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Abstract 

Corporate governance plays a critical role in shaping organizational responses to financial distress, yet 

prior research has largely emphasized distress prediction rather than examining how boards actually 

exercise oversight during crisis decision-making. This study aims to clarify how board oversight 

mechanisms are conceptualized and how they influence strategic decision quality under conditions of 

financial pressure. Using a PRISMA-based systematic literature review, the study systematically 

identified, screened, and synthesized peer-reviewed governance and crisis management research, 

followed by thematic coding and conceptual mapping to classify oversight mechanisms across structural, 

procedural, and behavioral dimensions. The findings reveal that these three dimensions consistently 

appear across the literature and jointly shape decision accountability, responsiveness, and reliability, 

indicating that governance effectiveness emerges from their interaction rather than from any single 

mechanism. The review also identifies a persistent conceptual gap between bankruptcy prediction 

studies and governance decision-making scholarship, highlighting fragmentation in existing knowledge. 

These results contribute theoretically by proposing an integrated typology of oversight mechanisms 

tailored to distress contexts and practically by offering an evidence-based framework that organizations 

and regulators can use to evaluate board effectiveness during crisis periods. The study further 

demonstrates the value of systematic synthesis methods for advancing conceptual clarity in 

multidisciplinary governance research. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Corporate governance plays a central role in shaping how organizations respond to uncertainty, 

risk exposure, and strategic disruption, particularly when firms encounter financial distress 

conditions that threaten continuity and stakeholder trust. Boards of directors serve as the apex 

monitoring and decision-authorization bodies, responsible not only for oversight but also for 

ensuring that managerial actions align with accountability, transparency, and long-term value 

preservation (Christianah Pelumi Efunniyi et al., 2024; Goddard, 2021). Prior governance 

scholarship consistently emphasizes that board structures, independence, and monitoring capacity 

influence risk control and organizational resilience (Beasley et al., 2020; Soyemi et al., 2021). 

Consequently, understanding how boards function during distress is essential for clarifying the 

governance mechanisms that shape crisis-time strategic decisions. 

Recent global disruptions including economic volatility, digital transformation pressures, and 

systemic shocks have intensified the frequency and complexity of organizational distress events, 

requiring boards to act under conditions of compressed time, incomplete information, and 

heightened stakeholder scrutiny (Treurniet & Wolbers, 2021; Tron et al., 2023). Evidence 
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indicates that governance quality can moderate the probability and severity of distress outcomes, 

suggesting that oversight effectiveness is not merely symbolic but operationally consequential 

(Nurcahyono et al., 2023; Sewpersadh, 2022). Moreover, contemporary decision environments 

increasingly integrate technological analytics and AI-assisted evaluation tools, which reshape 

how boards interpret risk signals and evaluate strategic alternatives (Hargyatni et al., 2024; 

Ogunmokun et al., 2021). These developments highlight the urgency of systematically 

synthesizing knowledge on board oversight mechanisms specifically within distress contexts 

rather than under normal operating conditions. 

Existing studies have explored multiple dimensions of governance effectiveness, including board 

independence, diversity, expertise, and risk oversight responsibilities, demonstrating their 

associations with earnings quality, risk management, and strategic performance (Sadiq et al., 

2025; Yahaya, 2025a, 2025b). Research also shows that boards influence accountability systems, 

performance evaluation processes, and ethical decision frameworks, reinforcing their role as 

institutional guardians of organizational legitimacy (Morgan et al., 2022; Rodgers et al., 2023). 

Parallel streams of scholarship examine governance under crisis or emergency conditions, 

emphasizing leadership cognition, distributed decision-making, and institutional coordination 

dynamics (D’Alessio et al., 2024; Treurniet & Wolbers, 2021). However, these literatures remain 

fragmented across disciplinary boundaries, with limited integration between financial distress 

research and governance decision-making analysis. 

Despite extensive work on bankruptcy prediction models and financial distress indicators, most 

prior studies prioritize forecasting accuracy rather than examining how governance actors actually 

make decisions once distress emerges (Sewpersadh, 2022; Tron et al., 2023). Meanwhile, 

governance research often treats oversight mechanisms abstractly without specifying how they 

operate in high-pressure turnaround or crisis scenarios (Miftahurrohman et al., 2024; Moridu, 

2023). Systematic review evidence from other domains demonstrates that structured synthesis 

approaches such as PRISMA enhance conceptual clarity, methodological rigor, and research 

transparency (Galletta et al., 2024; Page et al., 2021; Sarkis-Onofre et al., 2021). Yet no prior 

systematic review has explicitly mapped board oversight mechanisms in relation to financial 

distress decision-making, creating a critical conceptual and integrative gap. 

This study aims to address that gap by conducting a PRISMA-based systematic literature review 

that identifies, categorizes, and synthesizes board oversight mechanisms discussed in financial 

distress contexts. Specifically, it seeks to classify mechanisms across structural, procedural, and 

behavioral dimensions, and to examine how these mechanisms influence the quality, 

accountability, and strategic direction of decisions made under financial pressure. The study also 
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aims to bridge disconnected research streams by integrating governance, crisis management, and 

turnaround literature into a unified conceptual framework. Through this approach, the research 

reframes distress not merely as a predictive outcome but as a governance process requiring active 

oversight and judgment. 

Theoretically, this review advances corporate governance scholarship by constructing a typology 

of board oversight mechanisms tailored to distress environments and by clarifying their 

relationships with decision accountability and strategic outcomes. Practically, it provides 

decision-makers, regulators, and stakeholders with an evidence-based framework for evaluating 

board effectiveness during crisis periods, thereby supporting more informed governance design 

and monitoring practices. Methodologically, the study demonstrates the applicability of 

PRISMA-guided synthesis for management and governance research, reinforcing calls for 

systematic evidence integration in complex organizational domains (Mishra & Mishra, 2023; 

Rethlefsen et al., 2021). Policy-wise, it offers insights that can inform governance codes and 

regulatory guidelines concerning board responsibilities in financially vulnerable firms. 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The next section explains the systematic 

review methodology, including search strategy, inclusion criteria, and PRISMA screening 

procedures. The subsequent section presents the thematic synthesis and classification of board 

oversight mechanisms across structural, procedural, and behavioral categories. The discussion 

section interprets findings in relation to governance theory and distress decision dynamics, 

followed by implications, limitations, and directions for future research. Finally, the conclusion 

summarizes the study’s contributions and outlines its relevance for advancing governance 

scholarship and practice in financially distressed contexts. 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW 

A. Theoretical Foundations Related to the Topic 

Corporate governance literature conceptualizes board oversight as a multidimensional function 

encompassing monitoring, strategic advising, and accountability enforcement within 

organizations facing uncertainty and risk. Agency theory positions boards as monitoring bodies 

that mitigate managerial opportunism and information asymmetry, particularly under financially 

vulnerable conditions (Beasley et al., 2020; Christianah Pelumi Efunniyi et al., 2024). In contrast, 

stewardship theory highlights boards’ collaborative and advisory roles, emphasizing trust-based 

leadership and strategic support during organizational turbulence (Moridu, 2023; Tron et al., 

2023). Accountability perspectives further reinforce the governance function by framing boards 

as institutional guarantors of transparency and decision legitimacy across stakeholder 

relationships (Goddard, 2021; Morgan et al., 2022). Crisis governance scholarship extends these 
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views by arguing that decision environments during disruptions require intensified supervision, 

rapid interpretation of information, and distributed judgment processes, thereby transforming 

routine oversight into active strategic intervention (D’Alessio et al., 2024; Treurniet & Wolbers, 

2021). 

B. Review of Prior Empirical Studies 

Empirical research demonstrates that governance characteristics significantly influence 

organizational resilience, financial stability, and decision quality across institutional contexts. 

Studies show that board independence, diversity, and expertise correlate with reduced earnings 

manipulation, improved transparency, and stronger risk monitoring capacity (Sadiq et al., 2025; 

Yahaya, 2025a, 2025b). Evidence also indicates that governance quality moderates the likelihood 

and severity of financial distress, suggesting that oversight effectiveness functions as an 

operational safeguard rather than merely a symbolic governance attribute (Nurcahyono et al., 

2023; Sewpersadh, 2022). Sectoral findings further reveal that governance systems can act as 

institutional resilience mechanisms capable of shielding firms from systemic shocks and 

macroeconomic disruptions (El-Chaarani et al., 2022). Additional studies demonstrate that audit 

quality, shareholder activism, and ESG-integrated evaluation systems reinforce accountability 

structures and decision discipline within organizations (Handoko et al., 2024; Miftahurrohman et 

al., 2024; Soyemi et al., 2021). Recent technological governance evidence also suggests that 

boards increasingly supervise cybersecurity, algorithmic systems, and data-driven decision tools, 

indicating an expansion of oversight scope in contemporary governance environments (Cheong, 

2024; Lowry et al., 2025). 

C. Conceptual Justification of the Research 

Systematic literature review methodology provides a rigorous foundation for synthesizing 

fragmented evidence and constructing integrative theoretical insights across multidisciplinary 

domains. The PRISMA framework offers structured protocols for literature identification, 

screening, and synthesis, thereby improving transparency, replicability, and methodological rigor 

in review-based scholarship (Page et al., 2021; Sarkis-Onofre et al., 2021). Prior PRISMA-based 

studies demonstrate that systematic synthesis can clarify conceptual boundaries, identify 

underexplored variables, and generate research agendas within complex research areas (Albhirat 

et al., 2024; Galletta et al., 2024). Methodological literature further confirms that systematic 

reviews are particularly valuable when empirical findings are dispersed across disciplines, as they 

enable theory consolidation and variable classification (Mishra & Mishra, 2023; Zarate et al., 

2022). Given that governance, crisis management, and financial distress studies remain 
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conceptually fragmented, a structured synthesis is theoretically justified to integrate these strands 

into a unified explanatory framework of board oversight mechanisms. 

D. Board Oversight Mechanisms 

Board oversight mechanisms refer to the formal and informal governance instruments through 

which directors monitor management, evaluate risks, and guide strategic decisions. Structural 

mechanisms include board composition, independence, committee configuration, and expertise 

diversity, all of which determine monitoring capacity and authority distribution (Beasley et al., 

2020; Sadiq et al., 2025). Procedural mechanisms encompass reporting systems, audit routines, 

risk oversight frameworks, and compliance protocols that regulate information flow and 

accountability processes (Nayme & Taybi, 2025; Soyemi et al., 2021). Behavioral mechanisms 

involve monitoring intensity, intervention frequency, ethical reasoning, and supervisory 

engagement, reflecting how boards enact authority in practice rather than merely how they are 

designed (Koerniawan & Tumbur Ml Tobing, 2024; Rodgers et al., 2023). Emerging governance 

research also highlights technologically enabled oversight, where analytics and artificial 

intelligence enhance monitoring precision, fraud detection, and decision evaluation accuracy 

(Hargyatni et al., 2024; Naseer & Ahmed, 2025). Together, these dimensions form an integrated 

oversight capability that determines whether boards can respond effectively to strategic threats 

and organizational crises. 

E. Financial Distress Decision-Making Context 

Financial distress represents a governance stress condition that reshapes decision dynamics, 

authority structures, and information interpretation processes within organizations. Under 

distress, firms operate with heightened uncertainty, compressed timelines, and intensified 

stakeholder scrutiny, which increases reliance on board supervision and coordinated judgment 

(Treurniet & Wolbers, 2021; Tron et al., 2023). Governance studies show that effective boards 

can mitigate distress severity by aligning monitoring mechanisms, supervising turnaround 

initiatives, and ensuring disciplined risk evaluation (Nurcahyono et al., 2023; Sewpersadh, 2022). 

Crisis decision literature further indicates that decision quality during turbulent periods depends 

on information integration, coordination capacity, and leadership cognition under pressure 

(D’Alessio et al., 2024). Digital governance scholarship adds that modern boards must also 

evaluate algorithmic outputs, ethical risks, and data-driven recommendations when making high-

stakes decisions (Ngozi Samuel Uzougbo et al., 2024; Satria Wibawa et al., 2024). These insights 

imply that financial distress decision outcomes are contingent not solely on financial indicators 

but on how governance oversight mechanisms are activated and enacted. 

F. Conceptual Integration of Variables 
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As illustrated in Table 1, prior literature implicitly indicates a relational structure in which board 

oversight mechanisms influence decision quality during financial distress through monitoring 

effectiveness, information transparency, and strategic intervention capacity. This integrative 

perspective synthesizes theoretical and empirical insights into a unified analytical logic that 

guides the present review. Rather than treating governance variables as isolated predictors, this 

framework positions oversight as a multidimensional construct operating across structural, 

procedural, and behavioral layers. Such a synthesis is necessary because fragmented empirical 

findings limit cumulative theoretical development and obscure the mechanisms linking 

governance design to decision outcomes. By consolidating these dimensions, the study establishes 

a conceptual basis for systematically mapping oversight mechanisms within distress-driven 

decision environments. 

Table 1. Conceptual Mapping of Core Variables and Theoretical Logic 

Dimension Core Construct Theoretical Basis 
Expected Role in 

Distress Decisions 
Key Sources 

Structural 

Board 

composition, 

independence 

Agency theory 

Strengthens 

monitoring 

credibility 

(Beasley et al., 2020; 

Sadiq et al., 2025) 

Procedural 
Audit, reporting, 

risk systems 

Accountability 

theory 

Improves decision 

transparency 

(Morgan et al., 2022; 

Soyemi et al., 2021) 

Behavioral 

Monitoring 

intensity, 

intervention 

Stewardship & 

crisis governance 

Enables adaptive 

strategic response 

(D’Alessio et al., 

2024; Tron et al., 

2023) 

Contextual 
Financial distress 

environment 

Crisis decision 

theory 

Increases oversight 

necessity 

(Nurcahyono et al., 

2023; Sewpersadh, 

2022) 
 

Taken together, the literature suggests an implicit theoretical proposition that the effectiveness of 

strategic decision-making under financial distress depends on how board oversight mechanisms 

are structured, enacted, and intensified across governance dimensions. Prior studies rarely 

synthesize these dimensions within a single framework, and most empirical analyses examine 

governance variables independently rather than as interacting mechanisms. This fragmentation 

constrains theoretical accumulation and limits scholarly understanding of how boards actually 

exercise oversight during crisis-driven decision processes. Consequently, a systematic synthesis 

that integrates structural, procedural, and behavioral oversight dimensions is necessary to clarify 

the governance mechanisms shaping decision accountability in financially distressed 

organizations. 

III. RESEARCH METHOD 

A. Research Design 

This study adopts a systematic literature review design structured according to PRISMA 

guidelines to ensure methodological rigor, transparency, and replicability throughout all review 
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stages. A systematic review approach is particularly appropriate for synthesizing fragmented 

theoretical and empirical evidence across multidisciplinary governance research because it 

applies explicit procedures for identification, screening, eligibility assessment, and synthesis of 

scholarly studies. Unlike narrative reviews, systematic reviews minimize selection bias through 

predefined protocols and reproducible decision criteria. The design therefore enables this study 

to move beyond descriptive summaries and construct an integrated conceptual explanation of how 

board oversight mechanisms influence decision-making under financial distress. This structured 

approach directly supports the study’s objective of clarifying theoretical relationships rather than 

statistically testing causal hypotheses. 

B. Research Approach 

The study employs a qualitative interpretive approach supported by structured coding and 

thematic synthesis techniques. Qualitative systematic analysis is suitable when research aims to 

interpret conceptual constructs, theoretical mechanisms, and explanatory patterns across 

heterogeneous academic sources. Governance mechanisms are multidimensional constructs 

involving structural, procedural, and behavioral dimensions that cannot be adequately captured 

using purely quantitative aggregation methods. The interpretive strategy allows the researcher to 

identify recurring theoretical logics, classify oversight mechanisms, and interpret how governance 

structures operate during organizational crises. Consequently, the approach ensures that findings 

reflect conceptual depth, contextual nuance, and theoretical coherence within financial distress 

decision environments. 

C. Research Type 

This research is classified as explanatory theory-building because it aims to clarify conceptual 

linkages among governance constructs and develop an integrative analytical framework. Theory-

building reviews are appropriate when existing studies provide partial insights but lack integration 

into a coherent explanatory structure. The present design combines thematic synthesis with 

conceptual mapping to construct a typology of board oversight mechanisms and their decision 

implications. Structured review protocols were applied consistently across all stages of article 

identification, selection, and analysis to ensure replicability. Therefore, the study contributes not 

only synthesized knowledge but also a theoretical architecture capable of guiding future empirical 

research. 

D. Population and Sampling 

The population consists of peer-reviewed scholarly publications addressing corporate 

governance, board oversight, crisis decision-making, and financial distress contexts. These 
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publications include empirical articles, conceptual papers, systematic reviews, and 

methodological studies indexed in recognized academic databases. The population represents the 

broader intellectual domain of governance and decision science, ensuring interdisciplinary 

coverage of perspectives relevant to oversight mechanisms. Including diverse research traditions 

strengthens conceptual completeness and reduces disciplinary bias in synthesis. Consequently, 

the defined population ensures comprehensive representation of theoretical and empirical insights 

on governance during distress conditions. 

The study applies purposive systematic sampling based on predefined inclusion and exclusion 

criteria aligned with PRISMA standards. Inclusion criteria required studies to be peer-reviewed, 

conceptually relevant to governance or decision-making, and explicitly addressing oversight, 

monitoring, or crisis contexts. Exclusion criteria removed duplicate records, inaccessible 

documents, non-academic publications, and studies lacking governance relevance. This structured 

selection procedure improves methodological rigor and ensures that only analytally meaningful 

sources are retained. Such purposive filtering strengthens internal consistency and conceptual 

comparability across the analyzed dataset. 

In systematic review research, sample size is determined by conceptual saturation rather than 

numerical targets. Saturation is achieved when additional studies no longer introduce new 

constructs, mechanisms, or explanatory categories relevant to the analytical framework. This 

principle is widely accepted because systematic reviews aim for conceptual completeness rather 

than statistical representativeness. The final dataset therefore reflects a theoretically sufficient 

body of literature capturing diverse governance perspectives. This saturation-based rationale 

ensures analytical depth while maintaining methodological validity. 

E. Data Sources and Collection Procedures 

The study relies exclusively on secondary data derived from published scholarly literature. 

Secondary data are appropriate when research objectives emphasize theoretical synthesis and 

conceptual integration rather than primary data collection. Peer-reviewed publications provide 

validated knowledge that has undergone scholarly evaluation, thereby enhancing credibility and 

reliability. Prior systematic governance reviews demonstrate that secondary evidence can 

effectively reveal research gaps, inconsistencies, and conceptual patterns across disciplines. Thus, 

secondary sources constitute a reliable empirical foundation for this analysis. 

Data collection followed a structured multi-stage screening protocol consisting of identification, 

screening, eligibility assessment, and inclusion. Keyword combinations using Boolean operators 

were applied to capture relevant governance and financial distress studies across databases. Titles 

and abstracts were screened first, followed by full-text evaluation for eligibility. Each included 
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article was coded using a standardized extraction template documenting variables, methods, 

theoretical frameworks, and findings. The study selection process is visually presented in Figure 

1 to enhance methodological transparency. 

The identification stage yielded 78 records, of which 8 duplicates were removed, resulting in 70 

records screened. During title and abstract screening, 20 records were excluded due to irrelevance 

to governance or distress contexts, leaving 50 reports sought for retrieval. Among these, 5 reports 

were not accessible, resulting in 45 full-text articles assessed for eligibility. Eligibility assessment 

excluded 11 articles because they lacked explicit discussion of oversight mechanisms or decision 

processes. Consequently, 34 studies were included in the final synthesis. 

As illustrated in Figure 1, the screening process demonstrates a systematic reduction of records 

from initial identification to final inclusion. The diagram confirms that study selection followed 

transparent and replicable procedures consistent with systematic review reporting standards. 

Visual presentation of screening stages enhances methodological traceability by allowing readers 

to verify how the final dataset was obtained. Therefore, the PRISMA diagram functions not only 

as a reporting tool but also as evidence of procedural rigor. 

 
Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Diagram of Study Selection 

F. Variables and Operational Definitions 

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20220817050684301
https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20220817070659156


 
 
 
 

   

Board Oversight Mechanisms in Financial Distress Decision-Making … 

 

48      Journal of Management and Informatics (JMI), Vol. 5 No. 2, August 2026 
 
 
 
 

Variables are analytically defined to structure synthesis and interpretation across reviewed 

studies. Governance constructs were operationalized based on recurring theoretical categories 

identified in prior literature. Independent variables consist of board oversight mechanisms 

grouped into structural, procedural, and behavioral dimensions. The dependent variable refers to 

decision-making quality during financial distress, reflected in accountability, transparency, and 

responsiveness indicators. Contextual governance conditions such as regulation, industry 

environment, and technological adoption function as control variables because they may moderate 

oversight effectiveness. The operational structure is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Operational Definition of Research Variables 
Variable 

Type 
Dimension Indicators Key References 

Independent Structural 

oversight 

Board independence, expertise, 

committees 

(Beasley et al., 2020; Sadiq et 

al., 2025) 

Independent Procedural 

oversight 

Audit systems, reporting, risk 

frameworks 

(Nayme & Taybi, 2025; 

Soyemi et al., 2021) 

Independent Behavioral 

oversight 

Monitoring intensity, 

intervention 

(Rodgers et al., 2023) 

Dependent Decision quality Accountability, transparency, 

responsiveness 

(Morgan et al., 2022) 

Control Context Industry, regulation, technology (El-Chaarani et al., 2022) 
 

G. Measurement Validity and Reliability 

Measurement in this study relies on categorical coding rather than numerical scales because the 

research synthesizes conceptual findings across heterogeneous sources. Each article was coded 

according to predefined thematic categories representing governance dimensions and decision 

outcomes to ensure systematic comparison across studies. This method is widely used in 

qualitative systematic reviews because it enables consistent interpretation of constructs derived 

from diverse methodological traditions. Construct validity was strengthened through triangulation 

across multiple theoretical perspectives and empirical contexts to ensure that interpretations 

reflected convergent conceptual evidence rather than isolated findings. Reliability was ensured 

by applying standardized coding rules and consistent inclusion criteria across all screening stages, 

thereby minimizing interpretive bias and enhancing reproducibility. Because this study 

synthesizes published literature rather than primary measurements, validity and reliability testing 

refer to coding consistency and conceptual triangulation rather than statistical instrument testing. 

H. Data Analysis Techniques 

The study applies thematic synthesis combined with conceptual mapping to analyze relationships 

among variables. Thematic synthesis identifies recurring constructs and patterns across studies, 

while conceptual mapping organizes these patterns into an integrated explanatory framework. 

Analytical procedures included open coding, category refinement, cross-study comparison, and 
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synthesis of conceptual relationships. Spreadsheet-based coding matrices and reference 

management software were used to organize extracted data and maintain audit trails of analytical 

decisions. Digital analytical tools enhance transparency, traceability, and systematic 

documentation of qualitative synthesis procedures. 

I. Conceptual Model Representation 

Although the study is qualitative, relationships among constructs can be expressed analytically as 

Equation (1). 

Decision Quality = 𝑓(Structural Oversight + Procedural Oversight + Behavioral Oversight ∣

Context)  (1) 

This expression clarifies the theoretical logic guiding the synthesis. It indicates that decision 

effectiveness during distress is a function of multiple interacting governance dimensions rather 

than a single predictor. Conceptual modeling is commonly used in theory-building reviews to 

illustrate relationships among constructs without statistical estimation. Therefore, Equation (1) 

serves as a theoretical map rather than a quantitative model. Where Decision Quality represents 

the effectiveness of strategic decisions during distress, Structural Oversight refers to board 

composition and governance structure, Procedural Oversight denotes monitoring systems and 

formal controls, Behavioral Oversight indicates supervisory intensity and intervention, and 

Context represents environmental and institutional conditions. 

J. Ethical Considerations 

Ethical approval was not required because the study used publicly available scholarly literature 

and did not involve human participants. Document-based systematic reviews are generally 

exempt from formal ethics review when no personal or confidential data are analyzed. Informed 

consent was not applicable because all materials examined were previously published academic 

works. Nevertheless, ethical research standards were maintained through accurate citation, 

transparent reporting, and faithful representation of original findings. Proper attribution practices 

ensured compliance with academic integrity principles and intellectual property norms.  

IV. RESULT 

A. Study Selection Results 

The systematic search process identified 78 records across selected academic databases. After 

removing 8 duplicate entries, 70 unique records remained for title and abstract screening. During 

this screening phase, 20 records were excluded due to lack of relevance to board oversight 

mechanisms or absence of financial distress context. A total of 50 articles were then sought for 
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full-text retrieval, of which 5 were inaccessible, resulting in 45 studies assessed for eligibility. 

The screening and selection procedures were conducted in accordance with the PRISMA 2020 

guidelines to ensure transparency and replicability (Page et al., 2021; Rethlefsen et al., 2021; 

Sarkis-Onofre et al., 2021). 

Full-text eligibility assessment led to the exclusion of 11 articles because they did not explicitly 

analyze governance oversight mechanisms within decision-making processes under financial 

distress conditions. Consequently, 34 studies satisfied all predefined inclusion criteria and were 

included in the qualitative synthesis. The structured reduction of records demonstrates adherence 

to established systematic review reporting standards (Albhirat et al., 2024; Mishra & Mishra, 

2023). The final dataset therefore represents a conceptually focused corpus of governance 

scholarship explicitly addressing oversight mechanisms in financially distressed environments. 

B. Descriptive Characteristics of Included Studies 

To understand the intellectual structure of the reviewed literature, a descriptive profiling analysis 

was conducted. The 34 included studies were published between 2020 and 2025, indicating a 

recent intensification of governance research within financial distress contexts, particularly in 

response to global crisis conditions such as COVID-19 (El-Chaarani et al., 2022; Tron et al., 

2023). Quantitative empirical studies dominate the sample (65%), primarily employing panel 

regression, econometric modeling, and archival financial data analysis, consistent with 

governance-performance research traditions (Nurcahyono et al., 2023; Sewpersadh, 2022). 

Qualitative case-based studies account for 21%, while mixed-method designs represent 14% of 

the reviewed literature, reflecting a comparatively smaller emphasis on process-oriented and 

behavioral inquiry (Moridu, 2023). 

As summarized in Table 3, the methodological concentration is clearly skewed toward 

quantitative designs (n = 22), followed by qualitative (n = 7) and mixed-method approaches (n = 

5). Geographically, emerging market contexts constitute the largest proportion of studies (47%), 

reflecting the heightened vulnerability of these markets to governance-related financial distress 

(Sewpersadh, 2022; Soyemi et al., 2021). From a theoretical standpoint, agency theory dominates 

the sample (44%), particularly in structurally oriented studies examining board independence and 

monitoring effectiveness (Sadiq et al., 2025; Yahaya, 2025a). Stewardship and crisis governance 

perspectives appear more frequently in behaviorally focused streams, particularly those 

examining leadership during turbulent conditions (D’Alessio et al., 2024; Treurniet & Wolbers, 

2021). The distribution presented in Table 3 indicates that governance scholarship in distress 

environments remains primarily anchored in monitoring and control paradigms, with 
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comparatively limited theoretical diversification toward adaptive or integrative governance 

models. 

Table 3. Descriptive Profile of Included Studies (n = 34) 
Category Subcategory Frequency Percentage 

Methodology 

Quantitative 22 65% 

Qualitative 7 21% 

Mixed Methods 5 14% 

Region 

Emerging Markets 16 47% 

Europe 10 29% 

North America 6 18% 

Cross-regional 2 6% 

Theoretical Lens 

Agency Theory 15 44% 

Stewardship Theory 7 21% 

Crisis Governance 6 18% 

Integrated/Other 6 17% 
 

C. Thematic Distribution of Oversight Mechanisms 

To identify dominant conceptual patterns in the literature, a thematic synthesis of oversight 

dimensions was performed. The coding process revealed four primary analytical categories: 

structural oversight, procedural oversight, behavioral oversight, and integrated multi-dimensional 

models. Structural oversight appears most frequently (n = 12), emphasizing board independence, 

expertise, and committee configuration as determinants of monitoring credibility, consistent with 

evidence on board independence and earnings management (Sadiq et al., 2025; Yahaya, 2025a). 

Procedural oversight (n = 11) centers on audit systems, enterprise risk management, and reporting 

mechanisms, aligning with studies highlighting the role of audit quality and ERM in strengthening 

governance control (Beasley et al., 2020; Nayme & Taybi, 2025; Soyemi et al., 2021). Behavioral 

oversight (n = 8) focuses on supervisory intensity and board responsiveness during crisis 

conditions, echoing research on crisis leadership and distributed decision-making (D’Alessio et 

al., 2024; Treurniet & Wolbers, 2021). 

The proportional distribution of these dimensions is presented in Table 4, demonstrating that 

structural (35%) and procedural (32%) perspectives collectively dominate the reviewed 

scholarship. Only three studies (9%) adopt an explicitly integrated perspective modeling 

structural, procedural, and behavioral mechanisms simultaneously, similar to AI-driven 

governance optimization frameworks (Ogunmokun et al., 2021; Rodgers et al., 2023). The 

comparatively smaller representation of behavioral studies (24%) indicates that real-time 

supervisory conduct under financial distress has received less systematic empirical attention. As 

reflected in Table 4, this imbalance suggests that governance research continues to prioritize 

institutional architecture and compliance systems over dynamic board engagement during crisis 
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situations. This thematic concentration suggests that governance scholarship in distress contexts 

remains structurally oriented rather than behaviorally dynamic. 

Table 4. Thematic Classification of Oversight Dimensions 
Oversight 

Dimension 

Analytical 

Emphasis 
Typical Indicators 

Frequency 

(n=34) 
Percentage 

Structural 
Governance 

architecture 

Independence, expertise, 

committees 
12 35% 

Procedural Monitoring systems 
Audit controls, reporting, 

ERM 
11 32% 

Behavioral 
Supervisory 

conduct 

Intervention intensity, 

responsiveness 
8 24% 

Integrated 
Multi-dimensional 

models 

Combined oversight 

mechanisms 
3 9% 

 

D. Cross-Dimensional Synthesis Patterns 

Cross-study comparison reveals recurring associations between oversight dimensions and specific 

categories of decision outcomes. Structural oversight is predominantly linked to legitimacy, 

accountability, and monitoring credibility outcomes, consistent with accountability literature in 

governance and accounting (Goddard, 2021; Morgan et al., 2022). Procedural oversight is most 

frequently associated with information transparency, audit reliability, and risk control 

effectiveness, reinforcing findings from financial compliance and AI-assisted risk management 

research (Christianah Pelumi Efunniyi et al., 2024; Naseer & Ahmed, 2025). Behavioral oversight 

tends to correlate with responsiveness and adaptive capacity, reflecting crisis governance and 

institutional decision-making dynamics (D’Alessio et al., 2024). 

Despite these patterned relationships, only a limited subset of studies identified in Table 4 under 

the integrated category explicitly examines interaction effects among structural, procedural, and 

behavioral dimensions. Most empirical models treat governance variables as isolated predictors 

rather than as interdependent components of a coordinated oversight system. This fragmentation 

constrains theoretical development and limits explanatory power in crisis governance contexts. 

The scarcity of integrative empirical frameworks therefore underscores the need for more 

multidimensional governance modeling approaches. 

E. Identified Research Gaps 

The synthesis reveals three prominent gaps in the literature. First, as reflected in Table 4, 

behavioral oversight remains underrepresented relative to structural and procedural mechanisms, 

indicating a conceptual imbalance in governance research. The numerical imbalance shown in 

Table 4 empirically substantiates this conceptual asymmetry and highlights limited scholarly 

attention to real-time board supervision under financial distress. Second, few studies employ 

longitudinal research designs capable of capturing governance adaptation across multiple distress 
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phases, limiting insights into temporal dynamics of oversight. Third, interaction-based models 

integrating multiple oversight dimensions remain rare despite theoretical arguments supporting 

governance complementarity (Ogunmokun et al., 2021). 

Additionally, a conceptual divide persists between bankruptcy prediction research and 

governance decision-making scholarship. Financial distress prediction models often prioritize 

statistical accuracy (Nurcahyono et al., 2023; Sewpersadh, 2022) without examining board-level 

decision processes once distress materializes. Conversely, governance research frequently 

analyzes monitoring structures without explicitly situating them in high-pressure financial 

contexts (Tron et al., 2023). Bridging these streams represents a critical opportunity for advancing 

integrated governance theory and strengthening empirically grounded models of board 

effectiveness during crisis environments. 

V. DISCUSSION 

The findings indicate that board oversight effectiveness in financial distress contexts cannot be 

adequately explained through single-dimension governance perspectives. Instead, the reviewed 

evidence suggests that decision quality emerges from interaction among structural, procedural, 

and behavioral oversight components. This interpretation aligns with governance research 

emphasizing monitoring systems as central mechanisms for accountability and control (Beasley 

et al., 2020; Soyemi et al., 2021). Prior studies similarly report that formal governance structures 

alone do not guarantee effective supervision without active monitoring engagement (Lowry et al., 

2025; Rodgers et al., 2023). Consequently, oversight can be understood as a multidimensional 

governance system rather than a static organizational attribute. 

The predominance of structural and procedural perspectives observed in the results corresponds 

with earlier governance literature that prioritizes formal board composition and audit mechanisms 

as safeguards against managerial opportunism (Christianah Pelumi Efunniyi et al., 2024; Sadiq et 

al., 2025). Previous empirical studies also report that risk oversight structures influence firm 

stability during periods of uncertainty (El-Chaarani et al., 2022; Tron et al., 2023). However, the 

comparatively smaller number of behavioral studies indicates that supervisory conduct has 

received less empirical attention. This pattern is consistent with prior systematic reviews showing 

that governance research often emphasizes institutional design rather than real-time decision 

processes (D’Alessio et al., 2024). Therefore, the present synthesis extends existing literature by 

explicitly identifying behavioral oversight as a distinct analytical dimension. 

The synthesis contributes to governance theory by integrating insights from agency and 

stewardship perspectives within crisis decision contexts. Evidence showing that independence 

structures and monitoring systems are associated with accountability supports agency theory 
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propositions concerning control and oversight functions (Morgan et al., 2022; Nurcahyono et al., 

2023). At the same time, findings highlighting proactive board engagement during distress align 

with stewardship arguments that collaborative governance improves strategic outcomes 

(Treurniet & Wolbers, 2021). The coexistence of these theoretical patterns indicates that 

governance effectiveness is contingent upon situational demands rather than determined by a 

single theoretical logic. Crisis governance contexts may therefore require hybrid explanatory 

frameworks incorporating both monitoring and stewardship dynamics. 

The findings provide insights for organizations experiencing financial distress. Structural reforms 

such as appointing independent directors may strengthen formal legitimacy but may not ensure 

decision accountability without supporting monitoring procedures and active supervisory 

behavior. Prior research indicates that governance effectiveness increases when oversight 

mechanisms operate as coordinated systems rather than isolated structures (Moridu, 2023; Nayme 

& Taybi, 2025). Organizations may therefore benefit from investing in real-time reporting 

systems, crisis governance protocols, and board training initiatives that strengthen supervisory 

responsiveness. Treating governance as an operational capability rather than solely a compliance 

requirement may enhance decision reliability during crisis conditions. 

Several limitations should be acknowledged when interpreting the findings. The review relies 

exclusively on published studies, which may introduce publication bias because statistically 

significant results are more likely to appear in academic journals (Mishra & Mishra, 2023). 

Thematic synthesis also involves interpretive classification, meaning alternative coding strategies 

could yield slightly different distributions of oversight categories. Furthermore, the relatively 

small number of integrated-dimension studies indicates limited empirical testing of 

multidimensional governance models. Future research should therefore conduct quantitative and 

longitudinal analyses examining interaction effects among oversight mechanisms. Empirical 

validation of integrated governance frameworks would strengthen causal inference regarding 

decision quality in distress contexts. 

VI. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

This study synthesizes evidence from systematically selected literature to clarify how board 

oversight mechanisms operate within financial distress decision-making contexts. The review 

identifies three dominant oversight dimensions structural, procedural, and behavioral that 

consistently appear across governance scholarship and jointly shape decision accountability, 

responsiveness, and reliability during crisis situations. The findings demonstrate that no single 

oversight mechanism sufficiently explains decision quality; rather, effectiveness emerges from 

the interaction of governance architecture, monitoring processes, and supervisory conduct. By 
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mapping these relationships, the study directly answers its research objective of clarifying how 

oversight mechanisms are conceptualized and how they influence strategic decision outcomes 

under financial pressure. The synthesis also confirms a persistent fragmentation between 

bankruptcy prediction research and governance decision literature, thereby validating the 

relevance of integrating these streams into a unified analytical framework. 

Practically, organizations facing financial distress should treat board oversight not merely as a 

formal compliance structure but as an operational governance capability requiring alignment 

among independent board composition, real-time monitoring systems, and active supervisory 

engagement. Strengthening reporting infrastructures, enhancing board expertise diversity, and 

institutionalizing crisis-response protocols may improve decision transparency and accountability 

during high-risk periods. For scholars, the review highlights the need for empirical testing of 

multidimensional oversight models, particularly through longitudinal and comparative designs 

that capture dynamic governance responses across distress phases. Future studies should also 

investigate interaction effects among oversight dimensions and explore contextual moderators 

such as regulatory environments, technological monitoring tools, and organizational complexity. 

Advancing such research will refine theoretical explanations of governance effectiveness and 

support the development of evidence-based frameworks for decision governance in conditions of 

financial uncertainty. 
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