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ABSTRACT 

	Aims: This study aimed to determine the extent of operational risk management practices and degree of resilience of selected higher educational institutions in the Philippines.
Study design: This study utilized the quantitative approach using descriptive, comparative, and correlational designs.  
Place and Duration of Study: This study was conducted at selected higher educational institutions in the Philippines, specifically Bacolod City, Manila, Cebu City, and Cavite City, from January to June 2025.
Methodology: This study employed a quantitative approach to determine the extent of operational risk management practices and degree of resilience of selected higher educational institutions in the Philippines as assessed by the administrators when the schools are taken as a whole and grouped according to student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence.  The comparative design was utilized to determine whether a significant difference exists in the extent of operational risk management practices and in the degree of resilience of the selected higher educational institutions when they are grouped according to institutional variables while the correlational design was used to assess whether a significant relationship exists between operational risk management practices and school resilience.  Stratified random sampling was used to determine the administrators of the selected higher educational institutions in the Philippines located in Cebu, Bacolod, Manila, and Cavite who would participate in the study.  Descriptive, comparative, and correlational analyses were employed to answer the specific problems of this study.  The Mann-Whitney U test was used to test significant differences while Spearman rank correlation was employed to determine the relationship between operational risk management practices and resilience.
Results: There is a great extent of operational risk management practices across selected higher educational institutions in terms of risk identification, risk assessment, risk measurement and mitigation, and risk monitoring and reporting.  There is a higher-than-average degree of resilience across the said institutions in terms of continuous improvement, leadership involvement, resource management, and process standardization and flexibility.  The results further showed that there is no significant difference in the extent of operational risk management practices and degree of resilience of the schools when they are grouped according to student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence.  However, there is a significant relationship between operational risk management practices and school resilience.  
Conclusion: Higher education institutions in the study demonstrate a generally high level of resilience across key areas such as leadership involvement, continuous improvement, resource management, and process standardization. Data further revealed that leadership engagement and organizational capacity—measured through variables like institutional age, size, student population, and financial resources—are significant factors contributing to resilience and effective continuous improvement practices. Larger and more established institutions tend to excel due to their formalized processes, broader human resources, and richer infrastructural assets.  Notably, institutions with limited resources can still achieve high resilience through strategic leadership, adaptive cultures, and innovative practices. Younger institutions, while performing well, have room to accelerate their development by formalizing processes and building institutional memory, akin to their legacy counterparts.  



Keywords: operational risk management, school resilience, quantitative-descriptive, comparative, & correlational, higher educational institutions, Philippines


1. INTRODUCTION 

Operational risk management and resilience are closely intertwined and are crucial for organizations seeking to thrive in an increasingly uncertain and volatile business landscape (Goh, 2023).  Operational risk management has evolved as the management process to mitigate threats posed by operational risks that businesses face from ineffective or failed internal processes, people, systems, or external events that can lead to serious losses (James, 2023).  In schools, risk management is important to keep the students, faculty, and finances safe from any harm, while also protecting financial assets and lowering legal liabilities (Curacubby, 2023).  Meanwhile, school resilience is regarded as the ability to be efficient while functioning in unfavorable conditions (Pinskaya et al., 2018; Subedi & Subedi, 2020 in Vinogradov et al., 2022).  The resilience of the educational communities and the school infrastructure is of paramount importance to protect children from the various natural and man-made threats and to recover from the post-disaster trauma (Parajuli et al., 2020).
In Asia, education is a key vehicle for individual’s social mobility, and factors from the school, home, and community may increase students’ chances of success by buffering the effect of some of the stressors from family on academic and personal success (Yeung & Li, 2021).  In Japan, long-term school closures, as a response to the COVID-19 pandemic, have led to an unprecedented risk associated with children's education, protection, and well-being (Ichinose & Oda, 2022).  In China, risk management is a growing discipline; hence, a university in economics has been establishing a network of risk management academics across China and Taiwan and has organized some of the first academic conferences on the subject in the region (Institute of Risk Management [IRM], 2019).    On the other hand, as disruptions are likely to become more frequent and severe, effective strategies to build resilient education systems are needed where learning continues, students and education personnel receive mental health and social support, and support is provided for more vulnerable students (Asian Development Bank [ADB], 2023).  
In the Philippines, schools, colleges, and universities continue to seek accreditations and/or certifications from prestigious accrediting bodies for continual improvement of their standards of quality education.  The Philippine Accrediting Association of Schools, Colleges, and Universities (PAASCU), one of accrediting bodies, has included risk management as one of the new standards of quality practice under the area of Leadership and Governance.  This specific standard requires that a risk management system is in place to ensure that the institution is aware of and manages present and future risks (PAASCU, 2021).  Also, the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) has introduced ISO 31000, an international standard that provides principles and guidelines for risk management from identifying, analyzing, evaluating, treating, monitoring and communicating risks across an organization (ISO, 2023).  These are in consonance with the Commission on Higher Education (CHED) Memorandum Order No. 04 Series 2020 on the implementation of flexible learning.   The health crisis in 2020 significantly impacted Philippine higher education, necessitating the immediate suspension of face-to-face classes due to community quarantines. This urgent situation drove the need for innovative learning modalities to transition from traditional instruction to flexible options that accommodate diverse learners' needs for time, pace, and place, ultimately offering students a choice in their preferred delivery method upon enrollment, thus suggesting an approach to manage risks in higher education institutions (CHED, 2020).
Within the context of the selected higher educational institutions, which are run by a religious congregation, the rising frequency of natural disasters like typhoons, earthquakes, and volcanic eruptions, alongside health crises, necessitates a focus on operational risk management and resilience due to threats to infrastructure and safety.  Furthermore, the complexities of managing large student bodies and securing digital infrastructures against increasing cyber threats emphasize the critical need for thorough studies to strengthen operational frameworks, ensuring these institutions can effectively endure and quickly recover from diverse disruptions.	
Several studies have been conducted to assess the operational risk management practices of schools as well as their resilience.  Studies on operational risk management in schools include those of Porras (2021), Molchanova (2023), and Wang et al. (2020).  Meanwhile, several studies were also conducted on school resilience: Parajuli et al. (2020), San Miguel and Pascual (2021), Li and Yeung (2017), and Amos et al. (2021).  Of the studies mentioned above, only a few attempted to correlate operational risk management practices and school resilience specifically in the context of the selected Catholic higher educational institutions, a gap which this study purported to address.
This study was conducted not only to address the scarcity of studies correlating operational risk management practices and school resilience but also to identify the extent to which the selected higher education institutions apply operational risk management practices and the degree of resilience of these schools.  Findings of the study guided the researcher in the preparation of the Operational Risk Management Plan for higher educational institutions in the Philippines.  
2. methodology 

This study used the quantitative approach, specifically the descriptive, comparative, and correlational research design.  The descriptive design describes a situation or state of affairs regarding the specified variables (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).  It was used to determine the extent of operational risk management practices and degree of resilience of selected higher educational institutions in the Philippines as assessed by the administrators when the schools are taken as a whole and grouped according to student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence. 
Meanwhile, the comparative design was utilized to determine whether a significant difference exists in the extent of operational risk management practices and in the degree of resilience of the selected higher educational institutions in the Philippines when they are grouped according to student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence.  Moreover, the correlational design was used to assess whether a significant relationship exists between operational risk management practices and school resilience.
For the respondents, stratified random sampling was used to determine the religious and lay administrator respondents of the selected higher educational institutions in the Philippines, run by a religious order and located in Cebu, Bacolod, Manila, and Cavite, who would participate in the study.  A total of 96 administrators participated in the study.
A researcher-made instrument was utilized to gather data.  The instrument was divided into three parts.  Part I is for the profile of the school (student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence).  Part II contains Likert-type statements that assess the extent of operational risk management practices of the HEI while Part III also contains Likert-type statements that measure the degree of school resilience.  Items in the instrument have been culled from different concepts encountered in the related literature.  Since the instrument is researcher-made, it underwent undergo the necessary content validation and reliability testing procedures.  For content validation, the instrument was submitted to school administrators with background in operational risk management.  Validity was tested using Lawshe’s Content Validity Ratio (CVR); the instrument scored 0.95, indicating very high level of validity.  Meanwhile, a pilot-testing was conducted among school administrators to establish the reliability of the instruments.  The school administrators who participated in the pilot-testing were excluded from the actual study.  Cronbach’s alpha was used to generate the reliability index of the instrument; the instruments yielded a reliability index of 0.991, indicating excellent reliability.
The data-collection procedure commenced with a letter seeking approval from the selected higher educational institution presidents to conduct the study.  Upon approval, the researcher determined an enumerator from every school to assist her in disseminating the information about the survey that will be conducted online and in securing the list of administrators with their email addresses.  An online orientation was conducted among the enumerators to ensure that the nature and procedure employed in the study are clearly understood.  Individual letters were sent with attached informed consent and survey material.  Upon the approval of the administrator to participate in the study, he or she was asked to sign electronically the informed consent and answer the survey and submit the same online.  Constant follow-up was done by the researcher to ensure that the survey materials are responded to and submitted to her at the soonest time possible.  For those who answered the survey physically, the researcher ensured that protocols for data collection were observed.  As soon as all the survey materials have been retrieved, the responses were tabulated and submitted to an accredited statistician for analysis.   
Descriptive, comparative, and correlational analyses were employed to answer the specific problems of this study.  Descriptive analysis was employed to analyze the data as to the extent of operational risk management practices and the degree of resilience of the selected higher educational institutions when they are taken as a whole and grouped according to student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence.  According to the results of the Shapiro-Wilk test, neither operational risk management practices nor the degree of resilience followed a normal distribution. For operational risk management practices, the test indicated a significant result (W=0.960, p=0.007), whereas, for the degree of resilience, it also exhibited a significant deviation from normality (W=0.966, p=0.018). Since both p-values are lower than the 0.05 alpha level, these results indicate that both variables' data were not normally distributed and will, therefore, be better analyzed with the use of non-parametric statistical methods.
Comparative analysis was utilized to analyze the significant difference in the extent of operational risk management practices and in the degree of resilience of the selected higher educational institutions when they are grouped according to student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence.  The Mann-Whitney U test established that operational risk management practices significantly differed when grouped according to institutional profile variables because data on extent of operational risk management practices and degree of resilience did not follow a normal distribution.  On the other hand, correlational analysis was used for data testing the significant relationship between operational risk management practices and school resilience. Since the data did not follow a normal distribution, Spearman rank correlation was employed to determine the relationship between operational risk management practices and the resilience level assessed by the administering respondents.

3. results and discussion
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	Table 1. Extent of Operational Risk Management Practices as Assessed by the Administrator Respondents

	Variable
	Risk 
Identification
	Risk 
Assessment
	Risk 
Measurement 
and Mitigation
	 Monitoring 
and Reporting
	Operational Risk 
Management Practices

	
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int

	Student Population
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Smaller Student Body
	2.58
	0.77
	Great
	2.58
	0.91
	Great
	2.59
	0.90
	Great
	2.46
	0.93
	Poor
	2.55
	0.86
	Great

	   Larger Student Body
	2.78
	0.82
	Great
	2.73
	0.88
	Great
	2.65
	0.91
	Great
	2.63
	0.91
	Great
	2.70
	0.86
	Great

	Number of Employees
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Smaller Workforce
	2.58
	0.77
	Great
	2.58
	0.91
	Great
	2.59
	0.90
	Great
	2.46
	0.93
	Poor
	2.55
	0.86
	Great

	   Larger Workforce
	2.78
	0.82
	Great
	2.73
	0.88
	Great
	2.65
	0.91
	Great
	2.63
	0.91
	Great
	2.70
	0.86
	Great

	Annual Operational Budget
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Lower Budget Capacity
	2.64
	0.82
	Great
	2.62
	0.92
	Great
	2.58
	0.92
	Great
	2.49
	0.92
	Poor
	2.58
	0.87
	Great

	   Higher Budget Capacity
	2.88
	0.75
	Great
	2.81
	0.80
	Great
	2.76
	0.86
	Great
	2.77
	0.88
	Great
	2.81
	0.81
	Great

	Number of Accredited Programs
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Fewer Accredited Programs
	2.64
	0.82
	Great
	2.62
	0.92
	Great
	2.58
	0.92
	Great
	2.49
	0.92
	Poor
	2.58
	0.87
	Great

	   More Accredited Programs
	2.88
	0.75
	Great
	2.81
	0.80
	Great
	2.76
	0.86
	Great
	2.77
	0.88
	Great
	2.81
	0.81
	Great

	Years of Existence
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Younger Institutions
	2.63
	0.81
	Great
	2.62
	1.00
	Great
	2.63
	0.99
	Great
	2.52
	1.00
	Great
	2.60
	0.92
	Great

	   Legacy Institutions
	2.73
	0.81
	Great
	2.69
	0.87
	Great
	2.63
	0.89
	Great
	2.58
	0.90
	Great
	2.66
	0.85
	Great

	Whole
	2.71
	0.81
	Great
	2.68
	0.89
	Great
	2.63
	0.90
	Great
	2.57
	0.92
	Great
	2.65
	0.86
	Great

	Mean Range: 1.00-1.75=Vey Poor, 1.76-2.50=Poor, 2.51-3.25=Great, 3.26-4.00=Very Great


Data on Table 1 show that overall, the extent of operational risk management practices is great (M=2.65; SD=0.86).  Of the four areas of operational risk management practices, risk identification scored the highest (M=2.71; SD=0.81); risk assessment ranked second (M=2.68; SD=0.89); risk measurement and mitigation followed (M=2.63; SD=0.90); and monitoring and reporting placed last (M=2.57; SD=0.92).  This "great" extent of operational risk management practices means the organizations’ operational risk management practices are often observed and suggests that organizations are, on average, proactively and frequently engaged in managing operational risks.
The finding implies a strong commitment to stability and security within the higher education institutions, which means that the HEIs have a way to address risks as they arise.  However, while the overall trend is positive, it can be seen that some organizations are lagging behind their peers.  This means further that while some institutions demonstrate strong risk management, there is a clear opportunity for younger organizations to improve their practices and for a deeper understanding of the factors that lead to this variability.
This finding is supported by Liboon (2017) who found that higher education institutions with greater risk management awareness tend to have more developed practices, particularly in risk identification and assessment, confirming that organizations often progressively develop their risk management maturity.  Kondić et al. (2020) also support this by stating that effective risk management involves systematic practices such as risk identification, assessment, measurement, and monitoring.  Likewise, Wessels and Sadler (2019) supported that an ISO 31000:2009-compliant risk management framework promotes systematic engagement in risk identification, assessment, and ongoing monitoring, which are indicative of organizational maturity.  Also, Indarbaev and Kapustina (2023) highlighted that operational risk management involves continuous assessment and monitoring, which correlates with the observed practice of activity in risk identification and assessment, reflecting a sector that is increasingly proactive.  Moreover, Syed et al. (2020) and Molchanova (2023) found that institutions progressing in operational risk management actively engage in identification and assessment, but often lag in monitoring and reporting, which matches the lower scoring in those areas and supports the idea of room for improvement.
3.1.1 Operational Risk Management Practices and Student Population
When grouped according to student population, both groups gave mean scores interpreted as great although those with larger student body generated higher mean (M=2.70; SD=0.86) than those institutions with smaller student body (N=2.55; SD=0.86).  The finding indicates that institutions with a larger student population tend to have a higher extent of operational risk management practices, implying that larger student bodies, possibly due to more complex operations, greater resources, or a higher perceived risk profile, have developed more established risk management frameworks.  Hence, the more people, the greater the possibility of risk, requiring stronger and more intensified operational risk management practices to ensure a safe and secure environment for learning.  Meanwhile, schools with smaller student population tend to have simpler school operations, potentially leading to a lower need for formal risk management practices.  
This finding is supported by Odlin et al. (2021) whose study emphasizes that institutions with expanded student placements and increased engagement—often correlating with larger student bodies—face more diverse and complex risks. To respond effectively, these institutions tend to develop more comprehensive risk management frameworks to address the varied operational challenges.  Also, Liboon (2017) found that employee risk management awareness and practices are positively correlated with institutional size and complexity.  Larger institutions, with more staff and students, tend to exhibit higher risk management awareness and more developed practices, reflecting a need for comprehensive risk oversight.  This also confirms the findings of Wessels and Sadler (2019) that institutions with larger operational scopes, including bigger student populations, are more likely to adopt formal, ISO 31000-compliant risk management frameworks, recognizing the necessity to manage a wider array of operational risks.  Moreover, Holtermann et al. (2021) found that larger institutions with expanded student populations engaged more systematically in risk management practices, particularly in remote learning adaptation and health safety protocols, indicating a correlation between size and risk management maturity.
3.1.2 Operational Risk Management Practices and Number of Employees  
When grouped according to the number of employees, those with larger workforce scored higher (M=2.70; SD=0.86) than those with smaller workforce (M=2.55; SD=0.86).  This means that organizations with more employees may have more resources, specialized personnel, or a more structured approach to managing their operations, leading to an intensive and active operational risk management practices.  Consequently, smaller organizations may have limited resources or less formal processes leading to less active operational risk management practices.  
This finding is supported by Liboon (2017) who found that organizations with more employees generally possess heightened risk management awareness and practices; larger staff complements often facilitate specialization and the implementation of comprehensive risk policies, which leads to higher risk management scores.  Also, Holtermann et al. (2021) found that larger institutions with more employees effectively adopted detailed risk management processes during the COVID-19 pandemic, reflecting their capacity to allocate resources and personnel toward systematic risk mitigation strategies.  Moreover, Odlin et al. (2021) underscores that larger organizations with more employees are better positioned to execute formal risk assessment and mitigation practices, emphasizing their resource advantage, while Wessels and Sadler (2019) suggest that organizations with larger workforces are more likely to employ formalized risk management frameworks, such as ISO 31000, due to available expertise and resources.
3.1.3 Operational Risk Management Practices and Annual Operational Budget
When grouped according to annual operational budget, those with higher budget capacity showed higher mean (M=2.81; SD=0.81) than those with lower budget capacity (M=2.58; SD=0.87).  This finding strongly implies that financial capacity is a key driver for the level of the measured practice.  Organizations with larger budgets likely have the resources to invest in specialized personnel, advanced technology, training, and more intensive systems, which are all essential for actively observing operational risk management practices. Conversely, organizations with lower budget capacity face a significant constraint that may limit their ability to implement operational risk management practices actively. 
This finding implies that a lack of financial resources is a major barrier for some organizations and highlights the need for targeted strategies, perhaps focusing on cost-effective solutions or resource allocation optimization, to help those with lower budgets improve their performance. 
This finding is supported by Mukherjee (2019) who emphasized that effective risk management in higher education institutions is closely linked to resource availability, including financial capacity; institutions with greater budgets can allocate more funds toward comprehensive risk mitigation strategies, training, and technological infrastructure.  Zang’s (2022) research highlights that financial resources influence the ability of higher education institutions to implement financial management and early warning systems; larger budgets facilitate the adoption of advanced tools and practices that improve risk management performance.  Moreover, Cotelnic (2023) supports this by stressing on the importance of resource allocation in maintaining quality in higher education, implying that institutions with more substantial financial resources are better positioned to develop and sustain robust risk management practices.  The framework of Wessels and Sadler (2019) likewise suggests that organizations with greater financial resources can implement more sophisticated risk management standards, such as those aligned with ISO 31000, leading to higher practice scores.
3.1.4 Operational Risk Management Practices and Number of Accredited Programs
When grouped according to number of accredited programs, those with more accredited programs scored higher (M=2.81; SD=0.81) than those with fewer accredited programs (M=2.58; SD=0.87).  This finding suggests a strong link between accreditation and the level of the measured practice.  This implies that the rigorous standards and processes required for program accreditation may drive institutions to develop more systematic practices in other areas of their operations. The accreditation process itself likely encourages or even mandates a higher level of scrutiny, documentation, and quality assurance, which can positively influence overall institutional practices. 
The finding suggests that institutions with fewer accredited programs may have less ORM practices in these areas and could benefit from emulating the structured approaches and high standards associated with the accreditation process to improve their own practices. 
This finding is supported by Machuca (2021) who emphasized the significance of evaluation, certification, and accreditation in fostering higher standards within educational institutions.  According to Machuca (2021), accreditation processes promote systematic practices, quality assurance, and continuous improvement, which are reflected in higher practice scores for institutions with more accredited programs.  Hiên et al. (2020) underscored the role of accreditation as a vital quality management tool that helps institutions monitor and enhance their practices; institutions with multiple accredited programs are likely to have adopted rigorous quality assurance measures aligned with accreditation standards.  Moreover, Parajuli et al. (2020) found that the development of a resilience assessment tool highlights the importance of structured indicators, which align with accreditation standards that emphasize documented, measurable practices.
3.1.5 Operational Risk Management Practices and School’s Years of Existence
When grouped according to school’s years of existence, legacy institutions scored higher (M=2.66; SD=0.85) than younger institutions (M=2.60; SD=0.92).  This means that institutional age and experience may be a contributing factor to the level of the measured practice. Legacy institutions have had more time to establish and refine their practices, build institutional memory, and learn from past experiences, which may lead to a more systematic approach. 
The implication for younger institutions is that they may be in an earlier stage of development and could benefit from accelerating the institutionalization of their practices to a level comparable to their more established counterparts.  While some may have highly developed practices, others are still in the foundational stages, creating an opportunity for them to learn from both legacy institutions and their more advanced peers.
This finding is supported by Porras (2021) whose study highlights the importance of institutional experience and technological adaptation over time. While focusing on technology, it implies that institutions with longer operational histories have had more opportunities to develop and institutionalize effective practices.  Also, Machuca (2021) found that institutions with longer histories are more likely to have established systems, quality assurance mechanisms, and mature practices, as they have had more time for continuous improvement.  Alhamad’s (2021) study notes that more established institutions possess more developed frameworks and practices to manage financial and academic risks effectively, which are influenced by institutional experience and history.  Moreover, Wessels and Sadler’s (2019) analysis indicates that more mature institutions, with established processes and governance, are better equipped to implement risk and quality management practices, which are features of older, experienced institutions.
3.2 Degree of Resilience of Selected Higher Educational Institutions  
 
	Table 2.  Degree of Resilience and Its Indicators as assessed by the Administrator Respondents

	Variable
	Continuous 
Improvement
	Leadership 
Involvement
	Resource 
Management
	Process 
Standardization 
and Flexibility
	Degree of 
Resilience

	
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int
	M
	SD
	Int

	Student Population
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Smaller Student Body
	3.13
	0.50
	High
	3.28
	0.62
	Very High
	3.04
	0.69
	High
	3.07
	0.43
	High
	3.13
	0.49
	High

	   Larger Student Body
	3.34
	0.47
	Very High
	3.42
	0.52
	Very High
	3.25
	0.50
	High
	3.25
	0.53
	High
	3.31
	0.47
	Very High

	Number of Employees
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Smaller Workforce
	3.13
	0.50
	High
	3.28
	0.62
	Very High
	3.04
	0.69
	High
	3.07
	0.43
	High
	3.13
	0.49
	High

	   Larger Workforce
	3.34
	0.47
	Very High
	3.42
	0.52
	Very High
	3.25
	0.50
	High
	3.25
	0.53
	High
	3.31
	0.47
	Very High

	Annual Operational Budget
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Lower Budget Capacity
	3.23
	0.50
	High
	3.38
	0.61
	Very High
	3.18
	0.62
	High
	3.14
	0.51
	High
	3.23
	0.50
	High

	   Higher Budget Capacity
	3.33
	0.46
	Very High
	3.35
	0.45
	Very High
	3.16
	0.46
	High
	3.28
	0.47
	Very High
	3.28
	0.44
	Very High

	Number of Accredited Programs 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Fewer Accredited Programs
	3.23
	0.50
	High
	3.38
	0.61
	Very High
	3.18
	0.62
	High
	3.14
	0.51
	High
	3.23
	0.50
	High

	   More Accredited Programs
	3.33
	0.46
	Very High
	3.35
	0.45
	Very High
	3.16
	0.46
	High
	3.28
	0.47
	Very High
	3.28
	0.44
	Very High

	Years of Existence
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	   Younger Institutions
	3.11
	0.49
	High
	3.41
	0.57
	Very High
	3.07
	0.84
	High
	3.18
	0.41
	High
	3.19
	0.49
	High

	   Legacy Institutions
	3.30
	0.48
	Very High
	3.36
	0.56
	Very High
	3.20
	0.50
	High
	3.19
	0.52
	High
	3.26
	0.48
	Very High

	Whole
	3.26
	0.49
	Very High
	3.37
	0.56
	Very High
	3.18
	0.58
	High
	3.18
	0.50
	High
	3.25
	0.48
	High

	Mean Range: 1.00-1.75=Very Low, 1.76-2.50=Low, 2.51-3.25=High, 3.26-4.00=Very High



Table 2 shows that overall, the degree of resilience of the selected schools is high (M=3.25; SD=0.48).  Of the four areas of resilience, leadership involvement placed first (M=3.37; SD=0.56) while continuous improvement followed (M=3.26; SD=0.49).  Resource management (M=3.18; SD=0.58) and process standardization and flexibility (M=3.18; SD=0.50) came third with similar mean scores.  This means that the institutions under study are generally well-prepared to withstand and adapt to disruptions.  
The ranking of the four areas of resilience provides further insight into their strengths and weaknesses. The highest score in "leadership involvement" suggests that leaders are actively engaged in building resilience, a critical driver for its success. The second-place ranking of "continuous improvement" implies that these schools have a culture of learning and adaptation.  However, the slightly lower and tied scores for "resource management and process" and "standardization and flexibility" suggest that while these areas are still strong, they are the most in need of development. 
This implies that while the schools have strong leadership and a culture of improvement, they may be less consistent in their processes or may face constraints in managing resources, which could become a vulnerability during a crisis. The schools face the need to focus their efforts on strengthening resource management, streamlining processes, and balancing standardization with flexibility.
This finding is supported by Storms et al. (2019) whose study underscores that leadership engagement is central to fostering a resilient organizational culture, aligning with the high scores in leadership involvement identified in the current finding.  Also, Gamble and Crouse (2020) discussed how leadership and continuous learning cultures contribute to organizational resilience.  The focus on curriculum and student support strategies reinforces the importance of leadership-driven initiatives and ongoing improvement efforts, which underpins the high scores in those areas. Moreover, Lim and Gaerlan (2022) support the emphasis on active leadership involvement to promote resilience, consistent with the top ranking in the current data.  In addition, Kondić et al. (2022) emphasized the significance of resource management and process optimization as key components of institutional resilience, suggesting that institutions which effectively manage resources and standardize processes are better prepared to withstand crises—corresponding to the slightly lower scores observed in resource management and process standardization.
3.2.1 School Resilience and Student Population
When grouped according to student population, those with larger student body obtained very high score (M=3.31; SD=0.47) while those with smaller student body obtained only a high score (M=3.13; SD=0.49).  This means that larger institutions, likely due to greater resources, more complex organizational structures, and the necessity to manage a larger and more diverse population, have developed more systematic practices. 
It implies that institutions with a smaller student body, while still performing at a high level, appear to be at a disadvantage. This highlights a clear opportunity for them to enhance their practices by proactively studying and adopting the strategies employed by their larger counterparts to elevate their performance from "high" to "very high," ensuring they are not left behind in this critical area.
This finding is supported by Ungar et al. (2019) who emphasized that larger institutions often have access to a broader range of resources and diverse support networks, which can contribute to more developed resilience strategies. This study highlighted the importance of resource availability and organizational complexity in fostering resilience, aligning with the idea that larger institutions are better equipped.  Also, Kondić et al. (2022) underlined that institutions with greater size and resources tend to develop more mature resilience practices, including organizational structures and policies.  Such institutions can better manage challenges due to their extensive networks and resource pools, supporting the observed higher scores in larger institutions.  Moreover, Storms et al. (2019) found that larger educational institutions, with more comprehensive infrastructure, in infrastructure, culture, and systems, tend to perform better in these domains.  In addition, Kenno et al. (2020) noted that larger institutions often have more decentralized structures, allowing for strategic resource allocation and resilience planning, which contribute to higher resilience scores.
3.2.2 School Resilience and Number of Employees
When grouped according to number of employees, those with larger workforce obtained very high mean (M=3.31; SD=0.47) while those with smaller workforce obtained high mean (M=3.13; SD=0.49). This means that human capital and organizational scale are significant factors in the level of the measured practice.  This further means that institutions with more employees likely have the necessary specialized personnel, resources, and capacity to develop more comprehensive and efficient practices. 
This implies that organizations with a smaller workforce, while still performing well, appear to be at a relative disadvantage.  This highlights a clear opportunity for them to improve their practices by strategically leveraging their existing human resources, investing in targeted training, or formalizing their processes to a greater degree, aiming to close the performance gap and elevate their score from "high" to "very high."
This is supported by Kenno et al. (2020) who explained how larger organizations tend to have more diversified and specialized personnel, enabling the development of more comprehensive resilience strategies and emphasized that human resources and organizational scale are critical in managing complex resilience practices effectively.  Also, Storms et al. (2019) highlighted that the capacity to design, operate, and upgrade systems depends heavily on the available human resources as larger institutions with more employees have the advantage of dedicated teams and expertise that contribute to stronger resilience practices.  Moreover, Kondić et al. (2022) found that organizations with a bigger workforce generally possess a broader array of skills and capacities, enabling them to implement multifaceted resilience strategies. They pointed out that organizational size correlates positively with the ability to manage risks and adopt best practices.  In addition, Ungar et al. (2019) underscored that a greater number of personnel and resources in larger institutions support the provision of diverse support networks and resilience resources, fostering stronger capacity for adaptive practices.
3.2.3 School Resilience and Annual Operational Budget
When grouped according to annual operational budget, those with higher budget capacity obtained very high mean (M=3.28; SD=0.47) while those with lower budget capacity obtained high mean (M=3.23; SD=0.50).  The minimal difference between the two means that financial capacity is not a primary or decisive factor in the level of the measured practice. 
This implies that efficient practices are not heavily resource-dependent and can be achieved through other means, such as strong leadership, efficient processes, or institutional commitment, regardless of budget size.  Consequently, institutions with a lower budget capacity can achieve a high level of performance without significant financial outlays, while higher-budget institutions may need to ensure their spending is translating into superior outcomes.
This is supported by Campbell et al. (2020) who found that successful implementation often depends more on strategic leadership, stakeholder engagement, and institutional commitment than on the sheer availability of financial resources. The study emphasizes that institutions can leverage existing resources efficiently to develop effective climate resilience programs.  Also, Lim and Gaerlan (2022) underscored that organizational resilience is influenced significantly by leadership, culture, and processes, rather than only by financial resources. Effective resilience strategies can be achieved through strong leadership and adaptive organizational culture, even with limited budgets.  Furthermore, Poltarykhin et al. (2020) showed that efficient risk detection and management can be performed through well-designed processes and organizational practices, not necessarily requiring extensive financial investments.
3.2.4 School Resilience and Number of Accredited Programs
When grouped according to number of accredited programs, those with more accredited programs scored very high (M=3.28; SD=0.44) while those with fewer accredited programs scored high (M=3.23; SD=0.50).  This means that while the discipline and rigorous standards of the accreditation process may contribute to slightly better performance, it is not the sole determinant of success. Both groups are performing at a high level, implying that institutions can achieve a high degree of the measured practice regardless of the number of their accredited programs. 
This further implies that the fundamental principles of quality assurance and structured evaluation inherent in accreditation are valuable and can be adopted by institutions with fewer accredited programs to enhance their practices. The higher standard deviation for the group with fewer accredited programs also suggests greater inconsistency in their performance, indicating a need for more standardized procedures to ensure all institutions within that group perform at a high level.
This is supported by Alhamad (2021) who emphasized that institutional practices, including quality assurance measures like accreditation, are valuable regardless of the number of programs accredited. He suggested that the adoption of structured evaluation systems and quality principles can improve performance universally, not solely through the number of accredited programs.  Also, Machuca (2021) highlighted the importance of evaluation, certification, and accreditation processes in ensuring educational quality, implying that such principles can influence performance positively across all programs, independent of their accreditation status and supporting the idea that institutions with fewer accredited programs can still achieve high standards.  Moreover, Hiên et al.’s (2020) study underscored that quality assurance activities, including accreditation, are essential tools for improving higher education outcomes.  Institutions with fewer accredited programs can still leverage these principles to enhance practices, which aligns with the observed high performance regardless of accreditation count.  Zhang and Luo (2023) emphasized that organizational principles like structured evaluation and continuous improvement (integral to accreditation) are critical for resilience and performance, applicable across institutions regardless of the number of accredited programs.
3.2.5 School Resilience and School’s Years of Existence
When grouped according to years of existence, legacy institutions obtained very high mean (M=3.26; SD=0.48) while younger institutions scored high (M=3.19; SD=0.49).  This means that institutional age and experience contribute to the level of the measured practice. Legacy institutions have had more time to establish, refine, and institutionalize their practices, and they have likely built a stronger foundation of knowledge and resilience over their years of existence. 
This implies that younger institutions, while still performing at a high level, are in an earlier stage of their development and have not yet fully benefited from the cumulative experience that their older counterparts possess.  Younger institutions could improve their performance by actively focusing on building institutional memory, formalizing their processes, and accelerating their learning curve to a level comparable to legacy institutions.  
This finding is supported by Lim and Gaerlan (2022) who found that organizational resilience and maturity are influenced by leadership and culture over time.  Older (legacy) institutions, having endured various challenges, have developed more robust practices and resilience, supporting the idea that institutional age contributes positively to performance.  Also, Kondić et al. (2023) suggested that institutions with more years of operation have more developed systems for managing risks and implementing best practices, supporting that age contributes to mature organizational routines.  In addition, Wessels and Sadler (2019) indicated that institutions with longer operational histories are better positioned to adopt effective risk management strategies, reflecting a more mature institutional knowledge base fostered by time.
3.3 Difference in the Extent of Operational Risk Management Practices

	Table 3.  Difference in the Extent of Operational Risk Management Practices as Assessed by the Administrator Respondents

	Variable
	U
	z
	p

	Student Population
	844.000
	-1.054
	0.292

	Number of Employees
	844.000
	-1.054
	0.292

	Annual Operational Budget
	736.000
	-1.214
	0.225

	Number of Accredited Programs
	736.000
	-1.214
	0.225

	Years of Existence
	593.000
	-0.448
	0.654

	Note: the difference in the means is significant when p≤0.05 (less than or equal to)


The Mann-Whitney U-test established that operational risk management practices did not significantly differ when grouped according to institutional profile variables. The results did not show any significant difference according to student population [u=844.000, p=0.292], number of employees [u=844.000, p=0.292], annual operational budget [u=736.000, p=0.225], number of accredited programs [u=736.000, p=0.225], and years of existence [u=593.000, p=0.654]. This means that the extent of operational risk management practices did not differ significantly according to institutional characteristics.

This implies that whether an institution is categorized by its student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, or years of existence, its average performance in this area remains consistent. This finding is particularly significant because it challenges the common assumption that larger, wealthier, or more established institutions would have more robust practices due to greater resources and experience. Instead, the data suggest that efficient operational risk management is a practice that can be successfully implemented by any institution, regardless of its size, age, or financial capacity, and is likely driven by internal factors such as leadership commitment, institutional culture, or specific methodologies. Therefore, the key implication is that success in this critical area is not a privilege of the few but an attainable standard for all.

This finding is supported by Liboon (2017) whose research on employee risk management awareness in higher education established that organizational culture and leadership influence risk practices more than institutional size or financial capacity, suggesting that even smaller or less resource-rich institutions can implement effective risk management practices.  In addition, Wessels and Sadler (2019) noted that the adoption and effectiveness of risk management practices are less dependent on institution size or age and more linked to the commitment to standards and internal governance.  The finding is further supported by Mukherjee (2019) who found that risk management effectiveness is more correlated with leadership and strategic focus rather than institutional resources or size, aligning with findings that practices are similar across varied institutional profiles.  In addition, Syamsia et al. (2021) emphasize that internal governance and management practices drive risk mitigation more than external factors like size or resources, supporting that all institutions can develop comparable practices.  Moreover, Molchanova (2023) highlighted that effective practices are achievable regardless of institutional capacity or age, primarily depending on systematic approaches and strategic development.  Also, Drahein et al. (2019) showed that the maturity of risk and sustainability practices depends on intentional methodologies, which are equally accessible to institutions regardless of their profile.  Finally, Lim and Gaerlan’s (2022) findings suggested that risk management practices are not necessarily correlated with institutional size or wealth, implying that strategic culture and leadership play pivotal roles.

3.4 Difference in the Degree of Resilience 

	Table 4.  Difference in the Degree of Resilience

	Variable
	U
	z
	p

	Student Population
	769.000
	-1.666
	0.096

	Number of Employees
	769.000
	-1.666
	0.096

	Annual Operational Budget
	863.000
	-0.124
	0.901

	Number of Accredited Programs
	863.000
	-0.124
	0.901

	Years of Existence
	581.500
	-0.564
	0.573

	Note: the difference in the means is significant when p≤0.05 (less than or equal to)



Results of Table 4 reveal that there were no significant differences according to students' population [u=769.000, p=0.096], number of employees [u=769.000, p=0.096], annual operational budget [u=863.000, p=0.901], number of accredited programs [u=863.000,p=0.901], and number of years of existence [u=581.500, p=0.573]. The results indicate that the resilience level stated by administrator respondents does not differ significantly on the basis of institutional characteristics.

This implies that factors such as student population, number of employees, annual operational budget, number of accredited programs, and years of existence do not statistically influence an institution's level of resilience as perceived by its administrators. This finding is particularly significant as it challenges the assumption that resilience is a byproduct of organizational scale, wealth, or history. The key implication is that resilience is not an inherent advantage of larger or more established institutions but rather a cultivated trait, likely driven by internal factors such as leadership quality, institutional culture, and strategic planning. This creates a level playing field for all institutions, suggesting that smaller, younger, or less affluent organizations can be just as resilient as their larger, older, and wealthier counterparts by focusing on strengthening their internal processes and leadership.

This finding is supported by Shang and Luo (2023) whose research on teacher resilience emphasizes that resilience is a dynamic capability influenced more by internal processes, coping strategies, and organizational culture rather than external institutional characteristics. They suggest resilience can be cultivated regardless of size or resources.  Also, Campbell et al. (2020) found that resilience in higher education institutions is largely driven by strategic planning, leadership, and stakeholder engagement rather than size or financial capacity, supporting the idea that resilience is a cultivated trait.  Moreover, Ungar et al. (2019) maintained that resilience across schools and institutions is shaped by internal resources and adaptive capacities, and contextual factors such as institutional history or size are less determinative of resilience levels.  Lim and Gaerlan (2022) also suggested that organizational culture and leadership quality are primary determinants of resilience, and that institutional profile variables do not necessarily predict resilience—highlighting that smaller or newer institutions can achieve comparable resilience levels through internal strengths.  Moreover, Karlsson and Offord’s (2023) findings indicated that existing resilience strategies and internal capacities rather than external institutional size or age facilitated effective responses, reinforcing that resilience is a cultivated and strategic trait rather than a function of scale.  In addition, Rasli et al. (2022) found that internal strategic responses and adaptive capacity are critical in determining resilience, regardless of the institution's size, age, or resources.

3.5 Relationship between Operational Risk Management Practices and School Resilience

	Table 5.  Relationship between Operational Risk Management Practices and School Resilience

	Variable
	rs
	df
	p

	Operational Risk Management Practices x Degree of Resilience
	0.660*
	90
	0.000

	Note: *correlation is significant when p≤ 0.05 (less than or equal to)



Spearman rank correlation was employed to determine the relationship between operational risk management practices and the resilience level assessed by the administering respondents. The results showed a highly significant and strong positive correlation between the two variables [rs(90)=0.660, p=0.000], suggesting that institutions with more developed operational risk management will also demonstrate more resilience. This indicates that better risk management will positively affect the institution's ability to adapt and recover from disruptions. 
This finding is a critical implication for institutional strategy. It demonstrates that the practices and processes involved in operational risk management—such as risk identification, assessment, mitigation, and monitoring—are not merely administrative functions but are fundamental to building and enhancing an institution's ability to adapt to and recover from disruptions. The strong positive correlation suggests a powerful and direct relationship: institutions that prioritize and develop more systematic operational risk management practices are the same institutions that exhibit a higher degree of resilience. Therefore, a key implication is that for administrators seeking to improve their institution's capacity to withstand and recover from crises, the best course of action is to invest in, formalize, and continuously strengthen their operational risk management framework.
This finding is supported by Liboon (2017) who found that institutions with active risk management practices tend to have better safeguards, implying a connection between risk management and organizational resilience. The study underscored that proactive risk practices contribute to organizational stability and capacity to handle disruptions.  Also, Indarbaev and Kapustina’s (2023) discussion on operational risk management emphasizes that effective identification, assessment, and control of operational risks are essential for ensuring the long-term sustainability and resilience of organizations, including higher educational institutions. Their frameworks indicate that robust risk management directly supports resilience.  In addition, Molchanova (2023) presented that effective operational risk management minimizes potential losses and contributes to operational stability, which is a key component of resilience, especially during crises; monitoring and evaluating risks enable organizations to respond adaptively.  Moreover, Wessels and Sadler (2019) demonstrated that ISO 31000:2009-compliant risk management frameworks can enhance an institution’s strategic goals and resilience, especially in complex, regulatory environments like open distance learning, highlighting the direct link between risk management and institutional resilience.  Also, Zagorcheva-Koycheva (2022) equates comprehensive risk management procedures with increased organizational resilience, noting that systematic risk identification and mitigation are crucial for maintaining operational continuity and adaptability.  Moreover, Syamsia et al. (2021) underscored that identifying and mitigating undesirable events directly influence an institution’s resilience, as effective risk management reduces vulnerabilities.

4. Conclusion

Based on the findings, it is hereby concluded that higher education institutions in the study demonstrate a generally high level of resilience across key areas such as leadership involvement, continuous improvement, resource management, and process standardization.  The data further revealed that leadership engagement and organizational capacity—measured through variables like institutional age, size, student population, and financial resources—are significant factors contributing to resilience and effective continuous improvement practices. Larger and more established institutions tend to excel due to their formalized processes, broader human resources, and richer infrastructural assets.  Notably, institutions with limited resources can still achieve high resilience through strategic leadership, adaptive cultures, and innovative practices. Younger institutions, while performing well, have room to accelerate their development by formalizing processes and building institutional memory, akin to their legacy counterparts.  Overall, the findings suggest that resilience in higher education is a multifactorial construct driven by a combination of institutional characteristics, leadership quality, organizational culture, and effective processes. Cultivating these components enables institutions to adapt to disruptions and sustain their core functions, regardless of resource limitations or institutional age. Therefore, fostering proactive leadership and a culture of continuous learning are critical strategies for enhancing resilience across diverse institutional contexts.
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