte 
Ernst& 
Young 

IRM KPMG McKinsey PWC 
Towers 
Watson 

Acknowledgement of 
risk 

  Х  Х   

Communication   Х  Х Х Х 
Compensation and 
performance manage-
ment 

Х Х Х   Х  

IT Systems       Х 
Leadership (‘tone from 
the top’) 

 Х Х Х  Х Х 

Relationships (between 
employees) 

Х       

Respect for risk      Х   
Responsiveness to risk     Х   
Risk competencies (of 
employees) 

Х  Х   Х  

Risk facilitation (status 
of risk function) 

  Х Х    

Risk management 
processes and proce-
dures 

     Х Х 

Risk ownership (clear 
accountabilities) 

  Х Х  Х  

Structure of organiza-
tion and governance 

Х Х Х    Х 

Source: Power et al., 2013, p. 94. 

The basic idea of all the models obviously is to quantify (where possible) and 

evaluate the quality of the risk culture of the organization as an aggregate of the 

measured elements and on this basis to give priority to those that require special 
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attention. The “signs” of the risk culture, however imperfect they are, should be 

benchmarked against a set of agreed upon criteria, allowing for the comparison of the 

“actual” risk culture with some ideal one. This allows us to identify “gaps” that can 

then be the subject of further interventions to improve problematic “signs”.  

It is obvious that on the surface there are some differences between the frame-

works of the individual consulting agencies. For example, some of them (EY, PWC) 

focus on systems and structures underlying risk management. In contrast to those, 

with others (Deloitte, McKinsey) the focus is on the behavioural aspects and the 

relationships within the organization. This discrepancy suggests that still no definite 

agreement has been achieved on the “indicators” by which to judge the quality of risk 

culture within the organization. 

Despite the different opinions on the focus and specification of the elements that 

make up risk culture, there is considerable continuity in the approaches. In particular, 

there is general confidence that risk culture is something that should be investigated 

and managed and therefore should be monitored in a structured way using different 

tools. Between the elements themselves there are also more similarities than diamet-

rical differences. So, for example, as a factor in the risk culture in almost all models, 

there is pointed out the “tone at the top” (leadership). Other common categories are 

communication, remuneration systems, performance management, risk management 

and organization of risk management.  

All models are united also around the view that in order to obtain adequate, reli-

able and statistically significant data it is necessary that in the study there participate 

sufficient number of representatives of all hierarchical levels, business fields, divi-

sions and units within the institution, selected randomly. Secondary data, in turn, are 

obtained through available public information relating to the structural and process 

construction of risk management. 

As a major “bottleneck” in the reviewed models there can be pointed out the fact 

that many of their components overflow into more general corporate guiding princi-

ples rather than being strictly tied to risk problematics (Power et. al., 2013, p. 95). In 

the model of IRM, for example, the emphasis is on the purely managerial categories, 

such as management, competencies, process of decision making. The model of 

Deloitte, on the other hand, considers the “continuous culture improvement” 

(Deloitte, 2012, p. 6), by which reference is made to the management concept of total 

quality management and the philosophy of continuous improvement. Such blurring of 

the focus is commonplace in discussions of risk culture, which once again proves that 

it is a complex abstraction of a wide range of interrelated determinants. 
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In most models and frameworks presented by the consulting organizations, an-

other conceptual problem can be seen. For the most part they consider only the pure 

“downside” risk, i.e. risk is articulated as something bad that should be reduced by 

risk culture. In this sense it is seen and presented as a kind of “brake” to pure “down-

side” risk. This interpretation significantly narrows the scope of the phenomenon of 

“risk culture” equating it largely to the processes and procedures of risk management, 

“called” to provide the appropriate degree of avoiding unjustified risks. 

Here comes to the fore the question of the suitability of the considered “exter-

nal” models for the evaluation of banking risk culture. As far as banks can be consid-

ered as “merchants of a special kind” (Vachkov et al., 2009, p. 85), the presented 

models for assessing organizational risk culture in the broadest sense, should produce 

results in respect to those, too. However, their credibility should not be absolutized. 

The developed frameworks and models mark the guidelines and parameters for as-

sessing bank risk culture, but they should not be applied “blindly” and immediately. 

Specifics in the structure and activity of the vaults in general, and of each tested bank, 

in particular, set additional requirements to the models used. 

Besides the models for assessing risk culture of organizations from the practice, 

here we must also dwell upon the available regulatory and academic publications on 

the subject. The only regulatory document relating specifically to the assessment of 

the risk culture of banking institutions is the work of the Financial Stability Board 

(Financial Stability Board, 2014). The framework includes three main sections: fun-

damental elements of good risk culture, indicators of good risk culture and common 

supervisory guidelines. As fundamental elements there are defined risk management, 

risk appetite and compensations. FSB offers 4 groups of indicators relating to the tone 

at the top, responsibility, effective communication and opportunities for escalation, 

challenging and stimulation. 

Unlike the practical sphere, in the academic area a deficit of developments relat-

ing to the research capacities of banking risk culture is still felt. In one of the few 

comprehensive scientific studies on the subject even the presence of “academic negli-

gence” on the subject was established (Power et. al., 2013, p. 89). Similar to the ap-

proach of consulting agencies is the one proposed by McConnell. In his work he 

presents six key drivers for assessing risk culture: leadership; strategy; making deci-

sions; controls / checks; recruitment, training, competence; salaries (McConnell, 

2013, pp. 58-63). The framework of the author is based on a developed by the FSA 

methodology for fair treatment of clients in its part devoted to culture (Financial 

Services Authority, 2007).  
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A different perspective on the issue of the study of the risk culture of financial in-

stitutions is offered by Power, Ashby and Palermo. They present a relatively neutral 

vision of risk culture, considering that it is not appropriate in itself to talk about “good” 

or “bad” risk culture. In other publications authors get even farther in their criticism of 

the existing models for assessing risk culture. For example, they question the signifi-

cance of the “tone at the top” in the formation of risk culture (Power et al., 2014, p. 7). 

The authors base their study on six key “dilemmas” that “determine and are fun-

damental to the way organizations think about and act on their risk culture”.  In other 

words, risk culture is an expression of the organization's position between the two 

extremes of the particular “dilemma”.  The authors believe that with the institutions 

taking a balanced position between the two extremes, one can speak of more effective 

risk culture. The “dilemmas” are: 1) The authority of the risk function: business part-

ner or an independent advisor?; 2) What is based on the relationship between the risk 

function and business units - informal networks or formal processes?; 3) Risk or 

control?; 4) Internal change or use of external consultants?; 5) Own risks culture or 

regulatory culture?; 6) Levers to influence behaviour, ethics or incentives? 

Another piece of academic research dedicated to the study of banking risk cul-

ture is the work of Sheedy and Griffin. In 2014-2015 they conducted a survey of 

30,126 employees from 271 business units in a total of seven major Canadian and 

Australian banks (Sheedy and Griffin, 2016, p. 4). The study involved employees 

from all levels, with certain preponderance of middle-level and senior managers, as 

well as specialists in risk management. The methodology of the study focuses on the 

assessment of risk culture, but in practice it may be defined as a broader one, covering 

also behavioural analysis to risk and perception of staff of built structures to support 

risk management. More specifically, polls consist mainly of statements that require 

answers on the six-level scale of Likart. Questions are grouped into 5 blocks: de-

mographics, personal risk tolerance, risk culture, perceptions of the risk structures of 

the bank, behaviour towards risk. 

In order to assess risk culture Sheedy and Griffin use a specially developed 

scale. The process of validation of this scale identifies four main factors of risk cul-

ture. It is important to note that the authors do not actually investigate the individual 

behaviour of each employee, but calculate average factor estimates. They are created 

as an average of the 3 to 6 related items describing the factor. The four factors re-

garding risk culture are: evaluation, proactivity, avoidance and management. In an-

other block are evaluated employee perceptions of risk structures in the bank. A third 

group of questions relates to the behaviour of staff in relation to risk. Here employees 

appreciate both their own behaviour and their observations on that of their colleagues. 
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Undoubtedly, the reviewed research model has many contributions in the field of 

empirical evaluation of the issues of risk and risk culture. It is sufficient to note that it 

is for the first time that there has been made an attempt at an almost entirely quantita-

tive evaluation of the studied phenomenon based on a number of statistical methods. 

However, applying this approach in its full form in other conditions would be 

very problematic, even after its eventual adaptation locally. This finding is based on 

several important circumstances. First, the study of Sheedy and Griffin does not focus 

on part of the widely accepted determinants of risk culture, such as “tone at the top”, 

the functions of risk committees and the chief risk director, risk communication, etc. 

The rationale of the authors is that “by these measures the seven banks in the study 

rate very well” (Sheedy and Griffin, 2016, p. 22). The problem here arises from the 

fact that at present in most countries there have not been conducted any studies 

providing grounds to making the same prior assumptions. 

Second, although risk culture is at the base of the study, it actually has a differ-

ent purpose from its analysis, namely “а primary aim of the study is to better under-

stand the relationship between risk structures, culture and behaviour in order to pro-

mote better risk behaviour” (Sheedy and Griffin, 2016, p. 16). In other words, risk 

governance and other structures supporting risk management are seen as something 

different, but correlated with risk culture. In turn, the structures and culture, together, 

affect behaviour towards risk, which is seen as a dependent variable in the regression 

analysis. In our opinion, this approach somewhat “encapsulates” risk culture, putting 

it too narrowly and isolating it from its important elements such as training programs, 

remuneration schemes, etc. Third, it is questionable how reliable some of the comput-

ed factor scores could be, such as those based on the self-assessment of each employ-

ee of his own behaviour towards risk. 

Conclusion 

Amid all these considerations one thing is certain - to date there is no single and 

indisputable “right” model to research and analyze the risk culture of organizations, 

and banks in particular. However, the majority of authors and consulting organiza-

tions are united around the opinion that surveys are the most appropriate research 

method. For this purpose it is necessary to apply an individual approach to the study 

of banking risk culture. This means that before compiling relevant questionnaires, it is 

necessary to analyze what is the “common ground” on which the surveyed banks 

operate and what impact it has on the formation of their risk culture. Furthermore, 

depending on the purpose and depth of the study, it is necessary to draw up in ad-

vance a conceptual framework of risk culture, including a number of categories based 
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on its components and determinants. Finally, the categories must be sufficiently flexi-

ble to be able to adapt to the specific structural and process organization of the sur-

veyed institutions. On this basis we can now proceed to the formulation of the specif-

ic questions in the survey. 

End Notes 

1 In the English literature there are accepted the expressions “measuring risk cul-

ture” and “assessing risk culture”, which in Bulgarian translate literally as “as-

sessment of the risk culture.” However, given the characteristics of the category of 

“risk culture” and the meaning put into the term “assessment” in the theory and 

practice in our country, we consider it more relevant to speak of a “study” and 

“analysis” of the risk culture, rather than of its “assessment”, “evaluation”, “meas-

uring”, “diagnosing”, etc. However, in the text there are present the terms “as-

sessment” and “evaluation”.  The objective is, on the one hand, to preserve the 

meaning given in the original source, and on the other - to avoid repetitions. 

2 The study draws up the top 10 key factors based on the investigation of over 20 

cases involving failures of risk culture in one area or another. Besides financial 

losses due to bad risk culture, the study examines cases involving multiple deaths 

of patients due to hospital negligence; failures in security that cost huge losses to 

organizations; legal solutions that companies resort to in order to avoid future rep-

utational damage; cases of commercial fraud, etc. According to the study the 

drawn up 10 key factors are found in all organizations and are of generally valid 

nature. 
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