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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study is built on the Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector, which was 
developed in 2009 as a joint project between the World Bank and The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation (IIARF). The model was the first of its kind to create measurable capability levels 
specifically for the public sector, and it was validated globally through on-site feedback from multiple 
volunteer and public sector organizations. 

The IA-CM was benchmarked against statistics from The Institute of Internal Auditor’s (IIA’s) 
2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, which included 2,284 responses from public sector practitioners out 
of a total of 13,500 responses from 107 countries. The IIA conducts this global survey of internal audit 
practitioners periodically as part of the Global Internal Audit Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK). 

The study identified the survey questions where the public sector chief audit executive (CAE) 
responses would confirm performance or nonperformance of a particular key process area or an essen-
tial practice supporting the achievement of that key process area identified in each of the six IA-CM 
elements. The study sought to answer the following questions:

 ■ What are the most developed capabilities of public sector internal audit activities 
around the world?

 ■ What areas are in most need of further development?

 ■ What are the main regional differences?

The survey results were used to gauge the overall performance of public sector internal audit activ-
ities by each IA-CM element and capability level. This process created a global picture of the capability 
levels of public sector internal auditing for the first time. Highlights from the findings include:

 ■ Most public sector internal audit activities stood at very low capability levels—
Level 1 (Initial) and Level 2 (Infrastructure)—of the IA-CM.

 ■ Most regions performed the essential practices best in the IA-CM professional 
practices element. 

 ■ The United States and Canada region appeared to have the most advanced public 
sector internal audit activities compared to the other regions’ survey responses.

 ■ Most respondents indicated that their internal audit activities were seen as 
independent, objective assurance and consulting activities.

 ■ However, more focus needs to be placed on implementing more effective internal 
audit governance practices to support internal audit’s independence, such as:

 • Establishing public sector audit committees, and 

 • Involving the audit committee in CAE appointments. 

 ■ More effort is needed to ensure internal audit activities generally conform with 
The IIA’s International Standards for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing 
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(Standards) and implement a Quality Assurance and Improvement Program 
(QAIP), including an external assessment.

Internal auditors and their stakeholders can use the results of this study to identify areas of strength 
and areas that need improvement to increase the effectiveness of their internal audit activity. 

To take full advantage of the findings from this study, the reader is encouraged to obtain Internal 
Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector from The IIARF. 

SECTION 1 METHODOLOGY

Governments and stakeholders around the world have acknowledged the critical importance of internal 
auditing in enhancing the economy, efficiency, and effectiveness of all levels of public sector adminis-
tration. Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector was developed by The IIARF to 
help evolve public sector internal auditing by strengthening its capacity and improving its effectiveness. 
This section describes the model and explains how the 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey public sector 
responses were mapped into it. 

THE INTERNAL AUDIT CAPABILITY MODEL FOR THE PUBLIC SECTOR

The Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector is a recognized international 
framework that identifies the fundamentals needed for effective internal auditing in the public sector. It 
is a universal model with comparability around principles, practices, and processes that can be applied 
globally. 

The IA-CM identifies five progressive capability levels tied to leading practices. Each capability 
level identifies key process areas and essential practices that must be implemented within the six elements 
of an internal audit activity identified in the model. 

The model can be used for self-assessment, capacity building, and advocacy. It can also be used as a 
benchmark to assess the capability level of a particular internal audit activity. 

The six IA-CM elements are shown in exhibit 1.1. These six essential elements are further defined 
by 41 key process areas (KPAs). These are described in detail in chapters 3 through 8 of Internal Audit 
Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector.

Exhibit 1.1: The Six IA-CM Elements of Internal Auditing

1. Services and Role of Internal Auditing
2. People Management
3. Professional Practices
4. Performance Management and Accountability
5. Organizational Relationships and Culture
6. Governance Structures

Source: Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation, 2009).
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MAPPING THE GLOBAL SURVEY RESPONSES TO THE IA-CM FOR THE 
PUBLIC SECTOR

The first step of the study was to identify which questions from The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal 
Audit Survey would serve as measures for the KPAs or an essential practice supporting the achievement 
of a particular KPA. The answers to these questions were converted into percentages that ref lected the 
proportion of respondents who indicated agreement with one or several statement(s) or existence of one 
or several condition(s) described in the selected survey questions.1 See appendix F for a listing of all the 
questions in The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey.

The study concluded by making overall and regional averages of the public sector responses in 
terms of the six IA-CM elements and the five IA-CM capability levels. For the purposes of this study, 
only capability levels 2–4 were considered because at capability Level 1 (Initial), there are no sustainable 
and repeatable internal audit processes and practices in place. Level 5 (Optimizing) is very much an aspi-
rational and inspirational level and there were few survey questions that appeared relevant to this level. 
Therefore, there was limited coverage of Level 5.

A cross-comparison with the regions was systematically done for each measure and reported when 
the regional variances were interesting or significant. If there were no major differences among the 
regions, it was not reported in the text.

Only responses from CAEs in the public sector were analyzed. In this way, the CAE responses 
were unique to one internal audit activity and could be used to determine overall averages for internal 
audit activities in each element and capability level. See appendix A for more details about the study 
methodology.

LIMITATIONS

This study is not an exhaustive assessment of the performance of internal audit activities within the 
Internal Audit Capability Model framework, because the 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey questions 
do not fully cover the entire scope of this framework. However, this study does address a large number of 
key performance areas, which, if addressed, would improve internal audit capabilities in the public sector. 

HOW TO USE THIS REPORT

Internal auditors and their stakeholders can use the results of this study to identify areas of strength 
and areas that need improvement to increase the effectiveness of their internal audit activities. For each 
of the six IA-CM elements, the essential practices that have high levels of performance and those needing 
increased performance are identified by capability level, starting with the lowest capability level assessed 
in the study—Level 2 (Infrastructure). In this way, internal audit professionals and stakeholders can 
identify the essential practices in their organizations that can be strengthened or improved first. 

When public sector practitioners evaluate their internal audit activities, the importance of imple-
menting essential practices in IA-CM elements at lower capability levels before implementing essential 
practices at higher levels cannot be overemphasized. This ensures the sustainability of higher-level prac-
tices. The IA-CM uses a building-block approach to establish effective internal auditing. Implementing 
repeatable and sustainable practices at one level establishes the basis for the practices and capabilities 
at the next level and provides the foundation upon which to progress to the next level. For example, 
all essential practices at Level 2 (Infrastructure) must be implemented and sustainable to establish the 
foundation for Level 3 (Integrated). Practitioners and stakeholders will need to use judgment when 
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identifying which essential practices need to be improved to ensure that the necessary foundation is 
established to implement practices at higher levels.

To take full advantage of the findings from this study, the reader is encouraged to also obtain three 
other key publications for public sector internal auditors:

1. IIA Supplemental Guidance: The Role of Auditing in Public Sector Governance, 2nd 
edition (January 2012)

2. Research report: Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector 
(IIARF, 2009)

3. In addition, a companion research report titled Nine Elements Required for Internal 
Audit Effectiveness in the Public Sector is also available from The IIARF. This 
study analyzed the 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey based on the framework 
of the The IIA’s Supplemental Guidance: The Role of Auditing in Public Sector 
Governance, 2nd edition. 

Taken together, the current report and the companion report provide a thorough picture of the 
characteristics of public sector internal audit activities around the world. For a selected list of additional 
resources on these topics, see appendix C.

SECTION 2 CHARACTERISTICS OF PUBIC SECTOR 
RESPONDENTS

The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey received about 13,500 responses from internal audi-
tors and other practitioners around the world. Out of this group, 2,824 individual respondents worked for 
public sector/government organizations (see exhibit 2.1). This report focuses on describing responses 
from the public sector respondents only. Note that The IIA defines the public sector as “governments 
and all publically controlled or publically funded agencies, enterprises, and other entities that deliver 
public programs, goods, or services.”2
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Exhibit 2.1: Organization Types of All Survey Respondents

Privately held (non-listed) organization 3,458 29%

Publically traded (listed) organization 4,630 38%

Public sector/government 2,824 23%

Not-for-profit organization/nongovernment organization 699 6%

Other 431 4%

Total valid responses (for this question) 12,042 100%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 11: The type of 
organization for which you currently work. (All respondents.) Note: The total number of responses was 13,582, of which 12,042 
valid responses were obtained for this question.

The chapter provides regional analysis for the demographic characteristics of the public sector 
survey respondents. These characteristics include: 

Individual Characteristics

 ■ Position levels held

 ■ Geographic regions where public sector respondents worked

Organizational Characteristics 

 ■ Geographic scope of their organizations

 ■ Number of employees in the organization

 ■ Revenue or budget for the organization

 ■ Age of the internal audit activity

Other Contextual Characteristics of the Organization

 ■ Legal requirements for organizations to have an internal audit activity

 ■ Existence of a long-term strategic plan

 ■ Implementation of an internal control framework

 ■ Existence of an ethics policy

 ■ Existence of a corporate governance code
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INDIVIDUAL CHARACTERISTICS

Level of Position in the Organization

Public sector respondents came from a variety of levels (see exhibit 2.2).

Exhibit 2.2: Level of Positions Held by Public Sector Respondents

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Service provider partner/nonpartner/other

Internal audit management/service partner
management/outsource contract manager

Chief audit executive (CAE)

Inernal audit senior or supervisor/service
provider senior or supervisor

Internal audit staff/service provider staff 33%

1%

23%

16%

27%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 5b: Your posi-
tion in the organization.

For the purposes of this study, it is important to note that the study analyzed the responses of CAEs 
only. There were 645 CAE respondents out of a total of 2,824 public sector respondents. 

Geographic Regions of Public Sector Respondents

All respondents were asked to indicate in which location they primarily practiced internal auditing. 
Their responses were grouped in seven different broad geographical areas. For a list of which countries 
were placed into each region, see appendix B. The regions for all public sector respondents are shown in 
exhibit 2.3, while the regions for CAE respondents are shown in exhibit 2.4. Please note that because of 
the relatively small number of respondents from the Middle East, some of the statistical analysis for the 
Middle East region will show more variance compared to the other regions.
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Exhibit 2.3: Public Sector Respondents by Region

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%

Middle East

Africa

Asia-Pacific

Europe-Central Asia

Latin America and Caribbean

Western Europe

United States and Canada

9%

4%

12%

11%

25%

23%

16%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 1c: Please 
select the location in which you primarily practice professionally.

Exhibit 2.4: Public Sector CAE Respondents by Region

Western Europe 28%

United States and Canada 23%

Europe-Central Asia 16%

Latin America and Caribbean 11%

Asia-Pacific 11%

Africa 10%

Middle East 1%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 1c: Please 
select the location in which you primarily practice professionally.
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ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Geographic Scope of Respondents’ Organizations

Exhibit 2.5: Geographic Scope of Public Sector Respondents’ Organizations

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

International/multinational

Local

State/provincial/regional

National

18%

8%

32%

42%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 14: Is your 
organization (local, regional, international)?

Number of Employees in the Organization 

Exhibit 2.6: Number of Employees in Public Sector Respondents’ Organizations

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

1-50

51-100

101-500

501-1,000

1,001-5,000

5,001 or more 31%

18%

2%

4%

32%

13%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 13a: Size of the 
entire organization for which you work as of December 31, 2009, or the end of the last fiscal year (total employees).
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Revenue or Budget for the Organization

Exhibit 2.7: Organizational Revenue or Budget in U.S. Dollars for Public Sector Respondents

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

$26 billion or more

$15 billion to $25 billion

$5 billion to $15 billion

$1 billion to $5 billion

$500 million to $1 billion

$500 million or less

4%

11%

8%

19%

17%

41%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 13c: Total 
revenue or budget if government or not-for-profit in U.S. dollars.

Age of the Internal Audit Activity 

Exhibit 2.8: Age of the Public Sector Internal Audit Activity

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

0-6 years

7-10 years

11-25 years

26-and more 28%

22%

32%

18%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 15: How long 
has your organization’s internal audit activity been in place?



Internal Audit Capabilities and Performance Levels in the Public Sector 18

OTHER CONTEXTUAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ORGANIZATION

The environmental characteristics are important to include in this overview because they inf lu-
ence which capability performance level would be most appropriate for the internal audit activity. They 
also inf luence the development of internal audit practices. 

Not every organization requires the same level of internal audit capability or sophistication. The 
appropriate level will be commensurate with the nature and complexity of the organization and the risks 
to which it may be exposed. Other contextual characteristics of the organization include the external 
regulatory environment and the internal management and administration.

Internal Audit Activity Required by Law

The external regulatory environment may impact the capability of the internal audit activity. 
Specifically, having a legal mandate may lend more legitimacy to the internal audit activity. 

About three-quarters of the public sector respondents (77%) indicated that internal auditing was 
required by law or regulation where their organizations were based. The highest percentage of respon-
dents with legal mandates was from Europe-Central Asia (92%), and the lowest was in the United States 
and Canada (66%) (see exhibit 2.9).

Exhibit 2.9: Internal Auditing Required by Law in Public Sector Organizations

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Overall Public Sector Respondents

United States and Canada

Asia-Pacific

Middle East

Western Europe

Africa

Latin America and Caribbean

Europe-Central Asia 92%

66%

77%

70%

70%

89%

86%

77%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 48: Does this 
statement apply to your organization?

Strategic Plans and Controls

The internal management and administrative environment of the organization inf luences the 
level of performance of the internal audit activity. For example, a more mature organization with strong 
governance, accountability, and control frameworks will more likely be able to support an internal audit 
activity at a higher capability level. Most public sector respondents indicated that their organizations 
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have implemented management control tools such as internal control frameworks (79%) and a long-term 
corporate strategic plan (67%) (see exhibit 2.10).

Exhibit 2.10: Strategic Plans and Controls in Public Sector Organizations

Africa
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East

United 
States 

and 
Canada

Western 
Europe

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Long-term 
strategic 
plan for the 
organization1

70% 71% 59% 69% 65% 63% 73% 67%

Implemented 
an internal 
control 
framework2

79% 81% 78% 90% 75% 72% 77% 79%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation. 
1Question 16: Which of the following exists in your organization: 
2Question 48: Does this statement apply to your organization?

Ethics Policy and Corporate Governance Code

It is interesting to note that respondents were almost twice as likely to have an ethical code (69%) 
as they were to have a corporate governance code (38%) (see exhibit 2.11).

Exhibit 2.11: Ethics Policy and Corporate Governance in Public Sector Organizations

Africa
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East

United 
States 

and 
Canada

Western 
Europe

Overall

Public 
Sector 

Corporate 
ethics policy/
code of 
ethics/code 
of conduct

60% 79% 61% 68% 68% 76% 67% 69%

Corporate 
governance 
code

32% 50% 16% 33% 40% 38% 48% 38%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 16: Which of the 
following exists in your organization:
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SUMMARY

Following are the key demographic characteristics of the public sector respondents:

 ■ 2,824 public sector responses were collected (out of a total of 13,500 responses 
received from around the world).

 ■ 645 CAEs were among the 2,824 respondents.

 ■ 48% worked in the United States and Canada and Western Europe.

 ■ 63% worked for organizations with more than 1,000 employees.

 ■ 60% worked for internal audit activities in existence 11 years or more.

 ■ 77% indicated that internal auditing was required by law or regulation where the 
organization was based.

SECTION 3 UNDERSTANDING THE INTERNAL AUDIT 
CAPABILITY MODEL

The model is a recognized international framework that identifies the fundamentals needed for 
effective internal auditing in the public sector. It is a universal model with comparability around princi-
ples, practices, and processes that can be applied globally. 

The model can be used for self-assessment, capacity building, and advocacy. It can also be used as a 
benchmark to assess the capability level of a particular internal audit activity.

The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey included many questions that could be used to measure 
the criteria established by the model. The model consists of five progressive capability levels (see exhibit 
3.1). 

Exhibit 3.1: Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) Levels 

Level 5 Optimizing
Internal audit learning from inside and outside the organization for 
continuous improvement

Level 4 Managed
Internal audit integrates information from across the organization to 
improve governance and risk management

Level 3 Integrated Internal audit management and professional practices uniformly applied 

Level 2 Infrastructure Sustainable and repeatable internal audit practices and procedures

Level 1 Initial No sustainable, repeatable capabilities—dependent upon individual efforts

Source: Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation, 2009), p. 7.
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There are six essential elements of an internal audit activity against which the five capability levels 
are measured: 

1. Services and Role of Internal Auditing. The services include the provision of 
assurance and advice as well as co-sourced services with external service 
providers. The role is to provide independent and objective assessments to help 
the organization accomplish its objectives and improve operations.

2. People Management. The process of creating a work environment that enables 
people to perform to the best of their abilities. People management includes 
job descriptions, recruiting, performance standards, professional development, 
training, ongoing coaching, and career development.

3. Professional Practices. Ref lects the full backdrop of policies, processes, and 
practices that enables the internal audit activity to be performed effectively and 
with proficiency and due professional care.

4. Performance Management and Accountability. Refers to the information needed to 
manage, conduct, and control operations of the internal audit activity and account 
for its performance and results.

5. Organizational Relationships and Culture. Includes the organizational structure 
and the internal management and relationships within the internal audit activity 
itself, as well as the CAE’s relationship with senior management.

6. Governance Structures. The reporting relationship (administrative and functional) 
of the CAE and how the internal audit activity fits within the organizational and 
governance structure of the entity.

Processes, referred to as key process areas (KPAs), relate to the six elements and are found within 
each capability level. KPAs are the main building blocks that determine the capability of an internal 
audit activity. Each of the 41 KPAs identifies a cluster of related essential activities that, when performed 
collectively, achieve a purpose and produce immediate outputs and longer-term outcomes. The KPA is 
achieved when it is implemented in an effective, lasting way. There are 41 KPAs shown in the cells of the 
Internal Audit Capability Model Matrix (see exhibit 3.2).
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Exhibit 3.2: Internal Audit Capability Model Matrix

Services and 
Role of Internal 

Auditing

People 
Management

Professional 
Practices

Performance 
Management 

and 
Accountability

Organizational 
Relationships 
and Culture

Governance 
Structures

Level 5 – 
Optimizing

Internal audit 
recognized as 
key agent of 
change

Leadership 
involvement with 
professional 
bodies
Workforce 
projection

Continuous 
improvement 
in professional 
practices
Strategic internal 
audit planning

Public reporting 
of internal audit 
effectiveness

Effective 
and ongoing 
relationships

Independence, 
power, and 
authority of the 
internal audit 
activity

Level 4 – 
Managed

Overall assur-
ance on 
governance, risk 
management, 
and control

Internal audit 
contributes to 
management 
development
Internal audit 
activity supports 
professional 
bodies
Workforce 
planning

Audit strate-
gy leverages 
organization’s 
management of 
risk

Integration of 
qualitative and 
quantitative 
performance 
measures

CAE advises 
and influenc-
es top-level 
management

Independent 
oversight of the 
internal audit 
activity
CAE reports 
to top-level 
authority

Level 3 – 
Integrated

Advisory services
Performance/ 
value-for-money 
audits

Team building 
and competency
Professionally 
qualified staff
Workforce 
coordination

Quality manage-
ment framework
Risk-based audit 
plans

Performance 
measures
Cost information
Internal audit 
management 
reports

Coordination 
with other review 
groups
Integral 
component of 
management 
team

Management 
oversight of the 
internal audit 
activity
Funding 
mechanisms

Level 2 – 
Infrastructure

Compliance 
auditing

Individual 
professional 
development
Skilled people 
identified and 
recruited

Professional 
practices and 
processes 
framework
Audit plan based 
on management/ 
stakeholder 
priorities

Internal audit 
operating budget
Internal audit 
business plan

Managing within 
the internal audit 
activity

Full access to the 
organization’s 
information, 
assets, and 
people
Reporting 
relationships 
established

Level 1 – 

Initial

Ad hoc and unstructured; isolated single audits or reviews of documents and transactions for accuracy and 
compliance; outputs dependent upon the skills of specific individuals holding the position; no specific professional 
practices established other than those provided by professional associations; funding approved by management, 
as needed; absence of infrastructure; auditors likely to be part of a larger organizational unit; no established 
capabilities; therefore, no specific key process areas

Source: Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation, 2009), p. 14.
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SECTION 4 SERVICES AND ROLE OF INTERNAL AUDITING 
(ELEMENT #1)

The next six chapters present the findings from the survey responses regarding the six elements of the 
Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector. These findings will help internal audi-
tors in the public sector to assess their capability performance levels compared to other public sector 
internal audit activities. Areas of strength and those in need of improvement can then be identified and 
used in strategic planning for the internal audit activity.

OVERVIEW

Each IA-CM element chapter starts with an overview table that shows the percentages for each 
measure from the survey that would confirm the performance or nonperformance of a KPA or essential 
practice that applied to that particular IA-CM element, per capability level. Regional differences are 
reported in the text if they are significant. 

All regional statistics are reported in appendices D and E. Readers are encouraged to use these 
appendices as a resource for understanding the unique characteristics of their region. The descriptions 
of the KPAs and capability levels come from the Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the 
Public Sector. Each of the six element chapters concludes by making an overall public sector and regional 
average based on all the measures identified in each IA-CM element chapter and suggesting opportuni-
ties for improvements. 

Key Findings for Services and Role of Internal Auditing

The services and role of internal auditing is an important element to start with because it represents 
the role that internal auditors play in their organizations and the services they provide for their organi-
zations. The survey data for this element showed strong involvement at basic levels of this element but a 
sudden drop at Level 4 (see exhibit 4.1). Key findings include:

 ■ At Levels 2 and 3, high percentages (70% to 96%) of public sector internal audit 
activities were engaged in services and role activities.

 ■ At Level 4, public sector involvement dropped significantly. In particular, only 29% 
prepared an overall internal control report for use by the audit committee or senior 
management.

 ■ At Level 5, only 25% of respondents indicated that change catalyst was a top 5 
behavioral skill for internal audit staff and CAEs.

 ■ Overall, 79% of internal audit activities placed more emphasis on assurance than on 
consulting activities (see page 27).

This chapter discusses these key findings and the implications for practitioners and stakeholders.
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Exhibit 4.1: Services and Role of Internal Auditing—Overview of Public Sector CAE Responses

Level 2:
Infrastructure

Level 3:
Integrated

Level 4:
Managed

Level 5:
Optimizing

92% 

96% 

84% 

70% 

69% 

29% 

28% 

25% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Compliance audit engagements (Q 39)

Performance/value-for-money audits (Q 39)

Opinion of the audit subject area
in internal audit engagement reports (Q 40a)

Advisory services (Q 39 and 43)

Audit engagements of overall assurance on 
governance, risk management, and control (Q 39)

Internal audit activity prepares
overall internal control report (Q 21b)

Internal control report provided on a regular basis (Q 21b)

Internal audit recognized as a key agent of change (Q 44 

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, responses from public 
sector CAEs. 
Note: The measures either indicate the percentage of respondents who are performing the practice described in the survey ques-
tion, or the percentage of respondents who agree, or strongly agree, with the statement in the survey.

SERVICES AND ROLE OF INTERNAL AUDITING: INFRASTRUCTURE 
LEVEL (LEVEL 2)

At this level, the main focus is to carry out audits of conformity and adherence of a particular area, process, 
or system to policies, plans, and procedures, laws, regulations, and contracts, or other requirements that 
govern the conduct of the area, process, or system subject to audit. This includes the audit of financial 
transactions, including an evaluation of compliance with applicable statutes and regulations; the audit of the 
probity and propriety of administrative decisions taken within the audited entity; and any process-approach 
internal auditing.3

Compliance Audit Engagements: 92%

This percentage was assessed by looking at which compliance audit activities that CAEs said were 
taking place in their organizations. Almost all public sector CAE respondents (92%) indicated that their 
organizations were involved in at least one type of compliance audit activity. 

Exhibit 4.2 shows the compliance engagement activities included in the survey question. The 
compliance engagements selected by the highest percentage of respondents at Level 2 were audits of 
compliance with regulatory code requirements (80%), investigations of fraud and irregularities (66%), 
and security assessments and investigations (46%).
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Exhibit 4.2: Percentage of Public Sector Respondents Involved in 
Specific Types of Compliance Audit Engagements

Audits of compliance with regulatory code (including privacy) requirements 80%

Investigations of fraud and irregularities 66%

Security assessments and investigations 46%

Disaster recovery testing and support 33%

Auditing of outsourced operations 28%

Quality/ISO audits 22%

Social and sustainability (corporate social responsibility, environmental) audits 18%

Migration to International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) 14%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, public sector CAE 
respondents to question 39: Please indicate whether your internal audit activity performs (or is anticipated to perform) the 
following: (Please mark all that apply.)

SERVICES AND ROLE OF INTERNAL AUDITING: INTEGRATED LEVEL (LEVEL 3)

At Level 3, internal auditors assess and report on the efficiency, effectiveness, and economy of opera-
tions, activities, or programs; or conduct engagements on governance, risk management, and control. 
Performance/value-for-money auditing covers the full spectrum of operating and business processes, the 
associated management controls, and the results achieved.4
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Performance/Value-for-Money Audits: 96%

The CAE respondents were asked to select one or more from a list of activities ref lecting the type 
of services they currently perform. Almost all respondents (96%) selected, among others, audit engage-
ments and services that could be considered performance/value-for-money audits. The top three were 
operational audits (88%), evaluating the effectiveness of control systems (67%), and auditing of financial 
risks (65%) (see exhibit 4.3).

Exhibit 4.3: Percentage of Public Sector Respondents Involved in Performance/ 
Value-for-Money Audit Engagements

Operational audits 88%

Evaluating effectiveness of control systems (using COSO, COBIT, etc. frameworks) 67%

Auditing of financial risks 65%

Auditing of IT/ICT risks 57%

Auditing of information risks 56%

Project management assurance/audits of major projects 56%

Management audits 54%

Business viability (going-concern) assessments 22%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, public sector CAE 
respondents to question 39: Please indicate whether your internal audit activity performs (or is anticipated to perform) the follow-
ing: (Please mark all that apply.).

Opinion of the Audit Subject Area in Internal Audit Engagement Reports: 84%

At Level 3, internal auditors are expected to provide overall assurance and/or conclusions on the 
results of the audit engagement. CAE respondents were asked if they usually provide a form of opinion 
of the audit subject area in individual internal audit reports. More than three-quarters of the respondents 
(84%) answered yes. Further analysis shows no major differences between the regions, except for the 
United States and Canada where their internal audit activities provided such an opinion the least (75%). 

Advisory Services: 70%

The IIA defines internal auditing as “an independent, objective assurance and consulting activity 
designed to add value and improve an organization’s operations. It helps an organization accomplish 
its objectives by bringing a systematic, disciplined approach to evaluate and improve the effectiveness 
of risk management, control, and governance processes.” Advisory services are the consulting activity 
component of this definition. Internal auditors provide guidance and advice to management, which is 
directed toward facilitation rather than assurance and includes training, systems development reviews, 
performance and control self-assessment, and counselling and advice.5 

Agreeing on the appropriate balance between the internal audit activity’s assurance services and 
consulting services is not universal. However, assurance services remained the primary role of the 
internal audit activity. In response to a question related to the type of roles performed by their internal 
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audit activities, 79% of public sector CAEs indicated that their internal audit activities placed more 
emphasis on assurance than on consulting activities (question 48). 

The CAE respondents were also asked to select one or more from a list of activities ref lecting the type 
of audit engagements or services they perform (questions 39 and 43). In terms of advisory services, more 
than two-thirds of the respondents (70%) selected at least one of the advisory services (see exhibit 4.4).

Exhibit 4.4: Advisory Services by Region

Africa 72%

Asia-Pacific 75%

Europe-Central Asia 69%

Latin America and Caribbean 81%

Middle East 100%

United States and Canada 59%

Western Europe 73%

Overall Public Sector 70%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, public sector CAE 
respondents to questions 39 and 43.

CAEs in the United States and Canada region selected advisory services the least (59%). By contrast, 
the respondents from the Middle East region selected advisory services the most (100%), followed by 
respondents from Latin America and Caribbean (81%) (see exhibit 4.4). The top three advisory services 
selected by the CAE respondents were facilitating risk/control/compliance training and education for 
organization personnel (39%), control self-assessment (38%), and reviews addressing linkage of strategy 
and company performance (26%) (see exhibit 4.5).

Exhibit 4.5: Advisory Services Currently Performed by Public Sector Internal Audit Activities

Facilitating risk/control/compliance training and education for 
organization personnel 

39%

Control self-assessment 38%

Reviews addressing linkage of strategy and company 
performance (e.g., balanced scorecard) 

26%

Due diligence reviews for corporate acquisitions/mergers 13%

Executive compensation assessments 11%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 39: Please indi-
cate whether your internal audit activity performs (or is anticipated to perform) the following: Also see question 43: Indicate the 
extent the internal audit activity uses or plans to use the following audit tools or techniques on a typical audit engagement:
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.
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SERVICES AND ROLE OF INTERNAL AUDITING: MANAGED LEVEL (LEVEL 4)

Services and Role of Internal Auditing—Level 4 Characteristics

Internal audit services performed at Level 4 focus on overall assurance on governance, risk management, 
and control. The main purpose is to conduct sufficient work to provide an opinion on the overall adequacy 
and effectiveness of the organization’s governance, risk management, and control processes. The internal 
audit activity has coordinated its audit services to be sufficiently comprehensive that it can provide reason-
able assurance at a corporate level that these processes are adequate and functioning as intended to meet 
the organization’s objectives. Senior management must support the internal audit activity’s role in providing 
an organization-wide opinion and give it the authority to do so.6

Audit Engagements of Overall Assurance on Governance, Risk Management, and 
Control: 69%

The CAE respondents were asked to select one or more from a list of audit activities ref lecting 
the type of services they perform. More than two-thirds of the respondents (69%) selected some of the 
services expected at Level 4; in particular, audits of enterprise risk management processes (53%) and 
corporate governance reviews (40%) (see exhibit 4.6). Respondents from Africa (81%) and Asia-Pacific 
(82%) selected more audit engagements on overall assurance on governance, risk management, and 
control than the other regions. 

Exhibit 4.6: Audit Engagements of Overall Assurance on 
Governance, Risk Management, and Control

Audits of enterprise risk management processes 53%

Corporate governance reviews 40%

Ethics audits 28%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 39: Please indi-
cate whether your internal audit activity performs (or is anticipated to perform) the following:
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.

Internal Audit Activity Prepares Overall Internal Control Report for Use by Audit 
Committee or Senior Management: 29%

Internal Control Report Provided on a Regular Basis: 28%

At Level 4, internal audit expresses an opinion on whether the organization’s governance, risk 
management, and control processes are effective in providing reasonable assurance that the organiza-
tion’s objectives are met. The internal audit activity should also communicate the overall opinion and 
what it means to senior management, the board, and stakeholders through an organization’s annual 
statement of internal control.

CAE respondents were asked whether they provide a written report on overall internal control 
for use by the audit committee or senior management and how often they provide such written 
reports (see exhibit 4.7). Twenty-nine percent of CAEs indicated that they prepared an overall internal 
control report for use by the audit committee or senior management, and 28% indicated that they did so 
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regularly. CAEs respondents from Africa indicated that they involved their internal audit activities the 
most in the preparation of such an internal control report (59%). By contrast, the CAE respondents of 
Europe-Central Asia and the United States and Canada indicated that they involved the internal audit 
activity the least (6% and 19%, respectively).

Exhibit 4.7: Preparation of Reports on Overall Internal Control 
by Public Sector Internal Audit Activities

Region

Internal audit activity prepares 
an overall internal control report 
for use by the audit committee 

or senior management

Internal control report 
provided on a regular basis

Africa 59% 58%

Asia-Pacific 43% 44%

Europe-Central Asia  6%  5%

Latin America and Caribbean 40% 34%

Middle East 30% 30%

United States and Canada 19% 21%

Western Europe 28% 28%

Overall Public Sector 29% 28%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 21b: Do you 
prepare a written report on overall internal control for use by the audit committee or senior management? Do you prepare a 
written report on overall internal control for use by the audit committee or senior management? How often do you provide a 
report? 
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.

SERVICES AND ROLE OF INTERNAL AUDITING: OPTIMIZING LEVEL (LEVEL 5)

Services and Role of Internal Auditing—Level 5 Characteristics

The main focus at Level 5 is to have sufficiently developed the professional and leadership capacity of 
the internal audit activity to provide foresight and serve as a catalyst to achieve positive change in the 
organization.7

Internal Audit Recognized as a Key Agent of Change: 25% 

The CAE respondents were asked to identify the five most important of suggested behavioral skills 
for internal audit staff and the head of the audit activity to perform their work (The IIA’s 2010 Global 
Internal Audit Survey, question 44). Change catalyst (suggested in the list) is of particular importance 
at this capability level because internal auditors are expected to be explicitly recognized as key agents 
of change at Level 5. The change catalyst item was selected as one of the five top behavioral skills for 
both the head of the audit activity and internal audit staff by only 25% of the CAE respondents. Further 
analysis by regions shows that the CAE respondents in the Asia-Pacific region selected this item more 
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frequently for both the internal audit staff and the head of the audit function (35%) compared to the 
other regions.

SERVICES AND ROLE OF INTERNAL AUDITING: OVERALL ELEMENT AVERAGE

When all of the services and role of internal audit measures are taken into account in this section, 
the CAE respondents in the public sector performed, on average, 62% of them. Africa had the highest 
average (72%), followed closely by Asia-Pacific with an average of 71%. By contrast, Europe-Central Asia 
had the lowest average (52%), followed by the United States and Canada with an average of 56% (see 
exhibit 4.8).

Exhibit 4.8: Services and Role of Internal Auditing Overall Element Average

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States and 

Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall

Public 
Sector 

Average

72% 71% 52% 63% 65% 56% 64% 62%

SERVICES AND ROLE OF INTERNAL AUDITING: OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
IMPROVEMENT

Most public sector internal audit activities were engaged in service and role activities at Levels 2 
and 3. At Level 2, 92% of internal audit activities performed compliance audit engagements, and at Level 
3, 96% undertook performance/value-for-money audits. It is not surprising that performance/value-for-
money audits were performed the most in terms of services, followed by compliance audits, given the 
evolution and importance of accountability in public sector governance.

At Level 3, most survey respondents indicated that assurance services were the primary role for 
internal audit activities in the public sector. The United States and Canada provided advisory services 
the least.

An opportunity for growth appeared at Level 4, where there is an expectation that internal audit 
activities prepare an overall internal control report for use by the audit committee or senior management. 
The provision of such reports implies that internal audit activities have achieved a high professional 
capability level. At this level, the focus is on performing engagements of overall assurance on the orga-
nization’s governance, risk management, and control processes and providing a formal opinion as to 
whether those processes are effective in providing reasonable assurance that the organization’s objec-
tives will be met. Since 29% of respondents identified that they prepared such a written report on overall  
internal control, an opportunity for improvement exists if efforts are strengthened in this area, particu-
larly in the United States and Canada and Europe-Central Asia, where the CAE responses indicated that 
this practice was implemented the least.
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SECTION 5  PEOPLE MANAGEMENT (ELEMENT #2)

People management deals with the process of creating and maintaining a work environment that enables 
internal auditors to perform to the best of their abilities. It involves recruiting, training, and providing 
professional development to ensure that the internal audit activity has the appropriate staff to achieve its 
role and deliver the services expected by senior management and stakeholders.

The survey data did not include measures for Level 5 (Optimizing). The data for this element 
showed strong involvement at Level 2 but inconsistent achievement of essential practices at Levels 3 and 
4. Key findings include (see exhibit 5.1):

 ■ Of CAE respondents, 92% were members of The IIA.

 ■ About two-thirds of CAEs indicated that they had a professional certification; 
however, 29% of the CAEs did not select any of the professional certifications 
identified. This practice could be improved. 

 ■ The Certified Internal Auditor (CIA) was the professional certification held by 
most CAEs (34%); see exhibit 5.5.

 ■ At Level 3, suggested areas for improvement include placing more emphasis on 
offering special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals and using 
appropriate methods (other than reducing areas of coverage) to compensate for 
missing skills when there is not sufficient capacity in the internal audit activity. 

 ■ At all levels and in all regions, it is suggested that significant emphasis be placed on 
increasing team-building competencies within and across the internal audit activity 
and the organization. 

This chapter discusses these key findings and the implications for practitioners and stakeholders.
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Exhibit 5.1: People Management—Overview of Public Sector CAE Responses

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Level 2:
Infrastructure

Level 3:
Integrated

Level 4:
Managed

Level 5:
Optimizing

92% 

84% 

78% 

96% 

71% 

41% 

32% 

5% 

67% 

5% 

IIA membership (Q 1a)

At least 40 hours of formal training per year (Q 10)

Objective staff (Q 44)

CAE individual performance evaluations (Q 18)

CAE professional certification(s) in internal audit (Q 6)

Special incentives to hire/retain
internal audit professionals (Q 26a)

Sufficient capacity or reduce areas of
audit coverage(or use other methods) when

there is not sufficient capacity (Q 28)

Team building within and across the organization (Q 44)

Educates organization personnel about internal controls,
corporate governance, and compliance issues (Q 48)

Borrowing staff from other departments
to compensate for missing skills (Q 28)

GIAS 2010 did not include indicators for this level

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, responses from public 
sector CAEs.
Note: The measures either indicate the percentage of respondents who are performing the practice described in the survey 
question, or the percentage of respondents who agree, or strongly agree, with the statement in the survey.

PEOPLE MANAGEMENT: INFRASTRUCTURE LEVEL (LEVEL 2)

At this level, organizations have to identify and attract people with the necessary competencies and relevant 
skills to carry out the work of the internal audit activity. Appropriately qualified and recruited internal auditors 
are more likely to provide credibility to the internal audit results. It is also important to ensure that internal 
auditors continuously maintain and enhance their professional capabilities.8
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IIA Membership: 92%

Internal auditors are encouraged to be members of professional associations, including their 
respective national IIA institutes. The survey findings showed that most of the CAE respondents (92%) 
were members of The IIA, and about half of them (53%) had been members for six years or more (see 
exhibit 5.2). This result and the related essential practice are likely overestimated because The IIA’s 
2010 Global Internal Audit Survey was sent primarily to IIA members. Further analysis by region shows 
similar results, except Europe-Central Asia to a lesser extent (81% of Europe-Central Asia CAE respon-
dents indicated that they were members of The IIA).

Exhibit 5.2: Years of IIA Membership

1 year or less 9%

2–5 years 30%

6–9 years 19%

10 years or more 34%

I am not a member of The IIA 8%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 1a: How long 
have you been a member of The IIA?

At Least 40 Hours of Formal Training a Year: 84% 

In response to a survey question related to formal training, most of the CAE respondents (84%) 
indicated that they had received at least 40 hours of formal training each year (The IIA’s 2010 Global 
Internal Audit Survey, question 10).
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Objective Staff: 78%

The CAE respondents were asked to select the five most important, out of several suggested behav-
ioral skills, that they believed internal audit staff should possess to perform their work (The IIA’s 2010 
Global Internal Audit Survey, question 44). Objectivity, governance, and ethics sensitivity, suggested in 
the list, are top behavioral skills expected to ensure that internal auditors will perform their work well. 
About three-quarters of the respondents (78%) selected one or both items as part of the top five behav-
ioral skills expected for the internal audit staff (exhibit 5.3).

Exhibit 5.3: Top Behavioral Skills for the Internal Audit Staff

Confidentiality 74%

Objectivity 70%

Communication—sending clear messages, listening 61%

Judgment 48%

Work independently 45%

Team player—collaboration/cooperation 41%

Work well with all levels of management 30%

Governance and ethics sensitivity 25%

Influence—ability to persuade 22%

Relationship building—building bonds 12%

Facilitation 12%

Change catalyst 10%

Team building/creating group synergy 9%

Leadership 6%

Staff management 2%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 44: Please mark 
the five most important of the following behavioral skills for each professional staff level to perform in their work.
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.
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PEOPLE MANAGEMENT: INTEGRATED LEVEL (LEVEL 3)

At Level 3, the internal audit activity is staffed with professionally qualified internal auditors who can function 
effectively in a team environment. Further, internal auditors coordinate the development of the periodic audit 
and services plan to the human resource levels authorized to the internal audit activity. Because resourc-
es are often constrained, the internal audit activity needs to use appropriate methods to set priorities on 
planned projects and services to limit its commitments to a “doable” quantity and type of projects and 
services.9

CAE Individual Performance Evaluations: 96%   

To staff the internal audit activity with professional, qualified staff and retain the individuals who 
have demonstrated at least a minimum level of competence, a systematic performance appraisal process 
resulting in periodic appraisals must be applied equitably and fairly to each staff member. In this respect, 
most of the CAE respondents (96%) indicated that their individual performance was evaluated. The 
main actors involved in the CAE individual performance evaluations, based on CAE responses, are 
summarized in exhibit 5.4.

Exhibit 5.4: Contributors to CAE Individual Performance Evaluations

CEO/president/head of government agency 29%

Audit committee/committee chairman 14%

Senior management 12%

Auditee/customer 10%

Self 9%

Board/supervisory committee 7%

Supervisor 6%

Peers 5%

Chairman of the board/supervisory committee 4%

Subordinates 3%

Not evaluated 4%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 18: Who 
contributes to the evaluation of your performance? Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total 
percentage may exceed 100%.

CAE Professional Certification(s) in Internal Audit: 71%

Further, to ensure that the internal audit activity is staffed with and retains professional internal 
auditors, one of the essential practices expected at Level 3 is the establishment of programs to help audi-
tors obtain their CIA and other appropriate professional certifications.
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The CAE responses with regard to the list of professional certifications relevant for internal auditors 
suggested by The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, ranked by decreasing order of importance, 
are summarized in exhibit 5.5. More than two-thirds of the CAE respondents (71%) selected at least one 
professional certification in the list, while about a third of the CAE respondents (29%) selected none. 

CIA was the professional certification held by most of the respondents (34%), followed by the public 
accountancy certifications (28%) such as Certified Public Accountant (CPA), Chartered Accountant 
(ACA), and Chartered Certified Accountant (ACCA). The Certified Government Audit Professional 
(CGAP) came in third position with 10%. The survey also revealed that about a fifth (21%) of the CAE 
respondents indicated that they had other kinds of professional certifications as well.

Exhibit 5.5: CAE Professional Certifications

Certified Internal Auditor (CIA) 34%

Public Accounting/Chartered Accountancy (such as CA/CPA/ACCA/ACA) 28%

Certified Government Audit Professional (CGAP) 10%

Information Systems Auditing (such as CISA/QiCA) 8%

Fraud Examination (such as CFE) 8%

Other Internal Auditing (such as MIIA (UK & Ireland)/PIIA) 6%

Advanced or Senior Professional Status (such as FCA/FCCA/FCMA) 5%

Certification in Control Self-Assessment (CCSA) 5%

Other Government Auditing/Finance (such as CIPFA/CGFM) 5%

Management/General Accounting (such as CMA/CIMA/CGA) 5%

Accounting - Technician Level (such as CAT/AAT) 3%

Other Risk Management/Control Self-Assessment (such as CRM) 2%

Certified Financial Services Auditor (CFSA) 1%

Certified Financial Analyst (such as CFA) 1%

Other Specialized Financial Auditing (such as CIDA/CBA) 7%

Information and Communication Technology (ICT)/Security (such as 
CISM/CISSP/CSP/CDP)

7%

Other 21%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 6: Your profes-
sional certification(s). (Please mark all that apply.) 
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.
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Less than half of the CAEs of the Latin America and Caribbean region (47%) selected at least one 
professional certification, followed by Western Europe with 59%. In the United States and Canada, 
91% of the CAE respondents selected at least one professional certification from the survey list (see 
exhibit 5.6).

Exhibit 5.6: CAE Professional Certification(s) by Region

Africa 73%

Asia-Pacific 76%

Europe-Central Asia 70%

Latin America and Caribbean 47%

Middle East 80%

United States and Canada 91%

Western Europe 59%

Overall Public Sector 71%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 6: Your profes-
sional certification(s). (Please mark all that apply.)

Special Incentives to Hire/Retain Internal Audit Professionals: 41%

Less than half of the respondents (41%) indicated that their organizations offered special incentives 
to hire/retain internal audit professionals. Further analysis by region shows differences among them. 
Latin America and Caribbean and Africa appear to have given special incentives to hire/retain internal 
audit professionals most frequently (56% for each region) (see exhibit 5.7). By contrast, Western Europe 
and the United States and Canada appear to have given them least frequently (32% and 35%, respectively).

Exhibit 5.7: Special Incentives to Hire/Retain Internal Audit Professionals by Region

Africa 56%

Asia-Pacific 43%

Europe-Central Asia 41%

Latin America and Caribbean 56%

Middle East 50%

United States and Canada 35%

Western Europe 32%

Overall Public Sector 41%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 26a: Is your 
organization offering any special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals?
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The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey responses give an overview of the types of incentives 
offered and their importance in the public sector (see exhibit 5.8).

Exhibit 5.8: Special Incentives Given to Hire/Retain Internal Audit Professionals

Tuition reimbursement 27%

Transportation allowance 11%

Relocation expenses 7%

Vehicle provided 4%

Signing bonus 3%

Accelerated raises 3%

Referral finder fee—payment to an employee who introduces a 
person subsequently hired

1%

Other 11%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 26a: Is your 
organization offering any special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals?
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.

Sufficient Capacity or Reduce Areas of Audit Coverage (or Use Other Methods) When 
There Is Not Sufficient Capacity: 32%

At Level 3, CAE respondents should identify that they use at least one method to compensate for 
missing skill sets when there is not sufficient capacity. The CAE respondents were asked what methods 
they use to compensate for missing skill sets. The survey presented all the possible methods made avail-
able to the CAE respondents. About 32% of them selected at least one of the methods suggested in The 
IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey list or indicated that they had no missing skill sets. CAE respon-
dents also indicated that they relied primarily on co-sourcing (16%) to compensate for missing skills (see 
exhibit 5.9).

Exhibit 5.9: Methods Used by Organizations to Compensate for Missing Skill Sets

Co-sourcing/Outsourcing 16%

Reducing areas of coverage 8%

Borrowing staff from other departments 7%

More reliance on audit software 3%

No missing skill sets 4%

Other 6%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 28: What 
methods is your organization employing to compensate for missing skill sets?
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.
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Teambuilding Within and Across the Organization: 5%

The internal audit activity needs to develop staff members’ capacity to function effectively in a 
team environment, beginning with a focus on the individual project team. This is particularly important 
in the public sector because many public sector audits cover scopes that require the concerted effort of a 
team of auditors to conduct. To encourage such a working environment, criteria for effective teamwork 
behaviors and practices should be incorporated into the staff competency framework.

CAE respondents were asked to check the five most important of several suggested behavioral skills 
they feel are necessary for internal audit staff to perform their work (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal 
Audit Survey, question 44). Only 5% of the respondents selected both team player-collaboration/coop-
eration and team building/creating group synergy as top behavioral skills expected of the internal audit 
staff. All possible choices made by the CAE respondents with regard to the top five most important 
behavioral skills expected for internal audit staff to perform their work are summarized in exhibit 5.3.

PEOPLE MANAGEMENT: MANAGED LEVEL (LEVEL 4)

People Management—Level 4 Characteristics

Level 4 focuses on how internal audit can contribute to management development by integrating the 
development of the organization’s managers with the training and experiences of the internal audit activ-
ity and vice versa. Internal audit contributes to management development by encouraging people with a 
good understanding of governance, risk management, and controls to work and contribute throughout the 
organization.10

Educates Organization Personnel about Internal Controls, Corporate Governance, and 
Compliance Issues: 67%

The CAE respondents were asked if their internal audit activities educated organization personnel 
about internal controls, corporate governance, and compliance issues (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal 
Audit Survey, question 48). More than two-thirds of CAEs (67%) answered yes. The survey responses 
show that internal audit activities in Western Europe appear to educate their organizations’ personnel 
the least (55%), while internal audit activities from Asia-Pacific appear to educate their organizations’ 
personnel the most (82%).

Borrowing Staff from Other Departments to Compensate for Missing Skills: 5%

At Level 4, the internal audit activity would have developed a plan that identifies resources needed 
and strategies to be used to provide sufficient capacity to complete the periodic audit and services plan, 
including a rotation policy process between the internal audit activity and the rest of the organization. 
This includes management’s recruiting of internal audit staff for vacant management-level positions or 
recruiting management-level staff to spend specified periods in the internal audit activity before assign-
ment to other positions.

The CAE respondents were asked what methods they used to compensate for missing skills (The 
IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 28). Less than 10% of the respondents indicated that 
they borrowed staff from other departments without reducing audit coverage to compensate for missing 
skills (see exhibit 5.9).
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PEOPLE MANAGEMENT: OVERALL ELEMENT AVERAGE 

When all people management measures are taken into account in this section, the CAE respon-
dents in the public sector performed, on average, 57% of them. The United States and Canada had the 
highest average (61%), followed closely by Africa and Middle East (60%). Western Europe averaged the 
lowest (53%), followed by Europe-Central Asia (55%) (see exhibit 5.10).

Exhibit 5.10: People Management Overall Element Average

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States and 

Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall

Public 
Sector 

Average

60% 59% 55% 58% 60% 61% 53% 57%

PEOPLE MANAGEMENT: OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

In people management, most public sector CAE respondents had implemented essential practices 
at Level 2. At Level 2, the survey responses indicated that the United States and Canada performed 
the best in terms of providing training for its professional internal auditors, and at Level 3, 91% of CAE 
respondents from that region had at least one professional certification. Furthermore, the CIA designa-
tion was held by most CAE respondents. The Certified Government Audit Professional (CGAP) was 
the third most cited certification. Western Europe and Latin America and Caribbean regions had fewer 
CAEs with any type of professional certification, so an opportunity exists for internal auditors in these 
regions to be encouraged to obtain additional certifications.

For most public sector internal audit activities, efforts should focus at Level 3, especially in the use 
of methods to compensate for missing skill sets and increasing team-building competencies within and 
across the organization where respondents’ performance levels were less than optimal. These measures 
are essential, especially in the public sector where the audit scope is large, and as such, entails a more 
concerted effort and an understanding of policy strategies and organizational processes.

Also at Level 3, less than half of survey respondents indicated that their organizations offered 
special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals. At this level, it is essential to have highly 
qualified internal auditors to ensure credibility and professionalism within the internal audit activity. 
The survey responses showed that internal audit activities in Africa and Latin America and Caribbean 
regions provided special incentives the most. 
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SECTION 6 PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES (ELEMENT #3)

Professional practices includes all policies, processes, and practices that support internal auditors in 
conducting their work with proficiency and due professional care, which in turn enables the internal audit 
activity to perform effectively. It includes the development and maintenance of a Quality Assurance and 
Improvement Program (QAIP).

The survey data for this element did not include measures for Level 5 (Optimizing). The data 
showed fairly strong involvement at all other levels but also identified areas for improvement at each 
level. Key findings include (see exhibit 6.1):

 ■ Most internal audit activities had an audit plan, updated it periodically, and used 
risk-based audit planning methodology when developing the plan.

 ■ At Level 2, opportunities for improvement exist with respect to placing more 
emphasis on engagement supervision and establishing an internal audit manual/
policy statement, as these essential practices contribute to sustainable and 
repeatable processes.

 ■ At Level 3, internal audit activities could focus their efforts on generally 
conforming with the Standards and ensuring that a QAIP is in place, including 
external assessments in conformance with Standard 1312.

 ■ The study results identified significant regional variation with respect to 
conforming with the Standards.

This chapter covers these key findings and the implications for practitioners and stakeholders.
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Exhibit 6.1: Professional Practices—Overview of Public Sector CAE Responses

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Level 2:
Infrastructure

Level 3:
Integrated

98% 

94% 

88% 

75% 

73% 

89% 

64% 

58% 

77% 

76% 

52% 

46% 

40% 

52% 

Audit plan created (Q 23a)

Audit plan updated periodically (Q 23a)

Internal audit activity uses
some or all of the Standards (Q 32)

Audit plan considers requests from management (Q 23b)

Internal audit operating manual/policy statement exists (Q 16)

Quality Assurance and Improvement Program (QAIP) in place
now or to be put in place within the next 12 months (Q 36)

Engagement supervision implemented (Q 38)

Risk-based audit planning (Q 23b)

Conformance with The IIA's Code of Ethics (Q 25b)

Internal audit risk assessment
used in audit engagements (Q 16)

Conformance with all of the Standards (Q 32)

External assessments in 
conformance with Standard 1312 (Q 37a)

Quality Assurance and Improvement Program
(QAIP) currently in place (Q 36)

Internal audit strategy established (Q 16)

GIAS 2010 did not include indicators for this level 

Level 4:
Managed

Level 5:
Optimizing

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, responses from public 
sector CAEs.
Note: The measures either indicate the percentage of respondents who are performing the practice described in the survey ques-
tion, or the percentage of respondents who agree, or strongly agree, with the statement in the survey.

PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES: INFRASTRUCTURE LEVEL (LEVEL 2)

Professional Practices—Level 2 Characteristics

At this level, the internal audit activity develops periodic plans for which audits and/or other services will be 
provided, based on consultations with management and/other stakeholders. Internal auditors also develop 
the professional practices and processes framework that includes the policies, processes, and procedures 
that will guide their internal audit activity in managing its operations and demonstrate conformance with 
professional practices and standards. Internal quality assessment processes are also initiated at this level.11
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Audit Plan Created: 98% 

Audit Plan Updated Periodically: 94% 

Audit Plan Considers Requests from Management: 75% 

With respect to survey questions on internal audit plans, almost all CAE respondents (98%) indi-
cated that their internal audit activities had an audit plan and it was updated periodically. Of the CAE 
respondents, 94% updated their audit plans every year or multiple times a year (The IIA’s 2010 Global 
Internal Audit Survey, question 23a).

The CAE respondents were also asked how they established their audit plans and were provided 
with a list of various approaches from which to choose (see exhibit 6.2). Three-quarters of the CAE 
respondents (75%) indicated that they included requests from management in their audit plans. Further 
analysis shows that CAE respondents from Latin America and Caribbean indicated that they included 
requests from management in their audit plans the least (62%), while CAEs from the United States and 
Canada indicated that they included them the most (85%) (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, 
question 23b). The CAE respondents who used additional methods when establishing their audit plans, 
in particular a risk-based methodology, were likely to achieve higher capability levels (see exhibit 6.2).

Exhibit 6.2: Approaches Used by Internal Auditors in Establishing Their Internal Audit Plans

Use of a risk-based methodology 89%

Requests from management 75%

Consult previous year’s audit plan 63%

Consultation with divisional or business head 56%

Compliance/regulatory requirements 52%

Audit committee requests 38%

Requests from or consultation with external auditors 32%

Other 12%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 23b: How do 
you establish your audit plan?
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.
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Internal Audit Activity Conforms with Some or All of the Standards: 88%

For any profession, compliance with applicable professional standards is expected. The IIA’s 
Definition of Internal Auditing, Code of Ethics, and International Standards for the Professional Practice of 
Internal Auditing (Standards) are considered mandatory guidance and are included in the International 
Professional Practices Framework (IPPF) promulgated by The IIA. In the survey, 88% of the CAE 
respondents indicated that their internal audit activities conformed with all or at least some of the 
Standards (see exhibit 6.3).

The 36% of CAE respondents in the public sector who indicated that their internal audit activities 
conformed partially with the Standards have an opportunity to improve their professional practices to 
generally conform with the Standards. In this respect, the Internal Audit Capability Model is under-
pinned by the mandatory guidance included in the IPPF, and internal audit activities are expected to 
generally conform with the Standards at Level 3.

Exhibit 6.3: International Standards – Standards Used

Yes—all of the Standards 52%

Partial Yes—some of the Standards 36%

I do not know. 4%

No/not applicable 8%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 32: Does your 
organization use the Standards? If you are a service provider, do you use the Standards for internal audits of your clients? 

Internal Audit Operating Manual/Policy Statement Exists: 73%

Concerning documented internal audit policies, processes, procedures, and methodology, about 
three-quarters of CAE respondents (73%) indicated that an internal audit operating manual/policy 
statement existed in their organizations (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 16). It 
is important that such a manual/policy statement exists at Level 2, because it helps establish the founda-
tion for sustainable and repeatable internal audit processes and practices required to achieve this level.
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Engagement Supervision Implemented: 58%

CAE respondents were asked to identify from a list of possible components those that were part of 
their internal audit QAIP (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 38). Slightly more than 
half the CAE respondents (58%) identified that they had implemented engagement supervision (see 
exhibit 6.4). Again, without implementing engagement supervision at Level 2, internal audit processes 
and practices are less likely to be sustainable and repeatable.

Exhibit 6.4: Quality Assessment and Improvement Program Components

Reported issues are adequately supported in working papers 71%

Checklists/manuals to provide assurance that proper audit processes 
are followed

63%

Verification that the internal audit activity complies with the Standards 62%

Reported issues are followed-up to closure 61%

Engagement supervision 58%

Feedback from audit customers at the end of an audit 58%

Verification that internal audit professionals comply with The IIA’s 
Code of Ethics

53%

Verification of compliance with other standards or codes 43%

Reviews by other members of the internal audit activity 32%

Review by external party 31%

Other 10%

Not applicable 7%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 38: For your 
internal audit activity, which of the following is part of your internal audit quality assessment and improvement program?
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.
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Quality Assurance and Improvement Program (QAIP) in Place Now or in Place within 
the Next 12 Months: 64%

At Level 2, internal audit activities initiate the implementation of internal quality assessment 
processes, and in some cases, they expect to establish a QAIP within the foreseeable future. CAE respon-
dents were asked if their internal audit activities had a QAIP in place in accordance with Standard 1300: 
Quality Assurance and Improvement Program (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 
36). More than half the CAE respondents (64%) had implemented a QAIP or planned to establish one 
within the next 12 months (see exhibit 6.5).

Exhibit 6.5: Quality Assessment and Improvement Program

Yes, currently in place 40%

To be put in place within the next 12 months 24%

No plans to put in place in the next 12 months 17%

The quality assurance program is not in accordance with 
Standard 1300.

13%

I do not know/not applicable. 6%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 36: Does your 
internal audit activity have a quality assessment and improvement program in place in accordance with Standard 1300?

Further analysis by region (see exhibit 6.6) shows that CAE respondents from Western Europe 
indicated that they had implemented such a program or planned to establish one within the next 12 
months the least (56%). By contrast, internal audit activities in the United States and Canada, followed 
by Europe-Central Asia, indicated that they had implemented a QAIP or planned to do so the most (72% 
and 71%, respectively).

Exhibit 6.6: QAIP Currently in Place or in Place Within the Next 12 Months by Region

Africa 67%

Asia-Pacific 60%

Europe-Central Asia 71%

Latin America and Caribbean 65%

Middle East 60%

United States and Canada 72%

Western Europe 56%

Overall Public Sector 64%
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PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES: INTEGRATED LEVEL (LEVEL 3)

Professional Practices—Level 3 Characteristics

At Level 3, internal auditors systematically assess risks and focus the priorities of their internal audit activity’s 
periodic audit and services plan on risk exposures throughout the organization. The internal audit activity 
has full conformance with the Definition of Internal Auditing, the Code of Ethics, and the Standards. The inter-
nal audit activity also establishes and maintains processes to continuously monitor, assess, and improve the 
effectiveness of its activities, including ongoing internal monitoring of its performance, as well as conducting 
periodic internal and external quality assessments.12

Conformance with all of the Standards: 52%

About half of the CAE respondents (52%) indicated that their internal audit activities fully 
conformed with the Standards (The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey, question 32). Further analysis 
by region shows similar results except for the CAE respondents from the Middle East and the United 
States and Canada, who indicated that their internal audit activities conformed the most with all of the 
Standards (80% and 70%, respectively) (see exhibit 6.7).

Exhibit 6.7: Conformance with All of the Standards by Region

Africa 55%

Asia-Pacific 49%

Europe-Central Asia 48%

Latin America and Caribbean 34%

Middle East 80%

United States and Canada 70%

Western Europe 44%

Overall Public Sector 52%

Conformance with The IIA’s Code of Ethics: 77%

The CAE respondents were asked whether their internal audit activities met/exceeded the require-
ments of The IIA’s Code of Ethics (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 25b). About 
three-quarters of CAE respondents (77%) agreed or strongly agreed with this statement. Further anal-
ysis by region shows similar results except for the CAE respondents from the Middle East and the United 
States and Canada, who indicated that they conformed the most with The IIA’s Code of Ethics (100% 
and 89%, respectively).

Risk-Based Audit Planning: 89%

Most CAE respondents (89%) used risk-based audit planning methodology as an approach when 
establishing their internal audit plans. (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 23b; see 
exhibit 6.2).
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Internal Audit Risk Assessment Used in Audit Engagements: 76%

When determining what areas to audit in an audit engagement, 76% of the CAEs indicated that 
they used an internal audit risk assessment. Of the CAE respondents, those in the United States and 
Canada indicated that they used this method the most (88%) (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit 
Survey, question 16).

Quality Assurance and Improvement Program (QAIP) Currently in Place: 40%

More than a third of CAE respondents (40%) had already implemented a QAIP in 2010 (The IIA’s 
2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 36; see exhibit 6.5). Further analysis by region shows that 
CAE respondents in Africa indicated that they had implemented a QAIP in 2010 the least (28%). By 
contrast, CAE respondents in the Middle East and the United States and Canada indicated that they had 
implemented it the most (about 50% for each region).

External Assessments in Conformance with Standard 1312: 46%

The CAE respondents were asked when their internal audit activities were last subject to a formal 
external quality assessment in conformance with Standard 1312: External Assessments. Almost half the 
CAE respondents (46%) indicated that they had already carried out such an external assessment (see 
exhibit 6.8). Further analysis by region shows that 27% of the CAE respondents from Europe-Central 
Asia indicated that they had carried out such an external assessment (see exhibit 6.8). By contrast, CAE 
respondents from the United States and Canada indicated that they had carried out such external assess-
ments the most (59%).

Exhibit 6.8: External Assessment in Conformance with Standard 1312 by Region

Africa 48%

Asia-Pacific 54%

Europe-Central Asia 27%

Latin America and Caribbean 44%

Middle East 40%

United States and Canada 59%

Western Europe 41%

Overall Public Sector 46%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 37a: When was 
your internal audit activity last subject to a formal external quality assessment in accordance with Standard 1312?
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PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES: MANAGED LEVEL (LEVEL 4)

Professional Practices—Level 4 Characteristics

The internal audit activity’s audit strategy leverages the organization’s management of risk. The internal 
audit activity aligns its work with the organization’s enterprise risk management strategies and practices 
and key business risks, recognizing that the audit universe should fully address the organization’s major 
risks and cover all its operations.13

Internal Audit Strategy Established: 52%

Just over half the CAE respondents (52%) indicated that an internal audit strategy for their orga-
nizations existed. Further analysis by region shows that 80% of CAE respondents from the Middle 
East region indicated that they had established an internal audit strategy, followed by the Asia-Pacific 
region (68%) and Latin America and Caribbean region (66%) (The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey, 
question 16).

PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES: OVERALL ELEMENT AVERAGE

When all of the professional practices measures are taken into account in this section, the CAE 
respondents in the public sector performed, on average, 70% of them. Based on CAE responses, the 
United States and Canada had the highest average (77%). Latin America and Caribbean and Western 
Europe showed the lowest averages (67% and 66%, respectively) (see exhibit 6.9).

Exhibit 6.9: Professional Practices Overall Element Average

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States and 

Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Average

69% 70% 69% 67% 75% 77% 66% 70%

PROFESSIONAL PRACTICES: OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

Most internal audit activities had an audit plan, updated it periodically, and used risk-based audit 
planning methodology when developing the plan. However, more focus could be directed to quality 
assessment at Levels 2 and 3. Opportunities for improvement exist in placing more emphasis on engage-
ment supervision and establishing an internal audit manual/policy statement, as these essential practices 
contribute to sustainable and repeatable processes at Level 2 and help establish the foundation for a 
QAIP. In this respect, at Level 3, 40% of CAE respondents had implemented such a program, and half 
generally conformed with all of the Standards. Furthermore, 46% of CAE respondents had been subject 
to an external quality assessment in conformance with Standard 1312: External Assessments.

The survey responses also showed that the United States and Canada and the Middle East regions 
had the highest percentages of internal audit activities that had implemented a QAIP (about 50% in 
each region), and generally conformed with the Standards (80% and 70%, respectively). Respondents 
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from the United States and Canada indicated that their internal audit activities were also subject to 
an external quality assessment the most (59%). There are still opportunities for improvement within 
these two regions, as well as in other regions, where strong efforts are needed to improve these essential 
practices.

With respect to The IIA’s Code of Ethics, about three-quarters of CAE respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed that their internal audit activities met/exceeded the requirements of the Code. Most 
regions had similar results, with the exception of the Middle East and the United States and Canada 
regions, where the percentages were 100% and 89%, respectively.

SECTION 7 PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND 
ACCOUNTABILITY (ELEMENT #4)

Performance management and accountability refers to the information needed by internal audit profes-
sionals and stakeholders to manage, conduct, and control the operations of the internal audit activity 
and account for its performance and results. Without such information, the internal audit activity cannot 
take the appropriate steps to improve its effectiveness. The survey questions for this element were limited 
to Levels 3 and 4, and the data showed minimal involvement at those levels. Key findings include (see 
exhibit 7.1):

 ■ Overall, 21% of CAE respondents indicated there was no formal performance 
measurement of the internal audit activity.

 ■ At Level 3, most CAE respondents used some measures of input, process, and 
output; however, the provision of cost information was less than optimal.

 ■ At Level 4, less than half of the CAE respondents used the qualitative and 
quantitative performance measures.

This chapter discusses these key findings and the implications for practitioners and stakeholders.
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Exhibit 7.1: Performance Management and Accountability—
Overview of Public Sector CAE Responses

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Level 2:
Infrastructure

Level 3:
Integrated

Level 4:
Managed

Level 5:
Optimizing

GIAS 2010 did not include indicators for this level 

GIAS 2010 did not include indicators for this level 

89% 

26% 

42% 

Measures the input, process, and
output of the internal audit activity (Q 22 and Q 38)  

Provides cost information (Q 22)

Uses quantitative and qualitative
performance measures (Q 22)

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, responses from public 
sector CAEs. 
Note: The measures either indicate the percentage of respondents who are performing the practice described in the survey 
question, or the percentage of respondents who agree, or strongly agree, with the statement in the survey.

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY: INTEGRATED 
LEVEL (LEVEL 3)

Performance Management and Accountability—Level 3 Characteristics

At this level, internal audit activities develop financial metrics and other meaningful indicators primarily 
based on input and process measures with some output measures. In this way, the internal audit activity 
measures and reports on its performance and routinely monitors its progress against targets to ensure that 
results are achieved as economically and efficiently as possible.14
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CAE respondents were asked how they measured the performance of their internal audit activities 
(see exhibit 7.2). About a fifth of CAE respondents (21%) indicated that they had no formal performance 
measurement of the internal audit activity.

Exhibit 7.2: Types of Performance Measures to Control and 
Report on the Results of the Internal Audit Activity

Percentage of audit plan complete 56%

Recommendations accepted/implemented 55%

Customer/auditee surveys from audited departments 42%

Surveys/feedback from the board, audit committee, and/or senior 
management

41%

Assurance of sound risk management/internal control 33%

Reliance by external auditors on the internal audit activity 32%

Timely closure of audit issues 31%

Number of significant audit findings 30%

Number of management requests for internal audit assurance or 
consulting projects

29%

Completion of mandated coverage 27%

Budget to actual audit hours 26%

Cost savings/avoidance and improvements from 
recommendations implemented

21%

Cycle time from entrance conference to draft report 20%

Cycle time – report turnaround (end of fieldwork to final report) 20%

Balanced scorecard 18%

Absence of regulatory or reputation issues and significant failures 13%

No formal performance measurement of the internal audit activity 21%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 22: How does 
your organization measure the performance of the internal audit activity?
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.

Provides Cost Information: 26%

Internal auditors should at least provide cost information to achieve Level 3. This includes, for 
example, information on the cost of the internal audit activity’s services and activities. In terms of finan-
cial performance measures, about a quarter of the CAE respondents (26%) provided budget to actual 
audit hours (see exhibit 7.2). Further analysis by region shows similar results, except the CAE respondents 
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of the Middle East region, who indicated that they provided cost information the most (40%) (The IIA’s 
2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 22).

Measures the Input, Process, and Output of the Internal Audit Activity: 89%

In terms of performance measures at Level 3, most of the CAE respondents (89%) used formal 
quantitative performance measures on input, process, and output identified in the survey list (see exhibit 
7.2), as well as limited qualitative measures.

The top three performance measures selected by the CAE respondents on input, process, and 
output were: 

 ■ Feedback from audit customers at the end of an audit (58%; see exhibit 6.4) 

 ■ Percentage of audit plan complete (56%; see exhibit 7.2)

 ■ Recommendations accepted/implemented (55%; see exhibit 7.2)

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY: MANAGED 
LEVEL (LEVEL 4)

Performance Management and Accountability—Level 4 Characteristics

At this level, the internal audit activity integrates qualitative and quantitative performance measures to 
ensure that its strategic objectives have been met and obtains input from key stakeholders on a regular 
basis to assess its impact and value-added to the organization.15

Uses Quantitative and Qualitative Performance Measures: 42%

Less than half of CAE respondents (42%) used the performance measures at Level 4. To achieve 
Level 4, they should at least use customer/auditee surveys from audited departments and surveys/feed-
back from the board, audit committee, and/or senior management. The performance measures selected 
by the respondents at Level 4 were as follows (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, questions 22 
and 38; see exhibit 7.2):

 ■ Customer/auditee surveys from audited departments (42%)

 ■ Surveys/feedback from the board, audit committee, and/or senior 
management (41%)

 ■ Timely closure of audit issues (31%)

 ■ Cost savings/avoidance and improvements from recommendations 
implemented (21%)

Further analysis by region shows that CAE respondents from the Middle East integrated quantita-
tive and qualitative measures the most (70%).
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PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY: OVERALL 
ELEMENT AVERAGE

When all performance management and accountability measures are taken into account in this 
section, the CAE respondents in the public sector performed on average 52% of them. There are no major 
differences between the regions, except for the Middle East with an average of 67% (see exhibit 7.3).

Exhibit 7.3: Performance Management and Accountability Overall Element Average

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States and 

Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Average

49% 54% 51% 52% 67% 56% 49% 52%

PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY: OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR IMPROVEMENT

Survey questions for this element were limited to Levels 3 and 4, and results showed minimal 
involvement. A fifth of CAE respondents indicated that there was no formal performance measurement 
of the internal audit activity, and as a result, it could be difficult to assess internal audit performance 
to improve capabilities. This score could be partially attributed to the age of the internal audit activity. 
Twenty-two percent of respondents indicated that their internal audit activities were in existence for six 
years or less.

At Level 3, most CAE respondents used some measures of input, process, and output. However, 
the provision of information on the cost of the internal audit activity’s services and activities could be 
improved in all regions. An opportunity for improvement is for efforts to be directed toward estab-
lishing and using financial measures to manage the internal audit activity as economically and efficiently 
as possible.
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SECTION 8 ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AND CULTURE 
(ELEMENT #5)

Organizational relationships and culture is an important element because it includes the CAE’s rela-
tionship with senior management as part of the management team. It also includes the internal audit 
activity’s relationships with other units within the organization and external to the organization, such 
as the external or legislative auditor. It refers to the organizational structure and internal management 
within the internal audit activity itself. Without ongoing and productive relationships among internal 
audit practitioners and with senior management and stakeholders, the internal audit activity may not 
perform as effectively as needed.

The survey questions for this element were limited to Levels 3 and 4. The data showed limited 
involvement at Level 3 with respect to relationship building within and outside the organization. Some 
Level 4 indicators showed interestingly high performance levels. Key findings include (see exhibit 8.1):

 ■ At Level 3, the essential practices relating to relationship building, working 
well with all levels of management, and relationships with the external auditor 
need significant improvement for internal audit activities to move from Level 2 
to Level 3.

 ■ An important behavioral skill at Level 4 (strong leadership of the CAE) was 
selected by half the respondents.

 ■ At Level 4, as expected, 88% of respondents indicated that an important 
competency for CAEs was the ability to promote the value of the internal audit 
activity within the organization.

 ■ At Level 4, it is interesting to note that about three-quarters of respondents 
indicated that their internal audit activities were an integral part of the governance 
process by providing reliable information to management.

This chapter will discuss these key findings and the implications for practitioners and stakeholders.
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Exhibit 8.1: Organizational Relationships and Culture—Overview of Public Sector CAE Responses

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Level 2:
Infrastructure

Level 3:
Integrated

Level 4:
Managed

Level 5:
Optimizing

41% 

35% 

32% 

12% 

88% 

79% 

78% 

52% 

47% 

GIAS 2010 did not include indicators for this level 

Provides external audit assistance (Q 39)

Works well with all levels of management (Q 44)

Requests from, or consultation with,
external auditors (Q 23b)

Relationship building is listed as
one of the top five behavioral skills needed (Q 44)

Ability to promote the value of the internal audit
activity within the organization is listed as one

of the top five competencies needed (Q 46)

Proactively examines important financial
matters, risks, and internal controls (Q 25b)

Internal audit plays an integral part of
he governance process by providing

reliable information to management (Q 25b)

Strong leadership of the CAE is listed as one of the
top five behaviorial skills needed (Q 44)

Plays an advisory role in strategy development (Q 48)

GIAS 2010 did not include indicators for this level 

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, responses from public 
sector CAEs. 

Note: The measures either indicate the percentage of respondents who are performing the practice described in the survey 
question, or the percentage of respondents who agree, or strongly agree, with the statement in the survey. 

ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AND CULTURE: INTEGRATED 
LEVEL (LEVEL 3)

Organizational Relationships and Culture—Level 3 Characteristics

At this level, the internal audit activity is an integral component of the management regime, and the CAE 
and other senior managers in the internal audit activity participate in the organization’s management 
activities in some form as valued members of the management team. The internal audit activity shares 
information and coordinates activities with other internal and external providers of assurance and advisory 
services to ensure appropriate organizational coverage and minimize duplication of efforts.16

Provides External Audit Assistance: 41%

Fewer than half the CAE respondents (41%) indicated that their internal audit activities provided 
assistance to the external auditors (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 39). Further 
analysis shows that the CAE respondents from Asia-Pacific and Africa indicated that they provided 
external audit assistance the most (53% and 50%, respectively). By contrast, CAE respondents from 
Europe-Central Asia indicated that they provided external audit assistance the least (23%).
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Works Well with All Levels of Management: 35%

The CAE respondents were asked to select the five most important of several suggested behavioral 
skills needed for them to perform their work (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 44). 
Works well with all levels of management, suggested in the list, is of particular importance at Level 3, 
because the CAE should be an integral component of the organization’s management team. Works well 
with all levels of management was selected as one of the five top behavioral skills by a third of the CAE 
respondents (see exhibit 8.2). Further analysis by region shows similar results, except for the Middle 
East, where this behavioral skill was seen as not important by all its CAE respondents, followed by the 
Latin America and Caribbean region, where 16% of its CAE respondents saw this behavioral skill as 
important for them to perform their work.

Exhibit 8.2: Top Behavioral Skills for the CAE

Confidentiality 58%

Leadership 52%

Communication—sending clear messages, listening 50%

Influence—ability to persuade 44%

Objectivity 41%

Governance and ethics sensitivity 40%

Works well with all levels of management 35%

Judgment 31%

Staff management 25%

Relationship building—building bonds 22%

Facilitation 20%

Change catalyst 18%

Team building/creating group synergy 15%

Work independently 9%

Team player—collaboration/cooperation 7%

Source: The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 44: Please 
mark the five most important of the following behavioral skills for each professional staff level to perform their work. 
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.
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Requests From, or Consultation With, External Auditors: 32%

At this level, internal auditors should liaise regularly with the organization’s external auditors to 
share plans and encourage complementarity of their work. About a third of the CAE respondents (32%) 
included requests from, or consultation with, the external auditors when establishing their audit plans 
(The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 23b; see exhibit 6.2). Further analysis shows that 
the CAEs from Asia-Pacific and the Middle East indicated that they used requests from, or consultation 
with, external auditors the most (50% for each region). By contrast, CAE respondents from Europe-
Central Asia and Latin America and Caribbean indicated that they used these the least (19% and 21%, 
respectively).

Relationship Building Is Listed as One of the Top Five Behavioral Skills Needed: 12%

The CAE respondents were asked to check the five most important of several suggested behav-
ioral skills needed for internal audit staff to perform their work (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit 
Survey, question 44). Relationship building—building bonds, suggested in the survey list, is of partic-
ular importance at Level 3. Internal auditors are expected to have a strong coordinating role at this 
level. Relationship building—building bonds was selected as one of the five top behavioral skills for the 
internal audit staff by 12% of the CAE respondents (see exhibit 5.3). Further analysis by region shows 
similar results, except for the Middle East where 40% of the CAEs selected relationship building as a top 
five behavioral skill for their internal audit staff to perform their work. 

ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AND CULTURE: MANAGED 
LEVEL (LEVEL 4)

Organizational Relationships and Culture—Level 4 Characteristics

The internal audit activity contributes as a part of the management regime, advising on emerging business 
and strategic issues. The CAE fosters collaboration and trust between internal auditors and management 
on relevant internal and organizational issues. Senior management trusts and values the advice of the CAE 
and the internal audit activity.17 

Ability to Promote the Value of the Internal Audit Activity within the Organization Is 
Listed as One of the Top Five Competencies Needed: 88%

The CAE respondents were asked to check the five most important of several suggested competen-
cies needed for them to perform their work (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 46). 
The ability to promote the value of the internal audit activity within the organization, suggested in the 
survey list, is of particular importance at Level 4. Management should trust and value the advice of the 
CAE and the internal audit activity at this level. The ability to promote the value of the internal audit 
activity within the organization was selected as one of the five top competencies expected for the CAE 
by most of the CAE respondents (88%) (see exhibit 8.3). Further analysis by region shows similar results, 
except for the Middle East, where 70% of its CAE respondents selected this item as a top five competency.
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Exhibit 8.3: Top Competencies for the CAE

Ability to promote the value of the internal audit activity within 
the organization

88%

Communication skills (including oral, written, report writing, and 
presentation skills)

71%

Keeping up-to-date with industry and regulatory changes and 
professional standards

60%

Conflict resolution/negotiation skills 51%

Problem identification and solution skills (including critical, 
conceptual, and analytical thinking skills)

48%

Organizational skills (including project and time management) 45%

Staff training and development 38%

Change management skills 30%

Competency with accounting frameworks, tools, and techniques 13%

Competency with IT/ICT frameworks, tools, and techniques 11%

Cultural fluency and foreign language skills 5%

Source: The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 46: Please 
mark the five most important of the following competencies for each level of professional rank to perform their work. 
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.

Proactively Examines Important Financial Matters, Risks, and Internal Controls: 79%

About three-quarters of CAE respondents (79%) stated in the survey that they agreed or strongly 
agreed that their internal audit activities proactively examined important financial matters, risks, and 
internal controls (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 25b). Further analysis by region 
shows that almost all CAEs from Asia-Pacific and the Middle East (90% for each region) stated that they 
proactively examine these issues, followed by the Latin America and Caribbean region (88%).

Internal Audit Plays an Integral Part of the Governance Process by Providing Reliable 
Information to Management: 78%

About three-quarters of CAE respondents (78%) stated in the survey that they agreed or strongly 
agreed that their internal audit activities were an integral part of the governance process by providing 
reliable information to management (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 25b).

Strong Leadership of the CAE Is Listed as One of the Top Five Behavioral Skills 
Needed: 52%

The CAE respondents were asked to check the five most important of several suggested behavioral 
skills needed for them to perform their work (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 44). 
Leadership, suggested in the survey list, is of particular importance at Level 4, and was selected as one 
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of the five top behavioral skills for the CAE by about half the CAE respondents (52%) (see exhibit 8.2). 
Further analysis by region shows that the CAEs from the United States and Canada selected this item 
the most (66%). By contrast, less than a third of CAEs from Europe-Central Asia (27%) selected this 
item as a top five.

Advisory Role in Strategy Development: 47%

About half of CAE respondents (47%) indicated that their internal audit activities had an advisory 
role in strategy development (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 48). Further anal-
ysis by region shows that the CAEs of Europe-Central Asia and Latin America and Caribbean indicated 
that they had an advisory role in strategy development the most (60%) (see exhibit 8.4). By contrast, the 
CAEs of the Middle East (30%), followed by Western Europe (38%) and the United States and Canada 
(40%), indicated that they had an advisory role the least.

Exhibit 8.4: Advisory Role in Strategy Development by Region

Africa 53%

Asia-Pacific 47%

Europe-Central Asia 60%

Latin America and Caribbean 60%

Middle East 30%

United States and Canada 40%

Western Europe 38%

Overall Public Sector 47%

ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AND CULTURE: OVERALL 
ELEMENT AVERAGE

When all organizational relationships and culture measures are taken into account in this section, 
the CAE respondents in the public sector performed on average 51% of them. There are no major differ-
ences by regions (see exhibit 8.5).

Exhibit 8.5: Organizational Relationships and Culture Overall Element Average

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States and 

Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Average

51% 58% 46% 51% 52% 54% 51% 51%
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ORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AND CULTURE: OPPORTUNITIES FOR 
IMPROVEMENT

Survey questions for this element were limited to Levels 3 and 4. It is interesting to note that all 
regions in the public sector performed more of the essential practices at Level 4 than at Level 3.

The less than optimal levels of performance of essential practices at Level 3 were related to relation-
ship building with the organizations’ internal and external actors. Most internal audit activities could 
improve their collaboration and coordination with external auditors and other internal and external 
actors to ensure appropriate audit coverage and minimize the duplication of effort. This relationship 
building—building bonds skill seemed to be a major opportunity for improvement in public sector 
respondents. It was also highlighted in people management. Efforts to improve relationships are strongly 
recommended for all regions to increase internal audit capabilities and to add value.

At Level 4, the majority of the CAE respondents stated that they considered their internal audit 
activities to be an integral part of the governance process by providing reliable information to manage-
ment. This may be an optimistic viewpoint. It would be interesting to compare this viewpoint with that 
of the stakeholders.

Surprisingly, at Level 4, strong leadership of the CAE was not considered an important behavioral 
skill by about half the CAE respondents. At this level, the CAE is expected to foster collaboration and 
trust between the internal auditors and management.

SECTION 9 INTERNAL AUDIT ELEMENT: GOVERNANCE 
STRUCTURES (ELEMENT #6)

Governance structures is another important element, because it underpins and assures the independence 
and objectivity of the internal audit activity. It includes the reporting relationships (administrative and 
functional) of the CAE. It also refers to the policies and processes established to provide the necessary 
authority, support, and resources to ensure that the internal audit activity effectively and independently 
carries out its role and responsibilities. The survey questions did not contain any indicators for Level 
5 (Optimizing). The survey data for this element showed strong involvement at Levels 2 and 3, but 
improvements are necessary to achieve Level 4. Key findings include (see exhibit 9.1):

 ■ At Level 2, 94% of respondents indicated that internal auditors were involved in 
reporting findings to senior management after the release of audit reports, and 76% 
agreed that their internal audit activities had sufficient status in the organization to 
be effective.

 ■ At Level 2, however, while 88% of internal audit activities had established an 
internal audit charter, only 59% had established a mission statement. Both of 
these documents are important and complementary in formally defining and 
communicating the roles and authority of the internal audit activity.

 ■ At Level 3, more than 90% of respondents indicated that their internal audit 
activities were seen as independent, objective assurance and consulting activities.
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 ■ At Level 4, to assure the independence of the internal audit activity, 81% of 
respondents indicated that they had a direct administrative reporting relationship 
to the CEO or equivalent, and 77% indicated that top-level management was 
involved in appointing the CAE.

 ■ At Level 4, however, an opportunity exists to direct more effort to establishing 
audit committees or their equivalent and identifying the roles and responsibilities 
of those committees, including their involvement in appointing the CAE.

This chapter will discuss these findings and the implications for practitioners and stakeholders.

Exhibit 9.1: Governance Structures—Overview of Public Sector CAE Responses

94% 

88% 

76% 

59% 

91% 

81% 

77% 

58% 

53% 

48% 

43% 

29% 

25% 

24% 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 

Internal audit team involved in the
formal reporting of results (Q 41) 

Internal audit charter established (Q 16) 

Sufficient status in the organization
to be effective (Q 25b) 

Internal audit mission statement established (Q 16) 

IA activity is independent, objective
assurance and consulting (Q 25b) 

Direct admin. reporting relationship
to the CEO or governing body (Q 9) 

Top-level management involved in
the appointment of the CAE (Q 17a) 

Value-added access to the audit committee,
if created (Q 25b) 

Audit committee or equivalent established (Q 19) 

Invitations to audit committee meetings (Q 20b) 

Audit committee charter established (Q 16) 

Training for audit committee members (Q 48) 

Audit committee involved in the
appointment of the CAE (Q 17a) 

Informal meetings with
audit committee (Q 20c and 20d) 

GIAS 2010 did not include indicators for this level 

 

Level 2:
Infrastructure

Level 3:
Integrated

Level 4:
Managed

Level 5:
Optimizing

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, responses from public sector CAEs. 

Note: The measures either indicate the percentage of respondents who are performing the practice described in the survey question, or the 
percentage of respondents who agree, or strongly agree, with the statement in the survey.
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GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES: INFRASTRUCTURE LEVEL (LEVEL 2)

Governance Structures—Level 2 Characteristics

At this level, the internal audit activity has the authority to obtain access to all of the information, assets, and 
people that it requires to carry out its duties. The internal audit activity has a formal mandate and formal 
reporting relationships.18

 Internal Audit Charter Established: 88%

Most of the CAE respondents (88%) indicated that an internal audit charter existed in their orga-
nizations (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 16). Further analysis by region shows 
similar results, except CAE respondents from the Middle East and Latin America and Caribbean regions 
who indicated that their internal audit activities had established an internal audit charter the least (70% 
and 72%, respectively).

Sufficient Status in the Organization to Be Effective: 76%

In responding to a question related to the status of the internal audit activity, about three-quarters of 
CAE respondents (76%) answered that they agreed or strongly agreed that their internal audit activities 
had sufficient status in their organizations to be effective (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, 
question 25b). Further analysis by region shows similar results, except for the Middle East where all 
CAEs stated that their internal audit activities had sufficient status in their organizations to be effective.

Internal Audit Mission Statement Established: 59%

About two-thirds of CAE respondents (59%) indicated that a mission statement for their internal 
audit activities existed in their organizations (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 16). 
Further analysis by region shows that the CAEs from the United States and Canada indicated that their 
internal audit activities established an internal audit mission statement the most (84%). By contrast, 
CAE respondents from the internal audit activities in Western Europe indicated that they had estab-
lished an internal audit mission statement the least (38%).
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Internal Audit Team Involved in the Formal Reporting of Results: 94%

In responding to a question on formal reporting of results, almost all of the CAE respondents 
(94%) indicated that internal auditors were involved in reporting findings to senior management after 
the release of an audit report in their organizations (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, ques-
tion 41). Further analysis by region shows similar results except for the Middle East, where 80% of the 
CAE respondents indicated that internal auditors were involved in the formal reporting of results in 
their organizations. CAE responses in the public sector, identifying the main actors involved in formal 
reporting of the audit report findings, are summarized in exhibit 9.2.

Exhibit 9.2: Main Actors Involved in Reporting Audit Report Findings to Senior Management

Chief audit executive (CAE)/general auditor/top audit position/
service provider equivalent

76%

Both CAE and auditee/customer 10%

Internal auditor manager 6%

Auditee/customer 3%

Both internal audit manager and auditee/customer 2%

Other 2%

No formal reporting of results/not applicable 1%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 41: After the 
release of an audit report in the organization, who has the primary responsibility for reporting findings to senior management?

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES: INTEGRATED LEVEL (LEVEL 3)

Governance Structures—Level 3 Characteristics

At this level, the independence, objectivity, and effectiveness of the internal audit activity are strengthened.19

Internal Audit Activity Is Independent, Objective Assurance and Consulting: 91%

In responding to a question on internal audit independence, most CAE respondents (91%) answered 
that they agreed or strongly agreed that their internal audit activities were independent, objective assur-
ance and consulting activities (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 25b).
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GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES: MANAGED LEVEL (LEVEL 4)

Governance Structures—Level 4 Characteristics

At this level, the CAE’s independence is strengthened by establishing an optimal reporting relationship: a 
direct functional reporting relationship to the governing body and a direct administrative reporting relation-
ship to either the chief executive officer (CEO) or governing body. This level also focuses on establishing an 
oversight body, independent of the organization’s management, to assure the independence of the internal 
audit activity and developing relationships between that oversight body/audit committee and the CAE.20

Direct Administrative Reporting Relationship to CEO or Governing Body: 81%

In responding to a question related to administrative reporting relationship, most CAE respondents 
(81%) indicated that they had a direct administrative reporting relationship to their chief executive officer 
(CEO)/president/head of government agency or their audit committee, or equivalent (see exhibit 9.3).

Exhibit 9.3: CAEs’ Direct Administrative Reporting Lines

Chief executive officer (CEO)/president/head of government agency 56%

Audit committee or equivalent 25%

Chief financial officer (CFO)/vice president of finance 4%

General/legal counsel 2%

Chief operating officer (COO) 1%

Chief risk officer (CRO) or equivalent 1%

Controller/financial director 1%

Other 9%

Not applicable 1%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 9: Where do you 
administratively report (direct line) in your organization?
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Top-Level Management Involved in the Appointment of the CAE: 77%

Top-level management should be involved in the appointment of the CAE to achieve Level 4. The 
CAE respondents were asked to select one or more from a list of suggested actors involved in appointing 
them. More than three-quarters of the CAE respondents (77%) selected, among others, top manage-
ment actors involved in their appointments, mainly the CEO/president/head of the government agency, 
followed by the board/supervisory committee (see exhibit 9.4).

Exhibit 9.4: Main Actors Involved in Appointing the CAE

CEO/president/head of government agency 63%

Audit committee/committee chairman 25%

Board/supervisory committee 21%

Chairman of the board/supervisory committee 13%

Chief financial officer (CFO)/vice president of finance 10%

Chief operating officer (COO) 5%

Other 18%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 17a: Who is 
involved in appointing the chief audit executive (CAE) or equivalent?
Note: There were multiple responses allowed to this question, so total percentage may exceed 100%.

Audit Committee or Equivalent Established: 53%

At Level 4, the organization should establish an independent oversight body that provides oversight 
and functional direction to the internal audit activity, including an audit committee or equivalent. About 
half of the public sector CAE respondents (53%) indicated that their organizations had established an audit 
committee or equivalent. Further analysis by region identifies significant differences (see exhibit 9.5).

Exhibit 9.5: Establishment of an Audit Committee or Equivalent

Africa 69%

Asia-Pacific 71%

Europe-Central Asia 10%

Latin America and Caribbean 53%

Middle East 50%

United States and Canada 81%

Western Europe 41%

Overall Public Sector 53%

Source: The Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, question 19: Is there an 
audit committee or equivalent in your organization?
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The following measures demonstrate the essential practices related to the audit committee or 
equivalent. These questions are likely only applicable to public sector CAEs with audit committees. 
However, to ensure consistency with the other measures reported in the study, these figures represent 
all CAE respondents in the public sector, whether or not they have an audit committee or equivalent. 
Further analysis by region is not carried out with these measures, because the main differences are likely 
based on the establishment (or not) of an audit committee or equivalent.

Audit Committee Charter Established: 43%

The oversight body is seen as exemplary, and sets and adheres to its own charter. Among the CAE 
respondents who indicated they had an audit committee or equivalent, about 82% of the audit commit-
tees had their own charters. This represents 43% of all CAE respondents in the public sector, whether 
or not they had an audit committee or equivalent in their organizations (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal 
Audit Survey, question 16).

Informal Meetings with Audit Committee: 24%

The internal audit activity communicates, interacts, and reports to the independent oversight body. 
Among the CAE respondents who indicated they had an audit committee or equivalent, about 46% of 
them met or talked with their audit committee/chairman or equivalent in private executive sessions 
during regularly scheduled meetings and also outside of regularly scheduled meetings (The IIA’s 2010 
Global Internal Audit Survey, questions 20c and 20d). This represents 24% of all CAE respondents in 
the public sector, whether or not they had an audit committee or equivalent in their organizations.

Invitations to Audit Committee Meetings: 48%

Of the CAE respondents who indicated they had an audit committee or equivalent, most of them 
(91%) were invited to audit committee meetings, which represents 48% of all CAE respondents in the 
public sector whether or not they had an audit committee or equivalent in their organizations (The IIA’s 
2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 20b).

Audit Committee Involved in the Appointment of the CAE: 25%

The oversight body has a role with respect to the appointment and removal of the CAE. Among the 
CAE respondents who indicated they had an audit committee or equivalent, about 48% of them indi-
cated that their audit committees or equivalent were involved in appointing the CAE, which represents 
a quarter of all CAE respondents in the public sector, whether or not they had an audit committee or 
equivalent in their organizations (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 17a).

Training for Audit Committee Members: 29%

Among the CAE respondents who indicated they had an audit committee or equivalent, about 
55% of them indicated that their internal audit activities had provided training to their audit committee 
members, which represents about a third of all CAE respondents (29%) in the public sector, whether or 
not they had an audit committee or equivalent in their organizations (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal 
Audit Survey, question 48).
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Value-Added Access to the Audit Committee, If Created: 58%

In responding to a question related to value-added access to the audit committee or equivalent, 
more than half of all CAE respondents in the public sector (58%) agreed or strongly agreed that one way 
their internal audit activity added value to the governance process was through direct access to the audit 
committee or equivalent (The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, question 25b). This includes all 
CAE respondents, whether or not they had an audit committee or equivalent in their organizations.

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES: OVERALL ELEMENT AVERAGE

When all governance structures measures are taken into account in this section, the CAE respon-
dents in the public sector performed on average 61% of them. The survey responses showed that the 
United States and Canada region had the highest average (73%) and Europe-Central Asia had the lowest 
average (45%) (see exhibit 9.6).

Exhibit 9.6: Governance Structures Overall Element Average

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States and 

Canada

Western 
Europe 

Public 
Sector 
Overall 
Average

68% 69% 45% 59% 62% 73% 54% 61%

GOVERNANCE STRUCTURES: OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT

While opportunities for improvements are still available, most internal audit activities had 
performed many of the essential practices at Levels 2 and 3. However, significant efforts have to be made 
to achieve Level 4.

At Level 2, 94% of respondents indicated that internal auditors were involved in reporting find-
ings to senior management after the release of audit reports, and 76% agreed or strongly agreed that 
their internal audit activities had sufficient status in the organization to be effective. However, at Level 
2, while 88% of internal audit activities had established an internal audit charter, only 59% had estab-
lished a mission statement. CAE respondents from the Middle East and Latin America and Caribbean 
indicated that they had established the internal audit charter the least (70% and 72%, respectively). By 
contrast, CAE respondents from Western Europe indicated that they had established the internal audit 
mission statement the least (38%). More efforts could be made to establish these documents, as both are 
important and complementary in formally defining and communicating the roles and authority of the 
internal audit activity.

At Level 3, more than 90% of respondents indicated that their internal audit activities were seen as 
independent, objective assurance and consulting activities.

At Level 4, to assure the independence of the internal audit activity, 81% of respondents indicated 
that they had a direct administrative reporting relationship to the CEO or equivalent, and 77% indicated 
that top-level management was involved in appointing the CAE. However, at Level 4, more effort could 
be focused on establishing audit committees or their equivalent (especially for Europe-Central Asia, 
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Western Europe, Middle East, and Latin America and Caribbean) and identifying audit committee roles 
and responsibilities, such as appointing and communicating with the CAE.

For those respondents who had established an audit committee or equivalent, especially the United 
States and Canada (81%), Asia-Pacific (71%), and Africa (69%), efforts could be directed toward more 
informal meetings with the audit committee, audit committee involvement in the appointment of the 
CAE, and providing training to audit committee members.

The less than optimal establishment of audit committees or the equivalent in public sector organi-
zations could be related to the applicability of such private sector principles, as an audit committee, to the 
public sector in view of the more complex (multi-layered) structure of the public sector, the complexity of 
implementation strategies, and country-unique factors related to public governance and accountability. 
Consequently, the reporting lines of the internal audit activity are not always structured in a similar way 
in each public sector organization.

SECTION 10 THE IA-CM ELEMENTS AND CAPABILITY LEVELS: 
OVERALL CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

IA-CM ELEMENTS 

The study made an overall average for each of the six IA-CM elements, highlighting the strengths 
and areas for improvement of the internal audit capabilities in the public sector. The survey responses 
showed that internal audit activities in the public sector performed the essential practices best in the 
area of professional practices with an overall average of 70% (see exhibit 10.1). The essential practices 
implemented the least were related to organizational relationships and culture (51%), followed closely by 
performance management and accountability (52%) and people management (57%).
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Exhibit 10.1: IA-CM Elements: Overall Public Sector Averages and Comparison

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Organizational Relationships and Culture

Performance Management and Accountability

People Management

Governance Structures

Services and Role of Internal Auditing

Professional Practices

52%

51%

61%

57%

70%

62%

Note: These statistics are from the Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation. These 
measures cover the six elements for an effective public sector internal audit activity as described in the Internal Audit Capability Model 
(IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2009)

Furthermore, internal audit public sector activities in most regions had the highest level of perfor-
mance in the area of professional practices, except for Africa and Asia-Pacific (see exhibit 10.2).

Some of the other internal audit elements may be more difficult to implement than professional 
practices. They may be impacted more by external environmental and internal organizational factors, 
including organizational leadership. Implementation of essential practices in those other elements may 
be more challenging in the public sector, because public sector organizations are generally subjected to 
more institutional and political constraints than are business or private sector organizations.

It is important that internal audit activities assess each element at each capability level to identify 
those essential practices that need strengthening and whether it is feasible to do so in their organizations 
and environments.
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Furthermore, while the highest numbers of essential practices were performed in professional prac-
tices, this element also presents an opportunity for improvement by most internal audit activities to 
sustain Level 2 essential practices. Level 3 could be achieved by implementing a QAIP, undertaking an 
external quality assessment, and generally conforming with all of the Standards.

Exhibit 10.2: Regional Averages for the Six IA-CM Elements

The Six Internal Audit 
Capability Model 
(IA-CM) Elements 

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States 

and 
Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Average

Services and role of 
internal auditing

72% 71% 52% 63% 65% 56% 64% 62%

People management 60% 59% 55% 58% 60% 61% 53% 57%

Professional practices 69% 70% 69% 67% 75% 77% 66% 70%

Performance 
management and 
accountability

49% 54% 51% 52% 67% 56% 49% 52%

Organizational 
relationships and 
culture

51% 58% 46% 51% 52% 54% 51% 51%

Governance 
structures

68% 69% 45% 59% 62% 73% 54% 61%

Note: These statistics are from the Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation. These 
measures cover the six elements for an effective public sector internal audit activity as described in the Internal Audit Capability Model 
(IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2009).

IA-CM CAPABILITY LEVELS 

The study provides the overall capability performance level in the public sector by Level 1 (Initial), 
Level 2 (Infrastructure), Level 3 (Integrated), Level 4 (Managed), and Level 5 (Optimizing).

Most of the internal audit activities were found at Level 2 (Infrastructure) (62%), while the second 
largest group of internal audit activities was found at Level 1 (Initial) (34%). Those internal audit activ-
ities at Level 1 (Initial) have likely not developed an institutional capacity or infrastructure, and are 
therefore not sustainable. Less than 5% of all internal audit activities in the public sector were at higher 
capability levels (see exhibit 10.3).

Further analysis by regional level shows that most of the internal audit activities by region were also 
at Level 2 (Infrastructure), followed by Level 1 (Initial). Western Europe had about the same portion of 
internal audit activities at the Infrastructure and Initial levels. This provides an opportunity to improve 
Western Europe’s internal audit activities to ensure that they have higher capabilities and are more 
sustainable.

The survey responses also show that the United States and Canada had the highest number of 
internal audit activities at Level 2 (Integrated) or higher. Further, the United States and Canada had the 
lowest number of Level 1 (Initial) internal audit activities compared to other regions. This finding is not 
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surprising, given that internal auditing appeared first in the United States following the 1929 financial 
crisis and has spread across the globe since then through multinational companies (see exhibit 10.4).21 
See appendix E for a complete listing of the global averages for each of the measures that were used for 
the five levels.

Exhibit 10.3: Capability Levels of Public Sector Internal Audit Functions

Initial
34%

Infrastructure
62%

Managed
1% Optimizing

0.5%Integrated
3%

Source: These statistics are from The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010. The capability levels are defined in the Internal 
Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research 
Foundation, 2009). The statistics represent the percentage of public sector internal audit activities achieving the related capabil-
ity level. For information on the data methodology on these statistics, see appendix A.
Note: Total percentage slightly exceeds 100% because most public sector averages here are round numbers.
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Exhibit 10.4: Regional Averages for the Five Capability Levels

The Five Capability 
Levels in the 
Internal Audit 

Capability Model 
(IA-CM) for the 
Public Sector

Africa
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East

United 
States 

and 
Canada

Western 
Europe

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Average

Initial 
(Level 1)

30% 35% 38% 38% 30% 17% 44% 34%

Infrastructure  
(Level 2)

66% 56% 59% 59% 70% 75% 52% 62%

Integrated 
(Level 3)

3% 4% 3% 0% 0% 5% 4% 3%

Managed 
(Level 4)

0% 4% 0% 1% 0% 3% 0% 1%

Optimizing 
(Level 5)

2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0.5%

Note: These statistics are from the Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation. The capability 
levels are defined in the Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation, 2009). The statistics represent the percentage of public sector internal audit activities achieving the related capability 
level. For information on the data methodology on these statistics, see appendix A. Some totals do not equal 100% due to rounding.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT PER CAPABILITY LEVEL

Based on the study findings, the following essential practices should be considered as priorities for 
improvement at each level.

Level 2

For Level 2, public sector respondents may want to focus on the following essential practices in 
order of priority:

 ■ Engagement supervision implemented

 ■ Internal audit mission statement established

Less than 5% of all public sector internal audit activities achieved capability levels higher than Level 
2 (Infrastructure), regardless of the region.

Level 3

For Level 3, public sector respondents may want to focus on the following essential practices in 
order of priority:

 ■ Teambuilding within and across the organization

 ■ Providing cost information
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 ■ Sufficient capacity or reduces areas of audit coverage (or other methods) when 
there is not sufficient capacity

 ■ Special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals

 ■ Quality assurance and improvement program currently in place

 ■ External assessments in conformance with Standard 1312

 ■ Conformance with all of the Standards

Level 4

For Level 4, public sector respondents may want to focus on the following essential practices in 
order of priority:

 ■ Borrowing staff from other departments to compensate for missing skills

 ■ Provision and the preparation of an overall internal control report for use by the 
audit committee or senior management

 ■ Internal audit strategy established

 ■ Uses qualitative and quantitative performance measures

Conclusions

The study findings reaffirmed the applicability, relevance, and usefulness of the Internal Audit 
Capability Model for benchmarking essential practices and improving capabilities of internal audit 
activities in the public sector. 

In terms of global capability level performance, the internal audit activities of most public sector 
respondents were at Level 2 (Infrastructure), while about a third remained at Level 1 (Initial). Less than 
five percent of all public sector internal audit activities achieved higher capability levels, even though 
more than two-thirds of the internal audit activities in the public sector had existed for seven years or 
more. Level 3 (Integrated) is the level most internal activities would expect to achieve to ensure the 
effectiveness of internal audit in meeting professional standards and the organization’s governance 
needs. However, there may be factors within the internal audit activity itself or in the environment or 
organization that impact on achieving this level.

The survey responses also show that the United States and Canada region appears to have had the 
most advanced internal audit activities. Among its strengths, the United States and Canada performed 
the best in terms of providing training for its internal auditors, the number of professional certifications 
for its CAEs, general conformance with all of the Standards, and the establishment of an audit committee 
or equivalent and resulting practices.

Internal audit activities at lower capability levels are not sustainable and will not evolve to higher 
levels unless more essential practices at lower levels are fully embedded within the activity. Internal 
audit professionals and stakeholders can benchmark their internal audit activities against the essential 
practices highlighted in this study and take the necessary steps to improve internal audit performance. 
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APPENDIX A  DATA INTERPRETATION NOTES

This appendix describes the factors that should be considered when drawing conclusions from the data 
presented in this study.

Only CAE Responses Were Used

The study analyzes only the CAE responses to The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey. This likely 
induces a biased effect risk on the Internal Audit Capability Model Level Performance to higher capa-
bility levels, because the presence of a CAE often implies that the internal audit activity itself may be more 
advanced or mature than an internal audit activity that is not yet managed by a head of internal audit.

Second, it is important to note that when only CAE responses are used, the regional comparisons 
can be very sensitive to variations in regions with a small number of CAEs; in particular, the Middle East 
(see exhibit 2.4). However, that region was kept in the cross-comparison to ensure consistency with the 
seven regions used in other 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey reports.

Nonresponses

In terms of data analysis, the nonresponses were considered as valid answers for most questions. 
In other words, the nonresponses were interpreted as absences of the related essential practice or key 
element. The inclusion of nonresponses as valid answers has a minor effect on the statistical results, 
because most of the 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey questions selected in the study framework have 
a very low nonresponse rate.
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The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey Scope

The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey questionnaire does not cover the entire Internal Audit 
Capability Model framework, especially with respect to the following essential practices. Exhibit A.1 
presents the 41 key process areas (KPAs) of the Internal Audit Capability Model through the five capa-
bility levels. Highlights in gray are the KPAs that are not covered by The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal 
Audit Survey questionnaire.

Exhibit A.1: The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey Coverage 
with the Internal Audit Capability Model Matrix

Services and Role of Internal Auditing

Level 5 Internal Audit Recognized as Key Agent of Change

Level 4 Overall Assurance on Governance, Risk Management, and Control

Level 3 Advisory Services

Level 3 Performance/Value-for-Money Audits

Level 2 Compliance Auditing

People Management

Level 5 Leadership Involvement with Professional Bodies

Level 5 Workforce Projection

Level 4 Internal Audit Contributes to Management Development

Level 4 Internal Audit Activity Supports Professional Bodies

Level 4 Workforce Planning

Level 3 Team Building and Competency

Level 3 Professionally Qualified Staff

Level 3 Workforce Coordination

Level 2 Individual Professional Development

Level 2 Skilled People Identified and Recruited

Professional Practices

Level 5 Continuous Improvement in Professional Practices

Level 5 Strategic Internal Audit Planning

Level 4 Audit Strategy Leverages Organization’s Management of Risk

Level 3 Quality Management Framework

Level 3 Risk-Based Audit Plans

Level 2 Professional Practices and Processes Framework

Level 2 Audit Plan Based on Management/Stakeholder Priorities
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Exhibit A.1: The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey Coverage with 
the Internal Audit Capability Model Matrix (continued)

Performance Management and Accountability

Level 5 Public Reporting of Internal Audit Effectiveness

Level 4 Integration of Qualitative and Quantitative Performance Measures

Level 3 Performance Measures

Level 3 Cost Information

Level 3 Internal Audit Management Reports

Level 2 Internal Audit Operating Budget

Level 2 Internal Audit Business Plan

Organizational Relationships and Culture

Level 5 Effective and Ongoing Relationship

Level 4 CAE Advises and Influences Top-Level Management

Level 3 Coordination with Other Review Groups

Level 3 Integral Component of Management Team

Level 2 Managing within the Internal Audit Activity

Governance Structures

Level 5 Independence, Power, and Authority of the Internal Audit Activity

Level 4 Independent Oversight of the Internal Audit activity

Level 4 CAE Reports to Top-Level Authority

Level 3 Management Oversight of the Internal Audit Activity

Level 3 Funding Mechanisms

Level 2 Full Access to the Organization’s Information, Assets, and People

Level 2 Reporting Relationships Established

Note: Gray shading indicates an area that was not measured in the 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey, a part of The IIA’s 
Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK) program.

The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey questionnaire provided sufficient coverage for most of 
the Internal Audit Capability Model measures, except for:

 ■ Performance Management and Accountability

 ■ Governance Structures

 ■ Level 5 (Optimizing) KPAs 
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With respect to Level 5, it is not as important to get an exhaustive view of the performance of the 
internal audit activities, because Level 5 is seen by the Internal Audit Capability Model as more inspira-
tional and aspirational.

In terms of KPAs, The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey did not include questions regarding:

 ■ Full access to the organization’s information, assets, and people

 ■ Funding mechanisms

 ■ Management oversight of the internal audit activity

 ■ Managing within the internal audit activity

 ■ Internal audit activity supports professional bodies

Perhaps these were not included because explicit standards do not exist for some of these 
specific areas.

Calculation of the Capability Performance Levels

The overall capability performance levels were calculated by averaging the performance of all The 
IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey measures for each level (including all six IA-CM elements for 
each capability level). For the purposes of this study, a respondent (or an internal audit activity) has 
achieved the related overall capability performance level if the respondent has checked at least 80% of 
the six elements measures for each capability level at lower and related levels.

It should be noted that to achieve a capability level in the Internal Audit Capability Model, 100% 
of the key process areas (KPAs) at a given level must be achieved. The study chose a more relaxed rate of 
80% performance level for the following reasons:

1. The measures identified in this study do not represent all of the KPAs included in 
the Internal Audit Capability Model.

2. The survey questions suggest responses/contextual elements that might not be 
applicable/relevant for all respondents.

3. All of the survey responses rely on the perceptions of the respondents, which is not 
measurable within the context of the survey.

The Limitations of Self-Assessment

The central purpose of this study is to compare The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey 
responses against essential practices identified in the Internal Audit Capability Model whenever possible, 
not an exhaustive assessment of the performance of the respondents’ internal audit activities.

Also, the Internal Audit Capability Model is a qualitative assessment based on professional judg-
ment and supported by a review of documents, along with interviews with internal audit professionals, 
stakeholders, and communities of interest to verify implementation and sustainability of KPAs as well as 
to assess the level of capability in each element. By contrast, The IIA’s 2010 Global Internal Audit Survey 
questions are answered by CAEs and others based on professional opinion but without independent 
substantiation.
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APPENDIX B  COUNTRIES IN THE SEVEN 
GEOGRAPHICAL REGIONS

Note: These seven regions were developed as part of the 2010 projects for the Global Internal Audit 
Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK). The groupings were carefully defined to bring together political 
states with similar economic histories and current economic conditions because these factors would 
impact the nature of internal audit activities in those states.

1. The Africa region includes:

Algeria
Angola
Benin
Botswana
Burkina Faso
Burundi
Cameroon
Cape Verde
Central African Republic
Chad
Comoros
Congo
Congo, Dem. Rep. of
Djibouti
Equatorial Guinea
Eritrea
Ethiopia
Gabon
Gambia
Ghana
Guinea
Guinea-Bissau
Ivory Coast
Kenya
Lesotho
Liberia
Madagascar
Malawi
Mali
Mauritania
Mauritius
Morocco
Mozambique

Namibia
Niger
Nigeria
Rwanda
São Tomé and Príncipe
Senegal
Seychelles
Sierra Leone
Somalia
South Africa
Sudan
Swaziland
Tanzania
Togo
Tunisia
Uganda
Zambia
Zimbabwe

2. The Asia-Pacific region includes:

Afghanistan
Australia
Bangladesh
Bhutan
Brunei
Burma (Myanmar)
Cambodia
China
Chinese Taiwan
East Timor
Fiji
Hong Kong, China
India
Indonesia

Japan
Kiribati
Korea, North
Korea, South
Laos
Malaysia
Maldives
Marshall Islands
Micronesia
Mongolia
Nauru
Nepal
New Zealand
Pakistan
Palau
Papua New Guinea
Philippines
Samoa
Singapore
Solomon Islands
Sri Lanka
Thailand
Tonga
Tuvalu
Vanuatu
Vietnam

3.  The Europe and Central Asia 
region includes:

Albania
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Belarus
Bosnia and Herzegovina
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Bulgaria
Croatia
Czech Republic
Estonia
Georgia
Hungary
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Latvia
Lithuania
Macedonia
Moldova
Montenegro
Poland
Romania
Russia
Serbia
Slovakia
Slovenia
Tajikistan
Turkey
Turkmenistan
Ukraine
Uzbekistan

4.  The Latin America and the 
Caribbean region includes:

Antigua and Barbuda
Argentina
Aruba
Bahamas
Barbados
Belize
Bermuda
Bolivia
Brazil
Chile
Colombia

Costa Rica
Curacao
Cuba
Dominica
Dominican Republic
Ecuador
El Salvador
Grenada
Guatemala
Guyana
Haiti
Honduras
Jamaica
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama
Paraguay
Peru
Puerto Rico
St. Kitts and Nevis
St. Lucia
St. Vincent and the Grenadines
Suriname
Trinidad and Tobago
Turks & Caicos
Uruguay
Venezuela

5. The Middle East region includes:

Bahrain
Egypt
Iran
Iraq
Israel
Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Libya

Oman
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
Syria
United Arab Emirates
Yemen

6.  The United States and Canada 
region includes:

United States
Canada

7.  The Western Europe region 
includes:

Andorra
Austria
Belgium
Cyprus
Denmark
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Iceland
Ireland
Italy
Liechtenstein
Luxembourg
Malta
Monaco
Netherlands
Norway
Portugal
San Marino
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
United Kingdom
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APPENDIX D  AVERAGES FOR THE SIX IA-CM ELEMENTS 

Exhibit D.1: Regional Averages for the Six IA-CM Elements

The Six Internal 
Audit Capability 
Model (IA-CM) 

Elements for the 
Public Sector

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States 

and 
Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Average

Services and 
role of internal 
auditing

72% 71% 52% 63% 65% 56% 64% 62%

People 
management

60% 59% 55% 58% 60% 61% 53% 57%

Professional 
practices

69% 70% 69% 67% 75% 77% 66% 70%

Performance 
management 
and 
accountability

49% 54% 51% 52% 67% 56% 49% 52%

Organizational 
relationships 
and culture

51% 58% 46% 51% 52% 54% 51% 51%

Governance 
structures

68% 69% 45% 59% 62% 73% 54% 61%

Source: These statistics are from the Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, a part of The IIA’s Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK) project. 
Responses were filtered to include only public sector CAEs (n=645). The statistics represent the overall average of public sector CAE respons-
es who affirmed that the measures (i.e., a KPA) described in the survey questions were represented in their organizations for each of the six 
elements for a public sector internal audit activity as described in the Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte 
Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2009).
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Exhibit D.2: Regional Responses to Survey Questions 
 Used for the Six IA-CM Elements
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IA-CM Element #1: Services and Role of Internal Auditing

Internal audit recognized as key agent of change 27% 35% 23% 24% 30% 18% 29% 25%

Internal audit activity prepares overall internal control report for use 
by audit committee or senior management 

59% 43% 6% 40% 30% 19% 28% 29%

Internal control report provided on a regular basis 58% 44% 5% 34% 30% 21% 28% 28%

Audit engagements of overall assurance on governance, risk 
management, and control

81% 82% 60% 66% 60% 60% 74% 69%

Advisory services 72% 75% 69% 81% 100% 59% 73% 70%

Opinion of the audit subject area in internal audit engagement 
reports

84% 90% 80% 84% 90% 75% 90% 84%

Performance/value-for-money audits 100% 97% 92% 91% 90% 99% 96% 96%

Compliance audit engagements 97% 99% 83% 85% 90% 99% 92% 92%

IA-CM Element #2: People Management

Borrowing staff from other departments to compensate for missing 
skills

3% 6% 4% 6% 10% 6% 5% 5%

Educates organization personnel about internal control, corporate 
governance, and compliance issues

67% 82% 62% 75% 60% 76% 55% 67%

Team building within and across the organization 5% 6% 7% 7% 0% 4% 3% 5%

CAE individual performance evaluations 95% 94% 98% 94% 100% 97% 94% 96%

Special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals 56% 43% 41% 56% 50% 35% 32% 41%

CAE professional certification(s) in internal audit 73% 76% 70% 47% 80% 91% 59% 71%

Sufficient capacity or reduce areas of audit coverage (or use other 
methods) when there is not sufficient capacity

45% 24% 27% 40% 40% 33% 28% 32%

IIA membership 92% 91% 81% 87% 90% 97% 96% 92%

At least 40 hours of formal training per year 77% 85% 77% 88% 90% 97% 79% 84%

Objective staff 83% 79% 82% 84% 80% 72% 77% 78%
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Exhibit D.2: Regional Responses to Survey Questions 
 Used for the Six IA-CM Elements
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IA-CM Element #3: Professional Practices

Internal audit strategy established 58% 68% 50% 66% 80% 45% 46% 52%

External assessments in conformance with Standard 1312 48% 54% 27% 44% 40% 59% 41% 46%

Quality Assurance and Improvement Program (QAIP) currently in place 28% 38% 41% 46% 50% 51% 34% 40%

Internal audit risk assessment used in audit engagements 67% 72% 78% 69% 70% 88% 74% 76%

Risk-based audit planning 89% 85% 88% 81% 90% 92% 90% 89%

Conformance with The IIA’s Code of Ethics 70% 79% 77% 74% 100% 89% 71% 77%

Conformance with all of the Standards 55% 49% 48% 34% 80% 70% 44% 52%

Quality Assurace and Improvement Program (QAIP) in place now or 
to be put in place within the next 12 months

67% 60% 71% 65% 60% 72% 56% 64%

Engagement supervision implemented 56% 54% 50% 50% 70% 67% 61% 58%

Internal audit operating manual/policy statement exists 78% 71% 69% 72% 80% 79% 67% 73%

Internal audit activity conforms with some or all of the Standards 88% 90% 88% 85% 80% 93% 84% 88%

Audit plan considers requests from management 69% 72% 83% 62% 70% 85% 69% 75%

Audit plan updated periodically 94% 96% 96% 94% 80% 93% 93% 94%

Audit plan created 100% 97% 100% 100% 100% 97% 97% 98%

IA-CM Element #4: Performance Management and Accountability

Uses qualitative and quantitative performance measures 36% 44% 42% 46% 70% 51% 32% 42%

Measures the input, process, and output of the internal audit activity 91% 90% 90% 85% 90% 91% 88% 89%

Provides cost information 20% 29% 20% 25% 40% 27% 27% 26%

IA-CM Element #5: Organizational Relationships and Culture

Plays an advisory role in strategy development 53% 47% 60% 60% 30% 40% 38% 47%

Strong leadership of the CAE is listed as one of the top five 
behavioral skills needed

44% 54% 27% 59% 60% 66% 53% 52%

Ability to promote the value of the internal audit activity within the 
organization is listed as one of the top five competencies needed

89% 88% 83% 82% 70% 93% 89% 88%

(continued)
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Exhibit D.2: Regional Responses to Survey Questions 
 Used for the Six IA-CM Elements
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Proactively examines important financial matters, risks, and internal controls 83% 90% 72% 88% 90% 75% 78% 79%

Internal audit plays an integral part of the governance process by 
providing reliable information to management

81% 87% 77% 84% 100% 78% 71% 78%

Relationship building is listed as one of the top five behavioral skills 
needed

8% 19% 8% 15% 40% 13% 12% 12%

Requests from, or consultation with, external auditors 31% 50% 19% 21% 50% 32% 34% 32%

Provides external audit assistance 50% 53% 23% 34% 30% 42% 46% 41%

Works well with all levels of management 20% 32% 40% 16% 0% 43% 39% 35%

IA-CM Element #6: Governance Structures

Training for audit committee members 36% 41% 9% 31% 20% 45% 19% 29%

Audit committee involved in the appointment of the CAE 41% 47% 6% 15% 30% 40% 15% 25%

Value-added access to the audit committee, if created 75% 63% 31% 60% 90% 76% 48% 58%

Invitations to audit committee meetings 66% 66% 6% 49% 50% 77% 36% 48%

Informal meetings with audit committee 44% 37% 4% 28% 20% 33% 17% 24%

Audit committee charter established 61% 75% 8% 32% 50% 65% 31% 43%

Audit committee or equivalent established 69% 71% 10% 53% 50% 81% 41% 53%

Direct administrative reporting relationship to CEO or governing body 92% 82% 81% 82% 80% 79% 79% 81%

Top-level management involved in the appointment of the CAE 77% 75% 76% 71% 80% 80% 79% 77%

Internal audit activity is independent, objective assurance and consulting 81% 88% 86% 94% 80% 93% 96% 91%

Internal audit team involved in the formal reporting of results 94% 91% 96% 91% 80% 96% 93% 94%

Internal audit charter established 88% 93% 95% 72% 70% 95% 85% 88%

Internal audit mission statement established 64% 59% 49% 69% 70% 84% 38% 59%

Sufficient status in the organization to be effective 72% 79% 70% 85% 100% 76% 77% 76%

Source: These statistics are from the Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, a part of The IIA’s Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK) project. 
Responses were filtered to include only public sector CAEs (n=645). The statistics represent the percentage of public sector CAE 
respondents who affirmed that the activity or condition (i.e., a KPA) described in the survey question was represented in their organiza-
tions. These measures cover the six key elements for an effective public sector internal audit activity as described in the Internal Audit 
Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2009).

(continued)
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APPENDIX E  AVERAGES FOR THE FIVE CAPABILITY LEVELS

Exhibit E.1: Regional Averages for the Five Capability Levels

The Five Capability 
Levels in the Internal 

Audit Capability 
Model (IA-CM)

Africa 
Asia-

Pacific

Europe-
Central 

Asia 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean

Middle 
East 

United 
States 

and 
Canada

Western 
Europe 

Overall 
Public 
Sector 

Average

Initial (Level 1) 30% 35% 38% 38% 30% 17% 44% 34%

Infrastructure (Level 2) 66% 56% 59% 59% 70% 75% 52% 62%

Integrated (Level 3) 3% 4% 3% 0% 0% 5% 4% 3%

Managed (Level 4) 0% 4% 0% 1% 0% 3% 0% 1%

Optimizing (Level 5) 2% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0% 0.5%

Source: These statistics are from the Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, a part of The IIA’s Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK) project. 
Responses were filtered to include only public sector CAEs (n=645). The capability levels are defined in the Internal Audit Capability Model 
(IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2009). The statistics represent 
the percentage of public sector CAE respondents who affirmed that the activity or condition described in the survey question was represented 
in their organizations. For the purposes of this study, all of the essential practice measures in each level should equal at least 80% for a level 
to be achieved. Some totals do not equal 100% due to rounding.

Exhibit E.2: Regional Responses to Survey Questions Used for the Five Capability Levels

Survey Questions Related to the Capability Levels of the IA-CM for the Public Sector
Overall Public 

Sector

Infrastructure (Level 2)

1. Compliance audit engagements 92%

2. Objective staff 78%

3. At least 40 hours of formal training per year 84%

4. IIA membership 92%

5. Audit plan created 98%

6. Audit plan updated periodically 94%

7. Audit plan considers requests from management 75%

8. Internal audit activity conforms to some or all of the Standards 88%

9. Internal audit operating manual/policy statement exists 73%

10. Engagement supervision implemented 58%
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Exhibit E.2: Regional Responses to Survey Questions Used 
for the Five Capability Levels (continued)

11. QAIP in place now or to be put in place within the next 12 months 64%

12. Sufficient status in the organization to be effective 76%

13. Internal audit mission statement established 59%

14. Internal audit charter established 88%

15. Internal audit team involved in the formal reporting of results 94%

Integrated (Level 3)

16. Performance/value-for-money audits 96%

17. Opinion of the audit subject area in internal audit engagement reports 84%

18. Advisory services 70%

19. Sufficient capacity or reduces areas of audit coverage (or other methods) when there 
is not sufficient capacity

32%

20. CAE professional certification(s) in internal audit 71%

21. Special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals 41%

22. CAE individual performance evaluations 96%

23. Team building within and across the organization 5%

24. Conformance with The IIA’s Code of Ethics 77%

25. Conformance with all of the Standards 52%

26. Risk-based audit planning 89%

27. Internal audit risk assessment used in audit engagements 76%

28. QAIP currently in place 40%

29. External assessments in conformance with Standard 1312 46%

30. Provides cost information 26%

31. Measures the input, process, and output of the internal audit activity 89%

32. Works well with all levels of management 35%

33. Provides external audit assistance 41%

34. Requests from, or consultation with, external auditors 32%

35. Relationship building is listed as one of the top five behavioral skills needed 12%

36. Internal audit activity is Independent, objective assurance and consulting 91%
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Exhibit E.2: Regional Responses to Survey Questions Used 
for the Five Capability Levels (continued)

Managed (Level 4)

37. Audit engagements of overall assurance on governance, risk management, and control 69%

38. Internal audit activity prepares overall internal control report for use by audit commit-
tee or senior management

29%

39. Internal control report provided on a regular basis 28%

40. Educates organization personnel about internal controls, corporate governance, and 
compliance issues

67%

41. Borrowing staff from other departments to compensate for missing skills 5%

42. Internal audit strategy established 52%

43. Uses quantitative and qualitative performance measures 42%

44. Proactively examines important financial matters, risks, and internal controls 79%

45. Internal audit plays an integral part of the governance process by providing reliable 
information to management

78%

46. Ability to promote the value of the internal audit activity within the organization is listed 
as one of the top five competencies needed

88%

47. Strong leadership of the CAE is listed as one of the top five behavioral skills needed 52%

48. Plays an advisory role in strategy development 47%

49. Top-level management involved in the appointment of the CAE 77%

50. Direct administrative reporting relationship to CEO or governing body 81%

51. Audit committee or equivalent established 53%

52. Audit committee charter or equivalent established 43%

53. Informal meetings with audit committee 24%

54. Invitations to audit committee meetings 48%

55. QAIP currently in place 40%

56. Value-added access to the audit committee, if created 58%

57. Audit committee involved in the appointment of the CAE 25%

58. Training to audit committee members 29%

Optimized (Level 5)

59. Internal audit recognized as key agent of change 25%

Source: These statistics are from the Global Internal Audit Survey, 2010, a part of The IIA’s Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK) project. 
Responses were filtered to include only public sector CAEs (n=645). The capability levels are defined in the Internal Audit Capability Model 
(IA-CM) for the Public Sector (Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2009). The statistics represent 
the percentage of public sector CAE respondents who affirmed that the activity or condition described in the survey question (KPA or essential 
practice) was represented in their organizations, per capability level. 
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APPENDIX F  THE IIA’S 2010 GLOBAL INTERNAL AUDIT SURVEY

Note: This survey is a component of the Global Internal Audit Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK), 
administered by The IIA Research Foundation.

Personal/Background Information

1a.  How long have you been a member of The IIA?

1b.  Please select your local IIA.

1c.  Please select the location in which you primarily practice professionally.

2a.  Your age.

2b.  Your gender.

3.  Your highest level of formal education (not certification) completed.

4.  Your academic major(s).

5a.  Do you work for a professional firm that provides internal audit services?

5b.  Your position in the organization.

6.  Your professional certification(s) (please mark all that apply).

7.  Specify your professional experience (please mark all that apply).

8.  How many total years have you been the CAE or equivalent at your current organization and 
previous organizations you have worked for?

9.  Where do you administratively report (direct line) in your organization?

10.  Do you receive at least 40 hours of formal training per year? 

Your Organization

11.  The type of organization for which you currently work.

12.  The broad industry classification of the organization for which you work or provide internal 
audit services.
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13a.  Size of the entire organization for which you work as of December 31, 2009, or the end of the last 
fiscal year (total employees).

13b.  Total assets in U.S. dollars.

13c.  Total revenue or budget if government or not-for-profit in U.S. dollars.

14. Is your organization (local, regional, international)?

Internal Audit Activity

15.  How long has your organization’s internal audit activity been in place?

16.  Which of the following exist in your organization (e.g., corporate governance code; internal 
audit charter)?

17a.  Who is involved in appointing the chief audit executive (CAE) or equivalent?

17b.  Who is involved in appointing the internal audit service provider?

18.  Who contributes to the evaluation of your performance?

19.  Is there an audit committee or equivalent in your organization?

20a.  Number of formal audit committee meetings held in the last fiscal year.

20b.  Number of audit committee meetings you were invited to attend (entirely or in part) during the last 
fiscal year.

20c.  Do you meet or talk with the audit committee/chairman in addition to regularly scheduled meetings?

20d.  Do you meet with the audit committee/oversight committee/chairman in private executive sessions 
during regularly scheduled meetings?

21a.  Do you believe that you have appropriate access to the audit committee?

21b.  Do you prepare a written report on overall internal control for use by the audit committee or senior 
management? How often do you provide a report? 

21c.  Does your organization provide a report on internal control in its annual report?

21d.  Which of the following are included in the annual report item on internal control?

21e.  Who signs the report on internal controls?
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22.  How does your organization measure the performance of the internal audit activity?

23a.  How frequently do you update the audit plan?

23b.  How do you establish your audit plan?

24a.  What is your IT/ICT audit strategy?

24b.  What is the nature of your internal audit activity’s technology strategy?

25a.  What is the number of organizations to which you (as an individual) currently provide internal 
audit services?

25b.  Please indicate your agreement with the following statements as they relate to your current organi-
zation or organizations that you audit.

Staffing

26a.  Is your organization offering any special incentives to hire/retain internal audit professionals?

26b.  What sources does your organization use to recruit audit staff?

26c.  Does your organization use college interns/undergraduate placements?

26d.  What is your primary reason for employing college interns/undergraduate placements?

27.  What methods do you use to make up for staff vacancies?

28.  What methods is your organization employing to compensate for missing skill sets?

29.  What percentage of your internal audit activities is currently co-sourced/outsourced?

30a.  How do you anticipate that your budget for co-sourced/outsourced activities will change in the 
next five years?

30b.  How do you anticipate that your permanent staff levels will change in the next five years?

31.  What method of staff evaluation do you use?

Internal Audit Standards

32.  Does your organization use the Standards? If you are a service provider, do you use the Standards for 
internal audits of your clients?
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33.  If your internal audit activity follows any of the Standards, please indicate if the guidance provided 
by these standards is adequate for your internal audit activity and if you believe your organization 
complies with the Standards.

33a.  Do you believe that the guidance provided by the Standards is adequate for internal auditing?

34.  Your organization is in compliance.

35.  What are the reasons for not using the Standards in whole or in part?

36.  Does your internal audit activity have a quality assessment and improvement program in place in 
accordance with Standard 1300?

37a.  When was your internal audit activity last subject to a formal external quality assessment in accor-
dance with Standard 1312?

37b.  Why has such a review not been undertaken?

37c.  As a provider of internal audit services, are your internal audit processes subjected to external 
quality assessments as specified in Standard 1312?

38.  For your internal audit activity, which of the following is part of your internal audit quality assess-
ment and improvement program?

Audit Activities

39.  Please indicate whether your internal audit activity performs (or is anticipated to perform) the 
following:

40a.  Do you usually provide a form of opinion of the audit subject area in individual internal audit reports?

40b.  Do you usually provide an overall rating (such as satisfactory/unsatisfactory) of the audit subject 
area in individual internal audit reports?

40c.  Have you ever been subject to coercion (extreme pressure) to change a rating or assessment or to 
withdraw a finding in an internal audit report?

41.  After the release of an audit report in the organization, who has the primary responsibility for 
reporting findings to senior management? 

42.  After the release of an audit report with findings that need corrective action, who has the primary 
responsibility to monitor that corrective action has been taken?
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Tools, Skills, and Competencies

43a.  Indicate the extent the internal audit activity uses or plans to use the following audit tools or tech-
niques on a typical audit engagement.

43b.  What other tools and techniques are you currently using or planning to use (indicate if proprietary)?

44.  Please mark the five most important of the following behavioral skills for each professional staff 
level to perform their work.

44a.  Please indicate the importance of the following behavioral skills for you to perform your work at 
your position in the organization

45.  Please mark the five most important of the following technical skills for each level of professional 
staff to perform their work.

45a.  Please indicate the importance of the following technical skills for you to perform your work at your 
position in the organization.

46.  Please mark the five most important of the following competencies for each level of professional 
rank to perform their work. 

46a. Please indicate the importance of the following competencies for you to perform your work at your 
position in the organization. 

46b. How important are the following areas of knowledge for satisfactory performance of your job in 
your position in the organization?

46c.  Are there other areas of knowledge that you consider essential?

Emerging Issues

47.  Do you perceive likely changes in the following roles of the internal audit activity over the next 
five years?

48.  Please indicate if the following statements apply to your organization now, in the next five years, or 
will not apply in the foreseeable future.
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