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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Using input from more than 1,000 respondents in 46 countries, this report evaluates the current state 
of quality assurance and improvement programs (QAIPs) around the world and offers practical infor-
mation about leading practices. The project is based on a global survey conducted in 2012 by L’Institut 
Français des Auditeurs et Contrôleurs Internes (IIA–France), which also conducted interviews with 30 
chief audit executives (CAEs) and eight other stakeholders from multiple countries.

Key findings from the project include:

 ■ Approximately 60% of survey respondents indicate that they either have a QAIP in 
place or will implement one within 12 months. Of this group, 69% conducted an 
external assessment at least once (see chapters 1 and 5.)

 ■ Respondents indicate that their QAIPs added value to their organizations through: 

 • Increasing management’s understanding of risk (about 80%)

 • Providing better information for decision-making (70%)

 • Supporting implementation of the organization’s strategy (65%)

 • Identifying cost savings (61%)

 • Decreasing fraud acts (62%)

 • Promoting coordination with other assurance providers (57%) (see chapter 6)

 ■ Respondents indicate that their QAIPs add value to their internal audit activities in 
particular through:

 • Identifying critical areas and points for improvement (83%)

 • Documenting and evaluating the performance of critical processes (76%)

 • Enhancing internal auditors’ professionalism and specialized skills (75%) (see 
chapter 2).

 ■ The most commonly cited challenges to building and sustaining a QAIP were: 

 • Financial cost (54%) 

 • Lack of staff (51%)

 • Increased bureaucratization (44%) 

 • Increased paper workload (41%) (see chapter 3)
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 ■ Many internal audit activities reduce the cost and time for their QAIPs by 
integrating ongoing monitoring and periodic internal assessments into their normal 
audit operations (see chapter 4).

CAEs can use this report to identify key factors for successfully implementing QAIPs and commu-
nicate the benefits of QAIPs to audit committees and boards. The research results described in this report 
also provide useful suggestions for CAEs as they engage their stakeholders in discussions regarding the 
value added by internal audit. 
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INTRODUCTION

Given the pace of change involving a variety of environmental factors affecting organizations around the 
globe today, successful internal auditors supporting these organizations must focus on:

 ■ Meeting or exceeding their stakeholders’ expectations 

 ■ Delivering high-quality services resulting from disciplined processes performed by 
competent personnel

 ■ Helping their organizations seize opportunities in pursuit of strategic and 
operational objectives

The Institute of Internal Auditors (IIA) has promulgated authoritative guidance contained in its 
International Professional Practices Framework (IPPF), affirming that an internal audit activity must be 
“designed to add value and improve an organization’s operations.” To support proper design and effec-
tive functioning of internal audit operations, the IPPF’s mandatory guidance (as outlined in Standard 
1300: Quality Assurance and Improvement Program) requires a CAE to develop and maintain a QAIP 
involving all aspects of the internal audit activity. 

 According to survey results compiled within The IIA’s 2010 Common Body of Knowledge (CBOK) 
survey data, internal audit practitioners worldwide indicate that Standard 1300 has the lowest confor-
mance rating of any standard within the IPPF. Only 31% of the CBOK 2010 respondents stated that they 
had a QAIP in place.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The IIA Research Foundation (IIARF) sponsored this project to address the following questions:

 ■ What are the business reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in 
building a QAIP?

 ■ How does developing a QAIP add value to the daily operations of an internal 
audit activity?

 ■ What are the challenges confronting internal auditors around the world during 
establishment of a QAIP?  

 ■ What are the key characteristics of effective QAIPs? 

 ■ How does a successful QAIP enable an internal audit activity to achieve its mission 
of addressing stakeholder needs and adding value to the organization it supports? 
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Answering these questions should provide information that enables practitioners who do not have 
a QAIP in place to begin the process of building one. Hopefully, such efforts will lead to a higher rate of 
conformance with Standard 1300 over time.

QUALITY ASSURANCE AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

This report offers practical information for CAEs and their stakeholders on how to establish and 
maintain an effective QAIP. The research results should facilitate discussions between CAEs, senior 
management, and the board regarding decisions involving investments in a QAIP. For example, CAEs 
can use findings from this report to highlight how time and money spent on a QAIP will benefit their 
stakeholders. For those who have already implemented a QAIP, the report should confirm the value 
derived from their efforts.

OVERVIEW 

In chapter 1, we examine the demographics of the survey results to establish their credibility for 
analysis and interpretation by internal audit practitioners as they build and maintain successful QAIPs. 
We developed a comprehensive survey to understand current trends regarding QAIPs and distributed it 
to a broad cross-section of internal audit practitioners. We received more than 1,000 usable individual 
responses representing diverse regions and a variety of industries and organizational structures. The 
presentation of the survey results begins in this chapter.

Our focus in chapter 2 is to address the first two questions listed in the research objectives. We 
review the reasons to invest in a QAIP and discuss the value derived by internal audit activities from their 
successful implementation of a sustainable QAIP. We describe the research confirming that internal 
audit activities that have established a QAIP indicate they are achieving benefits that justify their level 
of effort in building their QAIP.

In chapter 3, we explore challenges confronting practitioners as they begin investing in a QAIP. In 
the research, we identify issues that are consistent with themes articulated within CBOK 2010. 

We review characteristics of successful internal quality assessments in chapter 4 and successful 
external quality assessments in chapter 5. We describe how integrating ongoing monitoring and periodic 
assessments within internal audit’s normal operations establishes a foundation for building a successful 
QAIP. We present research results from practitioners who have implemented a QAIP, confirming that an 
external quality assessment is an essential element of their quality program.

In chapter 6, we discuss the four areas that survey respondents affirmed their internal audit activi-
ties add value: 1) risk management, 2) execution of organizational strategy, 3) operational effectiveness, 
and 4) coordination with other assurance providers.

In chapter 7, we review communication of the results of a QAIP and highlight an opportunity 
for CAEs to report a return on investment related to an effective QAIP. We also explore options for 
expanded external communication of QAIP results. 

In addition to ensuring conformance with IPPF mandatory guidance, an effective QAIP assures 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the internal audit activity and identifies opportunities for improve-
ment. In a time of increased focus on internal audit’s value, the benefits resulting from a QAIP empower 
internal audit activities to add value to the organizations they support. We believe the research results 
described in this report provide useful suggestions for CAEs as they engage their stakeholders in discus-
sions regarding the value added by internal audit.
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The research demonstrates a clear alignment of value added from an effective QAIP with the 
most important reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in one. Based on this outcome, we 
conclude that internal audit activities that establish successful QAIPs are achieving benefits that justify their 
level of effort in building them.
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Chapter 1

A GLOBAL SURVEY REGARDING THE STATE OF QUALITY 
ASSURANCE AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

This chapter reviews the demographics of the survey results to establish their credibility for analysis and 
interpretation by internal audit practitioners as they build and maintain successful QAIPs. We devel-
oped a comprehensive survey to understand current trends regarding QAIPs and distributed it to a broad 
cross-section of internal audit practitioners. We received more than 1,000 usable individual responses 
representing 46 countries and a variety of industries and organizational structures. Appendix A contains 
the complete text of the survey.  

As follow-up to the survey, we conducted interviews with 20 CAEs from different regions, coun-
tries, and industries. Only three of these individuals had not implemented any portion of a QAIP. 
We conducted eight additional interviews that included audit committee members, external audi-
tors, and financial management. We include comments from the interviews in the following chapters 
where appropriate.

KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEY RESPONDENTS

 ■ More than 60% of respondents indicate they have a QAIP in place or will 
implement one within 12 months.

 ■ No single geographic area or industry dominated the survey responses.

 ■ Almost half the survey respondents came from internal audit activities that have 
been in place for 10 years or less. The same portion of respondents came from 
internal audit activities with five or fewer employees. 

 ■ Of the respondents, 80% indicate there is an audit committee or equivalent within 
their organizations.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

 ■ As a majority of survey respondents (most of whom are CAEs) have implemented 
or are in the process of implementing QAIPs, internal audit activities that have not 
started building their QAIP should look to survey results for ideas and suggestions 
on how to begin the process.

 ■ Survey results have broad application across regions, industries, and organizational 
structures given the diversity evident in the body of responses.

 ■ The survey is relevant for newly formed and/or smaller audit activities.
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 ■ Internal audit activities that have an audit committee or equivalent might assess 
how well they are leveraging it in establishing or maintaining their QAIP.

 ■ Internal audit activities that do not have an audit committee or equivalent might 
assess how governance is established within their organizations, and whether or 
not they are leveraging that governance structure in establishing and maintaining 
their QAIP.

EXISTING QAIPS 

The goal of one of the key research questions was to find out how many respondents have imple-
mented a QAIP.

Figure 1.1. Implementation of QAIPs 

15%

39%

46%

Yes

Within 12 months

No

Question 11b: Has your internal audit activity implemented a quality assurance and improvement program (QAIP), including 
ongoing or periodic internal assessments or external assessments? (Total valid responses: 1,008)

As illustrated in figure 1.1, approximately 61% of respondents indicated that they have a QAIP in 
place or will implement one within 12 months. Thus, the majority of the overall survey results are from 
internal audit activities that are actively developing and maintaining a QAIP. This attribute of the survey 
demographic establishes credibility for information provided in this report related to reasons to invest 
in QAIPs, characteristics of successful QAIPs, and value created for stakeholders resulting from QAIPs.
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Table 1.1. Comparison of CBOK 2010 Survey Responses with the 2012 QAIP Survey

CBOK 2010 IIARF 2012

No QAIP 28% 39%

Don’t know 6%

To be implemented 21% 15%

QAIP in place 31% 46%

Not in full compliance 14%

The CBOK 2010 survey question regarding internal audit quality was slightly more precise than 
our survey question 11b, as CBOK 2010 explicitly asked about conformance with Standard 1300. Table 
1.1 highlights that 45% of CBOK respondents stated they had a QAIP, with 31% indicating conformance 
with Standard 1300 and 14% reporting they were not in full compliance with the standard. Therefore, 
results of the two surveys (CBOK 2010 and our survey) are somewhat difficult to compare, but the 
results are similar. 

POSITION OF RESPONDENTS WITHIN INTERNAL AUDIT

In this survey, there was a high level of participation by internal audit leaders, which should enhance 
the reliability of the research results.

Table 1.2. Position in the Organization

Frequency

Chief audit executive (CAE) 56%

Audit director 28%

Internal auditor 14%

Other position 2%

Question 3a: What is your current position or level within internal audit? (Total valid responses: 1,006)

As demonstrated in table 1.2, an overwhelming majority of respondents hold senior leadership posi-
tions within internal audit (CAE or audit director). Establishing successful QAIPs is the responsibility 
of internal audit leaders who set the tone at the top. Hearing from this group regarding successes they 
achieved and challenges they faced in creating their QAIPs provides other internal audit practitioners 
with reliable, relevant, and useful information to consider as they begin constructing their own QAIPs.
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GEOGRAPHIC DIVERSITY

One of the survey goals was to seek out a broad cross-section of internal audit practitioners around 
the globe. Hearing from many different voices enhances the robustness of the research results.

Figure 1.2. Location of Practice
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Question 1: Please select the location in which you primarily practice professionally. (Total valid responses: 1,008)

As depicted in figure 1.2, regional diversity was well represented within survey respondents as 
combined responses from North America and Western Europe accounted for less than half the total.  As 
noted in this chart, no single geographic area dominated survey results, making them useful for interpre-
tation and application across all regions.

The regions are as follows:

Africa Angola, Burkina Faso, Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa, Swaziland, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Asia Pacific China, Faroe Islands, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Japan, Malaysia, New Zealand, Samoa

Europe Central Asia Cyprus, Latvia, Norway, Sweden

Latin America 
and Caribbean

Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Nicaragua, Panama, Puerto Rico

Middle East Morocco, Tunisia, United Arab Emirates

North America Canada, United States

Western Europe
Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, 
Netherlands, Switzerland, United Kingdom
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INDUSTRIES AND ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

We wanted to hear from practitioners working in various industry groups and organiza-
tional structures.

Figure 1.3. Industries
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Question 3: Please select the broad industry of the organization for which you work. (Total valid responses: 1,008)

Banking, financial institutions, and insurance made up the largest single component of respondents, 
as illustrated in figure 1.3. Apart from the category “Services,” which includes a variety of organizations, 
other key industry components had lesser but adequate representation within the survey results.

Figure 1.4. Organization Types
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Question 2: Please select the type of organization for which you currently work. (Total valid responses: 1,008)
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The range of responses received from the private sector (both privately held and publicly traded), 
public sector/government, and not-for-profit organizations noted in figure 1.4 establishes the applica-
bility of survey results across various organizational legal structures.

MATURITY OF INTERNAL AUDIT ACTIVITIES

Organizational change is constant in today’s environment. The objective was to receive responses 
from internal audit practitioners who work in internal audit activities that span a wide range of organi-
zational maturity.  

Figure 1.5. Age of Internal Audit Activity
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Question 9: How long has your organization’s internal audit activity been in place? (Total valid responses: 1,008)

Figure 1.5 demonstrates the dynamic nature of the practice of internal auditing, as nearly half the 
respondents work in internal audit activities that have been in place for less than 10 years. Establishing 
an effective QAIP is a key step in developing a new internal audit activity. Practitioners who work in 
relatively new internal audit activities should find survey results that are applicable to their efforts in 
developing their QAIPs.
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ORGANIZATIONAL SIZE

Although the size of an internal audit activity may inf luence the design of a QAIP, the IPPF requires 
all CAEs to establish and maintain a QAIP regardless of the size of their internal audit activities.

Figure 1.6. Organization Size
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Question 10: Please indicate the number of employees (full-time equivalent) in your internal audit activity. (Total valid responses: 
1,008)

Figure 1.6 demonstrates another interesting characteristic of the survey responses: nearly half came 
from internal audit activities with five or fewer employees. In April 2011, The IIA published the Practice 
Guide, Assisting Small Audit Activities in Implementing the International Standards for the Professional 
Practice of Internal Auditing (Standards). The guide acknowledges the challenges that CAEs and audit 
leadership in small internal audit activities confront in implementing the Standards and offers sugges-
tions for addressing those challenges. Practitioners who work in smaller internal audit activities should 
find these survey results applicable to their efforts in developing their QAIPs.
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Figure 1.7. Number of Employees
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Question 4: Please indicate the approximate number of employees in your organization. (Total valid responses: 1,008)

“Large” organizations did not dominate the survey results, as just over half the respondents work in 
organizations with 2,500 people or less.

GOVERNANCE AND THE LEGAL/REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT

Concluding our review of survey demographics are results from three questions that focus on 
governance as well as the legal and regulatory environment affecting survey participants.  

Table 1.3. Audit Committee and Regulatory Requirement

Survey Question Yes No

5 .  “Is there an audit committee or equivalent in your organization?” 80% 20%

6 .  “Is there any legal or regulatory requirement for an internal audit activity in your 
organization?”

70% 30%

7 .  “Is there any legal or regulatory requirement for external reporting on internal 
control?”

67% 33%

Questions 5, 6, and 7. (Total valid responses: at least 1,005)

As indicated in table 1.3, a substantial segment of survey respondents indicated the presence of 
an oversight body within their organizations. In addition, there are legal or regulatory requirements 
for establishing an internal audit activity and reporting externally on internal controls for a signifi-
cant portion of survey respondents. Successful QAIPs enable an internal audit activity to add value in 
supporting its organization’s governance processes and efforts in meeting legal and regulatory require-
ments. Internal audit practitioners should find reliable, relevant, and useful information within survey 
results to consider when they assess their own efforts to add value within the organizations they support.
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Chapter 2

REASONS FOR INVESTING IN QAIPS

Survey respondents cited the following primary reasons for investing in QAIPs:

 ■ To identify areas for improvement

 ■ To be in conformance with the mandatory guidance of the IPPF

 ■ To increase the credibility of the internal audit activity within the organization

 ■ To anticipate, meet, or exceed stakeholder expectations

 ■ To bring a systematic, disciplined approach to the internal audit activity

These results are supported by an audit committee chair, who offered the following as desirable 
outcomes for internal audit quality: 

 ■ Standardized internal audit processes across the group

 ■ Professionalism of the team in conformance with high standards

 ■ Close coordination and control (monitoring) by the corporate internal 
audit activity

 ■ Common risk-based approach in all of the legal entities of the group

ALIGNMENT OF VALUE ADDED WITH REASONS TO INVEST IN QAIPS

A key overall finding from the research is that internal audit activities with a QAIP in place (or plan-
ning to implement one within 12 months) confirmed that an effective QAIP adds value to their internal 
audit activity consistent with their primary reasons to invest in one. These results demonstrate a clear 
alignment of value added from an effective QAIP with the most important reasons why an internal audit 
activity should invest in one.

If an effective QAIP adds value to an internal audit activity consistent with the primary reasons 
to invest in one, a key follow-up question is how can an internal audit activity extend the benefit of that 
QAIP investment by adding value to the organization it supports? Chapter 6 examines this issue.

FOCUS ON CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT

Survey respondents indicate that the main driver for establishing a QAIP is to identify areas in need 
of improvement. This focus on continuous improvement was reinforced during the follow-up interviews 
as well.  
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Figure 2.1. Reasons for Investing in a QAIP
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Question 15: What are the three most important reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in a QAIP? (Total valid 
responses: 1,007)

The main reason for investing in a QAIP is to identify areas in need of improvement. This finding 
suggests that benchmarking (whether internal or external) should be a specific component of a QAIP. 

This focus on benchmarking is endorsed by comments we received during the follow-up interviews 
regarding the value of benchmarking:

 ■ The main driver (for QAIP) is to assess maturity in the marketplace against peer 
audit groups.

 ■ Things will not change if they don’t come from the outside (benchmarking) or 
are mandatory.  

 ■ To increase credibility (benchmarking should be a key element of any QAIP).

 ■ (Benchmarking will help to) avoid self-satisfaction, which will mean a decrease 
in quality.

 ■ (Benchmarking will help to) leverage the communication of the results of our self-
assessment to the board.

 ■ Benchmark, even if I benefit from my involvement in The IIA.

 ■ I don’t have an audit background, so the external assessment was the best way to 
benchmark my activity. 
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This last comment is interesting because as organizations adopt a rotational model to fill CAE posi-
tions, more CAEs will come from the business with little or no internal audit experience. Benchmarking 
via an external assessment could provide a foundation for the development of a new CAE.

IIA Practice Advisory 1312-1: External Assessments recommends that “to achieve optimum bene-
fits from an external assessment, the scope of work should include benchmarking, identification, and 
reporting of leading practices that could assist the internal audit activity in becoming more efficient 
and/or effective.” Benchmarking was the top choice in response to survey question 22 (see figure 5.3), 
“What are the three most important reasons for conducting an external quality assessment?” External 
assessments are discussed further in chapter 5.

As noted in the summary of results for survey question 15 in figure 2.1, achieving full conformance 
with The IIA’s Standards comes in at second position. Conformance with the mandatory guidance of 
the IPPF can be linked to two other key reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in a QAIP: 
to bring a systematic, disciplined internal audit approach and to increase the weight/credibility of the 
internal audit activity within the organization (see figure 2.1). The IPPF outlines a systematic, disci-
plined internal audit approach. Attaining and maintaining that approach empowers the internal audit 
activity to perform in a consistent, professional manner that enables it to achieve credibility within the 
organization it supports.

The fifth most selected reason (highlighted in figure 2.1), to anticipate, meet, or exceed stake-
holders’ expectations, is supported by comments we received during follow-up interviews, such as: 

 ■ (A QAIP will facilitate) increasing the weight/credibility of the internal audit 
activity for external organizations (e.g., regulators, prospective clients).

 ■ (A QAIP will facilitate) getting an external confirmation that can be presented to 
the audit committee.

 ■ (A QAIP will facilitate) securing the needs of the external auditor.

 ■ (A QAIP will facilitate) complying with regulatory requirements (e.g., Generally 
Accepted Government Auditing Standards [GAGAS]).

The survey respondents do not perceive a QAIP as contributing to the achievement of organization- 
level objectives. The three responses chosen less frequently by survey respondents were to be in greater 
support of the strategy, to increase the reputation of the organization, and to contribute to the effectiveness of 
the financial reporting process (see figure 2.1).
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Table 2.1. Reasons for Investing in a QAIP – Regional Responses

QAIP Drivers
Global

Response
Regions in Excess of 
the Global Response

Regions Less Than 
the Global Response

To identify areas in need of 
improvement

68%
North America (79%)

Western Europe (78%)
Europe Central Asia (75%)

Latin America (51%)

To be in full conformance with IIA 
Standards

57%
Africa (79%)

North America (66%)
Asia Pacific (40%)

To bring a systematic, disciplined 
internal audit approach

46%
Western Europe (52%)

Asia (52%)
Africa (36%)

Middle East (34%)

To increase the weight/credibility of 
the internal audit activity within the 
organization

46% Asia Pacific (56%) North America (40%)

To anticipate, meet, or exceed 
stakeholders’ expectations

42% Asia Pacific (50%) Middle East (34%)

To be in greater support of the 
strategy

11%
Middle East (21%)

Europe Central Asia (17%)

To increase the reputation of the 
organization

9%

To contribute to the effectiveness of 
the financial reporting process

7%
Asia (11%)

Latin America (12%)

Question 15: What are the three most important reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in a QAIP?

We hesitate to draw concrete conclusions from regional variations in response to survey question 
15 (as outlined in table 2.1), but some trends are worth noting. The Asia Pacific region appears to be 
focused on the customer-oriented benefits to be derived from a QAIP: increase the weight/credibility of 
internal audit within the organization and anticipate, meet, or exceed stakeholders’ expectations. North 
America reports higher values for identifying areas for improvement and achieving full conformance 
with the Standards. Western Europe seems to be more process-oriented: identifying areas for improve-
ment and achieving a systematic, disciplined internal audit approach. Caution is advised in forming 
specific conclusions from these trends. 
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ADDED VALUE FROM AN EFFECTIVE QAIP

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were also asked whether having an effective QAIP adds value 
to their audit activity. 

Table 2.2. Added Value

Survey Question
Disagree

(1–3)

Neutral

(4)

Agree

(5–7)

19a .  Better use of resources 22% 21% 57%

19b .  Attention paid to customers’/stakeholders’ perception and 
satisfaction

18% 17% 65%

19c . Enhanced internal auditors’ professionalism and specialized skills 11% 14% 75%

19d . A sense of accomplishment and satisfaction for internal auditors 16% 20% 64%

19e .  Systematic documentation and evaluation of the performance of 
critical processes

12% 15% 73%

19f . Identification of critical areas and points for improvement 9% 10% 81%

19g . Improving the organization’s reputation 22% 22% 56%

Question 19: Do you think that having an effective QAIP in place has added value to your internal audit activity through [various 
selections]? (Total valid responses: between 600 and 603)

Survey participants were asked to use a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) to 
indicate how an effective QAIP has added value to their internal audit activity in the following areas:

 ■ Better use of resources (19a)

 ■ Attention paid to customers’/stakeholders’ perception and satisfaction (19b)

 ■ Enhanced internal auditors’ professionalism and specialized skills (19c)

 ■ A sense of accomplishment and satisfaction for internal auditors (19d)

 ■ Systematic documentation and evaluation of the performance of critical processes 
(19e)

 ■ Identification of critical areas and points for improvement (19f)

 ■ Improving the organization’s reputation (19g)

As table 2.2 illustrates, the results of survey question 19 indicate that the top three contributors of 
value added to the internal audit activity resulting from an effective QAIP are identification of critical 
areas for improvement, enhanced internal auditors’ professionalism and specialized skills, and system-
atic documentation and evaluation of the performance of critical processes. These top value contributors 
directly align with the top responses from survey question 15 (see figure 2.1) regarding the most 
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important reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in a QAIP. As noted in table 2.1, these are 
to identify areas in need of improvement, to be in full conformance with IIA Standards, and to bring a 
systematic, disciplined internal audit approach.

Paying attention to customers’/stakeholders’ perception and satisfaction and achieving a sense of 
accomplishment and satisfaction for internal auditors were in the second tier of value added resulting 
from a QAIP, as noted in the results of survey question 19 (see table 2.2). These second-tier value contrib-
utors directly align with the second tier of responses from survey question 15 (see figure 2.1) regarding 
the reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in a QAIP. As noted in table 2.1, these are to 
increase the weight/credibility of the internal audit activity within the organization and to anticipate, 
meet, or exceed stakeholders’ expectations.

These survey results demonstrate a clear alignment of value added from an effective QAIP with the 
most important reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in one. Based on this outcome, we 
conclude that internal audit activities that establish successful QAIPs are achieving benefits that justify 
their level of effort in building their QAIPs.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

Internal audit activities that have not yet established a QAIP should consider the value added from 
an effective QAIP, as outlined in the survey results. These benefits form the basis for a decision to initiate 
investment in a QAIP and provide offsets to perceived costs associated with establishing one.

QAIPs should be clearly designed to identify areas for improvement. Based on a strategic analysis of 
the internal audit activity and an understanding of professional requirements, the CAE should develop a 
vision of key improvement areas. In establishing convincing and relevant areas for improvement, CAEs 
should seek input from a qualified team of external assessors.

CAEs should promote their QAIP as a source of value added in support of organizational objec-
tives—strategic and operational. A high-performing internal audit activity contributes to achieving 
organizational objectives through its systematic, disciplined internal audit processes and the competen-
cies of its staff. Its processes and personnel enable the internal audit activity to build credibility within 
the organization, which results in an enhanced ability to meet or exceed stakeholder expectations. 
QAIPs empower the internal audit activity to add value by contributing to the achievement of stra-
tegic objectives (see the new Practice Advisory 2120-3: Internal Audit Coverage of Risks to Achieving 
Strategic Objectives). 

CAEs are encouraged to promote their QAIP and communicate with senior management and the 
audit committee regarding the achievement of strategic objectives and the value added. This interac-
tion between the internal audit activity and its key stakeholders is supported by IIA Practice Guide, 
Measuring Internal Audit Effectiveness and Efficiency, which notes:

“Organizations that effectively use internal auditing are better able to identify business 
risks and process and system inefficiencies, take appropriate corrective action, and ulti-
mately support continuous improvement.”
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Chapter 3

CHALLENGES OF IMPLEMENTING QAIPS

The main reasons for nonconformance to Standard 1300 noted in CBOK 2010 were:

 ■ Small size of the organization or internal audit activity

 ■ Cost of using the Standards

 ■ Amount of time required for compliance

 ■ Lack of management/board support

In the current survey, these issues continue to be mentioned, as resource constraints (staffing and 
available time) appear to be significant barriers that must be overcome in establishing QAIPs. These 
factors are supported by comments regarding the formalism of the QAIP processes described as increased 
bureaucratization with related expansion in paper workload. 

The research also found that a CAE’s strongest support for establishing an effective QAIP comes 
from the audit committee and executive management. Any lack of support from these groups represents 
a challenging hurdle to overcome in building and sustaining a successful QAIP.
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RESOURCE-RELATED BARRIERS

Practitioners continue to confront resource constraints in trying to establish QAIPs.

Figure 3.1. Obstacles to Establishing QAIPs
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Question 16: What are the three most important obstacles that hamper the implementation of the QAIP in your internal audit 
activity or prevent it from investing in a QAIP? (Total valid responses: 958)
Note: Respondents could choose up to three reasons. The percentages displayed in figure 3.1 indicate the portion of the 958 
valid responses selecting a particular reason. 

Resource constraints dominate the obstacles identified by respondents, led by financial cost and 
lack of staff to supervise engagements effectively (see figure 3.1). Time and staffing constraints are 
also included in other comments gathered during the survey. Some respondents mentioned competing 
priorities for staff responsible for coordinating QAIP activities that make improving the QAIP program 
more challenging. Some small audit shops must choose between investing in their QAIP, providing staff 
training, or implementing a new audit tool.

Financial costs include external assessments, which are addressed later in this chapter. Staffing 
constraints are a recurring theme mentioned by internal audit activities of various sizes.
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Table 3.1. Obstacles to Establishing QAIPS – Regional Responses

QAIP Barriers
Global

Response
Regions in Excess of 
the Global Response

Regions Less than the 
Global Response

Financial cost 54%
Africa (68%)

Asia Pacific (62%)
Latin America (62%)

Western Europe (38%)
Middle East (41%)

Lack of staff to supervise 
engagements effectively

51%
Africa (61%)

Europe Central Asia (64%)
Latin America (65%)

North America (32%)
Western Europe (44%)

Increase of bureaucratization 44%
Europe Central Asia (51%)

Western Europe (59%)
Asia Pacific (31%)

Latin America (36%)

Increase of paper workload 41%
Asia Pacific (46%)

Western Europe (46%)
North America (29%)

Too theoretical 21%
Western Europe (27%)

Asia Pacific (33%)

Waste of time 9% Western Europe (14%)
Africa (2%)

Latin America (6%)

Question 16: What are the three most important obstacles that hamper the implementation of the QAIP in your internal audit 
activity or prevent it from investing in a QAIP? (Total valid responses: 958)

Cost and staff constraints appear higher in developing regions (Africa, Asia, and Latin America) 
where resources available to internal audit may be tight. In Western Europe, there seems to be a discon-
nect between their primary reasons for investing in a QAIP (as noted in table 2.1 from chapter 2) and 
their key barriers for implementing QAIPs (as depicted in table 3.1). Respondents from Western Europe 
may see too much formalization associated with a QAIP without any corresponding value achieved from 
enhancements to the internal audit process itself. Again, caution is advised in forming concrete conclu-
sions from these trends.

Comments from interviews regarding barriers or obstacles to implementing a QAIP included:

 ■ We already know where we are not in conformance with the Standards (QAIP adds 
nothing to this knowledge).

 ■ Management has a great appreciation in the quality of work we currently deliver (a 
QAIP is not required).

 ■ Requirements for quality lack “teeth.”

 ■ Effective management practices already cover it (a QAIP).

 ■ No need to increase our efforts, as our good quality is already perceived by 
management (a QAIP is not required).

 ■ Not clear enough about cost/benefit approach (to be achieved from a QAIP).
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STAFF TIME DEDICATED TO QAIP ACTIVITIES

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were further asked about the amount of staff time they 
dedicated to QAIP activities.

Table 3.2. Staff Time

Percentage of Staff Time Dedicated to QAIP Frequency of Responses from Survey Participants

Less than 5% 50% of respondents

Between 5% and 10% 33% of respondents

Greater than 10% 17% of respondents

Question 26: What percentage of your audit plan (staff time) is dedicated to QAIP activities? (Total valid responses: 610)

Responses documented in table 3.2 appear consistent with the notion that internal audit activities 
view QAIPs as being resource intensive. Half the survey participants state that their available staff time 
dedicated to QAIP activities exceeds 5%. A significant portion of respondents indicates that more than 
10% of available staff time is allocated to QAIP work. These results also seem to support responses from 
survey question 16 (see figure 3.1): that increased bureaucratization and paper workload are significant 
obstacles hampering the implementation of a QAIP. 

For organizations where there is increased bureaucratization and paper workload, applying well- 
designed tools that are managed by responsible people with the appropriate authority and training 
could be a way to overcome these challenges and reduce time spent building an effective QAIP. The 
IIA’s Quality Assessment Manual for the Internal Audit Activity (published in 2013) contains various 
examples of well-designed tools to support building a successful QAIP that can be integrated with the 
day-to-day operations of an internal audit activity.

Bureaucratization can be addressed by directing internal audit practitioners to IIA Practice Guide, 
Quality Assurance and Improvement Program. As noted in this guide, “Quality in internal audit begins 
with the structure and organization of the audit activity. Quality should be built in to, and not on to, 
the way the activity conducts its business.” This tactic emphasizes integrating quality practices into 
the internal audit activity’s methodology. The approach does not advocate overlaying some formalized 
“quality process” on to the internal audit activity. 

STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT FOR A QAIP 

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were further asked about the relationship of their QAIP with 
organizational quality programs. 
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Table 3.3. QAIP Relationship with Quality Programs

Frequency

Yes 27%

No 73%

Question 18: Is the QAIP of your internal audit activity linked to a comprehensive quality program at the organization level? 
(Total valid responses: 615)

A possible reason for the low level of connection to comprehensive organizational quality programs 
highlighted in table 3.3 is that many organizations may not have them in place. In instances where such 
programs do exist, CAEs should make every effort to link their QAIP to the organizationwide program.  
This will enhance relationships with key stakeholders and possibly gain support for the internal audit 
activity’s QAIP, thus addressing some of the obstacles noted in responses to survey question 16 (see 
figure 3.1).

IIA Practice Guide, Quality Assurance and Improvement Program, notes that “recognizing who 
the customers and stakeholders are is a key step in the quality process.”  

Figure 3.2. Stakeholder Ranking
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Question 11: How would you rank the three main stakeholders of your internal audit activity?
Note: Respondents ranked their top three stakeholders. The percentages in figure 3.2 indicate the portion of the 1,012 valid 
responses selecting a particular stakeholder.

Executive management, the audit committee, and the board are clearly identified as the three main 
stakeholders of the internal audit activity. The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had 
a QAIP in place or planned to implement one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were further asked about 
their support from these key stakeholders.
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Table 3.4. CAE Support

Stakeholder
Not Involved

(1–3)

Neutral

(4)

Supportive

(5–7)

Board of directors 46% 14% 40%

Audit committee 23% 12% 65%

Executive management 30% 15% 55%

Question 17: How is the CAE supported by the following groups to implement QAIPs? (Total valid responses: ranged from 584 to 
609)

The questionnaire asked respondents to indicate support using a scale from 1 (not involved) to 
7 (strongly supportive). The audit committee is the most involved of the three stakeholders, although 
executive management is fairly supportive of CAEs as they develop their QAIPs. These findings are 
inf luenced by the fact that effective QAIPs include regular reporting of results to the audit committee 
and executive management.  

The lower support numbers from executive management represent an opportunity for CAEs to 
enhance their communication with this group. Support for QAIPs may be associated with the perception 
of the value added by the internal audit activity to the organization. For this reason, CAEs should strive 
for levels of endorsement for QAIPs from both the audit committee and executive management that 
exceed those reported in the survey.

Lower support levels from the board of directors may ref lect the fact that assignments for indi-
vidual directors are spread across the various subcommittees of the board. The audit committee is just 
one of these subcommittees. 

THE COST OF AN EXTERNAL ASSESSMENT

As noted earlier in this chapter, the “financial cost” obstacle highlighted in survey question 16 (see 
figure 3.1) includes expenses associated with engaging an external assessor to complete the required 
external assessment of an internal audit activity every five years. 

 Interview comments regarding the external assessment process included:

 ■ Paying others to tell us what we already know.

 ■ Too formalistic, not focused on content.

 ■ Potentially too much focus on Standards compliance, rather than disseminating 
best practice.

 ■ Seems like a “check-the-box” activity.  Difficult to see the value other than 
compliance with the Standards.

 ■ Lack of practical insights from the review team. 

 ■ Lack of skills or knowledge regarding the subject, and it is viewed as 
just administration.

 ■ Lack of field-specific expertise to understand our operation for a QAIP.
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 ■ Lack of industry knowledge as value added by the external assessor. 

 ■ Add the cost of delivering less work as a result of interruptions. 

 ■ We implemented a QAIP last year; to that point, justifying the cost/benefit was a 
hard sell.

 ■ Already done annually as per applicable regulation by the external auditor.

 ■ Too formal and a compliance approach; a tick-the-box exercise that is not enough 
best practices oriented.

 ■ External audit opinions are sufficient regarding the internal audit process.

External assessments are reviewed in chapter 5. However, in response to the interview comments 
above, it is worth noting that IIA Standard 1312: Internal Assessments describes very specific guidelines 
regarding the qualifications of the external assessment team: 

“A qualified assessor or assessment team demonstrates competence in two areas: 
the professional practice of internal auditing and the external assessment process. 
Competence can be demonstrated through a mixture of experience and theoretical 
learning. Experience gained in organizations of similar size, complexity, sector or 
industry, and technical issues is more valuable than less relevant experience. In the case 
of an assessment team, not all members of the team need to have all the competencies; it 
is the team as a whole that is qualified. The chief audit executive uses professional judg-
ment when assessing whether an assessor or assessment team demonstrates sufficient 
competence to be qualified.”

As outlined in Standard 1312, the choice of the external assessment team will have a direct bearing 
on achieving an acceptable return on investment for the external assessment portion of an internal audit 
activity’s QAIP.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

Addressing resource constraints in establishing their QAIP will require CAEs to consider the 
approach outlined in IIA Practice Guide, Quality Assurance and Improvement Program, which states, 
“Quality should be built in to, and not on to, the way the activity conducts its business—through its 
internal audit methodology, policies and procedures, and human resource practices.”

CAEs should make use of survey results presented in chapter 2 (see figure 2.1 and table 2.2) that 
demonstrate a direct linkage between reasons to invest in a QAIP and the benefits received from that 
investment. The benefits described in chapter 2 provide a basis for CAEs to justify the allocation of 
resources to building and sustaining a successful QAIP.

To further address the issue of time and staff constraints, CAEs should consult The IIA’s Quality 
Assessment Manual for the Internal Audit Activity for tools that enable the integration of ongoing assess-
ments into the daily operation of internal audit activities. Integrating quality into day-to-day audit 
activities reduces the need for “extra” staff time devoted to QAIP and supports development of a system-
atic, disciplined internal audit process. Following the recommendations contained in IIA Practice 
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Guide, Quality Assurance and Improvement Program, and adopting tools from the Quality Assessment 
Manual for the Internal Audit Activity to develop an internal audit activity’s QAIP will help to simplify the 
approach, while minimizing bureaucratization and the related increase in paper workload.

Building support for a QAIP requires open communication between CAEs and stakeholders to 
obtain agreement on internal audit services that add value in meeting organizational objectives. See 
IIA Practice Guide, Measuring Internal Audit Effectiveness and Efficiency, for suggestions regarding 
enhancing the dialogue with key stakeholders.

The linkage between ongoing and periodic internal assessments and external assessments should 
be strengthened to leverage results of internal QAIP efforts. Achieving this enhanced linkage should 
enable CAEs to reduce the overall cost of preparing for and performing an external assessment.  
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Chapter 4

GLOBAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SUCCESSFUL 
QAIPS: INTERNAL ASSESSMENTS

As described in the IPPF, the internal assessment portion of a QAIP is comprised of two elements: 
ongoing monitoring and periodic self-assessment. The research found that practitioners have inte-
grated their ongoing monitoring activities within their internal audit activity’s normal operations. This 
approach is consistent with IIA Practice Guide, Quality Assurance and Improvement Program, which 
states that “Ongoing monitoring provides assurance that the processes in place are working effectively to 
ensure quality is achieved on an audit by audit basis.”

Survey results for periodic internal assessments are similar to those for ongoing monitoring—prac-
titioners generally implement a standards-based assessment. Benefits derived from periodic internal 
assessments that were highlighted during our interviews included achieving consistency in audit execu-
tion, obtaining reliable audit evidence, and enhancing audit staff skills.

Effective QAIPs link ongoing monitoring activities with periodic internal assessments to avoid 
duplication of effort and minimize resource requirements. Practitioners agree that successful QAIPs 
require leadership and support from CAEs as well as active participation and involvement by internal 
audit staff.

Survey respondents made many comments regarding internal assessments that noted the importance 
of staff training and certification, use of technology tools, and access to quality resources (IIA-related) as 
critical success factors in implementing an effective QAIP. Having a dedicated quality manager tasked 
with coordinating the QAIP was also identified as a key resource for the internal audit activity.
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ONGOING MONITORING

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were also asked about the ongoing monitoring activities they 
implemented as part of their internal assessment.

Figure 4.1. Components Implemented in an Ongoing Internal Assessment
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Question 12: As part of the QAIP, which component(s) of an ongoing internal assessment is (are) implemented in your internal 
audit activity? (Total valid responses: 616)
Note: Survey participants were asked to select one of three possible responses for each component:
 –Yes
 –To be implemented within 12 months
 –No
The percentages presented in figure 4.1 indicate the portion of the 616 valid responses denoting “Yes” for a particular 
component.

Results displayed in figure 4.1 demonstrate that practitioners have integrated their ongoing moni-
toring activities within their internal audit activity’s normal operations. Specifically, CAE approval of 
final reports, supervisory review of engagements, use of relevant audit policies and procedures, and 
regular review of engagement working papers comprise many day-to-day actions taken by internal audit 
staff and management. This approach is consistent with IIA Practice Guide, Quality Assurance and 
Improvement Program, which supports implementation of the IPPF’s mandatory guidance and states 
that “Ongoing monitoring provides assurance that the processes in place are working effectively to 
ensure quality is achieved on an audit by audit basis.” Feedback from customer surveys and analysis 
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of performance metrics provide input for the internal audit activity to consider in identifying areas 
for improvement.

PERIODIC INTERNAL ASSESSMENT

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were also asked about the periodic internal assessment 
activities they implemented.

Figure 4.2. Components Implemented in a Periodic Internal Assessment
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Question 13: As part of the QAIP, which component(s) of a periodic internal assessment is (are) implemented in your internal 
audit activity? (Total valid responses: 616)
Note: Survey participants were asked to select one of three possible responses for each component:
 –Yes
 –To be implemented within 12 months
 –No
The percentages presented in figure 4.2 indicate the portion of the 616 valid responses denoting “Yes” for a particular component.

Survey results for periodic internal assessments are similar to those reported for ongoing moni-
toring; that is, practitioners generally implement a Standards-based assessment. The annual risk 
assessment (Standard 2010: Planning) and periodic reporting to governing bodies (Standard 2060: 
Reporting to Senior Management and the Board) are the two most common elements of the periodic 
internal assessment. These two activities are embedded within normal operating processes of an internal 
audit activity. Activities specifically designed for periodically assessing quality occur less frequently. 
Practices such as an annual review of findings, review of performance metrics, and benchmarking of 
leading practices help identify opportunities for continuous improvement. Biannual customer surveys 
are the least used element of periodic assessments because they are viewed as time-consuming both for 
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internal audit and for audit clients. Essentially, most practitioners perceive the cost of performing bian-
nual customer surveys exceeds the value of any apparent benefit derived from them.

Respondents provided additional comments regarding the advantages of establishing an annual 
frequency for certain periodic internal assessment activities, such as:

 ■ Participation in The IIA’s Global Audit Information Network 
(GAIN) benchmarking

 ■ Documented discussions within the internal audit activity on selected topics

 ■ Adoption of the Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector

 ■ Use of surveys focused on specific stakeholders (for example, top managers)

 ■ Review of working papers to ensure achievement of the engagement’s objectives

 ■ Follow-up of key findings and review of the audit plan during the year

Benefits gained from periodic internal assessments highlighted during our interviews include 
achieving consistency in audit execution, obtaining reliable audit evidence, and enhancing audit 
staff skills.

KEY FACTORS FOR SUCCESSFUL QAIPS

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were also asked about the key factors for a successful QAIP.

Table 4.1. Key Factors

Factors
Disagree

(1–3)

Neutral

(4)

Agree

(5–7)

28a . Governing bodies’ involvement 24% 18% 58%

28b . Support from executive management 13% 14% 73%

28c . Internal auditors’ involvement and motivation 3% 5% 92%

28d . CAE leadership 2% 4% 96%

Question 28: What are the key factors for a successful implementation of a QAIP? (Total valid responses: 616)

The question asked respondents to identify key factors using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 
7 (strongly agree).  

 ■ Involvement by governing bodies: the board, audit committee, etc. (28a)

 ■ Support from executive management (28b)

 ■ Internal auditors’ involvement and motivation (28c)

 ■ CAE leadership (28d)
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As highlighted in table 4.1, two key factors for a successful QAIP reside within the internal audit 
activity: CAE leadership and internal auditors’ involvement and motivation. A successful QAIP relies 
on a leader who can drive changes needed for its implementation and inspire his or her staff to achieve 
new levels of performance resulting from a focus on internal audit quality. This confirms previous 2006 
and 2010 CBOK results regarding this behavioral skill: leadership ranked as the top behavioral skill 
for CAEs. 

The second factor concerns internal auditors’ involvement and motivation. To sustain these behav-
iors, audit staff may need to strive for more than just conformance to the mandatory guidance of the 
IPPF. Enhancing and improving internal audit processes is one possible area of focus for staff. Earning 
the trust of key stakeholders and being regarded as a reliable business advisor is another goal for staff 
to pursue. Driving process improvement and building working relationships with stakeholders are 
important elements of any successful QAIP.

Other comments from the survey regarding key factors for successful QAIPs include: 

 ■ Skills of the internal auditors 

 ■ Time and budget resource 

 ■ Alignment with the business 

 ■ Integration with internal audit normal operations

 ■ Documentation of an audit framework ensuring consistency in quality

 ■ A quality manager tasked with coordinating QAIP activities

 ■ Quality of the external assessment team

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

To embed internal assessments in daily tasks, outputs should be visible and discussed with staff to 
reinforce their involvement. QAIP initiatives should be linked with staff training programs and estab-
lished as part of normal job routines. CAEs should develop quality key performance indicators at the 
engagement level.

For an efficient use of resources, CAEs should seek to coordinate ongoing monitoring activities 
with periodic internal assessments. The IIA’s Quality Assessment Manual for the Internal Audit Activity 
contains tools that facilitate this coordination of ongoing monitoring with periodic internal assessments.

In seeking synergy between ongoing assessments and periodic initiatives, CAEs should focus on 
audit activities that extend beyond conformance with the Standards. Practices such as annual review of 
findings and analysis of performance metrics could be used to support the development of continuous 
improvement initiatives. Benchmarking of performance metrics could serve as a basis for discussion 
with the internal audit team.
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Chapter 5

GLOBAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SUCCESSFUL 
QAIPS: EXTERNAL ASSESSMENTS

The mandatory guidance of the IPPF (Standard 1312) requires that an external assessment must 
be conducted once every five years by a qualified external assessor or assessment team from outside 
the organization.

Standard 1312 further states that the external assessment may be in the form of a:

 ■ Full external assessment, or

 ■ Self-assessment with independent external validation 

Our research confirmed that for practitioners who have implemented a QAIP, an external assess-
ment is an essential element of their quality program. We found that among the survey participants, 
external assessments are almost evenly split between full external assessments and self-assessments with 
independent external validation. As internal audit activities repeat their external assessments, there is 
pressure to demonstrate the value gained from them.

The three most important reasons to invest in an external assessment are:

 ■ Benchmarking internal audit practices

 ■ Assuring conformance with IIA Standards

 ■ Increasing the perceived value of the internal audit activity within the organization 

These top reasons for investing in an external assessment along with the second tier of motives—
setting an example and meeting stakeholders’ expectations—are consistent with the overall drivers for 
investing in QAIPs.

Even though budget constraints were identified as barriers to conducting external assessments, the 
research disclosed that most of the recent external assessments and a majority of self-assessments with 
independent external validation cost less than $15,000.

FREQUENCY OF EXTERNAL ASSESSMENTS

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were also asked how many times their internal audit activity 
had received an external assessment.
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Table 5.1. Frequency of External Assessments

Frequency

Once 31%

Two or three times 25%

More than three times 12%

Never 32%

Question 20: How many times has your internal audit activity been externally assessed? (Total valid responses: 613)

From findings depicted in figure 1.1, we know that 464 respondents stated they have a QAIP in 
place, and results contained in table 5.1 indicate that 417 respondents report having been externally 
assessed at least once. By combining outcomes from these two survey questions, we can conclude 
that 90% (417/464) of survey respondents who state they have a QAIP in place have been externally 
assessed.  The remaining 10% may have had their external assessment scheduled or in process, but not 
yet completed at the time of the survey. Another possibility is that their internal audit activity is less than 
five years old.

Of the survey respondents, 20% indicated their internal audit activity has existed for less than 
five years (see figure 1.5). Therefore, we believe it is reasonable to assume that a portion of participants 
responding to survey question 20 who reported they have never been externally assessed (see table 5.1) 
may not have been in existence for five years and their external assessment is not yet required. Our 
overall conclusion from the results of survey question 20 is that for practitioners who have implemented 
a QAIP, an external assessment is an essential element of their quality program.

TYPES OF EXTERNAL ASSESSMENTS 

An external quality assessment can be configured as:

 ■ An assessment performed by a person or a team independent from the organization,

 ■ A peer review involving three or more organizations, or

 ■ A self-assessment with independent external validation conducted by a person or 
team external to the organization.

When analyzing survey results, peer reviews were considered to be a subset of a self-assessment 
with independent external validation. For survey respondents who reported the type of their most 
recent external assessment, 54% engaged a full external assessment while the remaining 46% performed 
a self-assessment with independent external validation. However, self-assessments with independent 
external validation pay limited attention to benchmarking and identifying leading practices, which are 
effective methods for identifying areas of improvement, as discussed in chapter 2. 

The analysis of survey results revealed that the maturity of the internal audit activity might impact 
the choice between a full external assessment and a self-assessment with independent external valida-
tion. Results show that 37% of internal audit activities in existence for less than five years conduct a full 
external assessment, while 54% of internal audit activities in existence for greater than 25 years conduct 
a full external assessment.
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It was also found that 29% of the organizations within the agricultural or raw material industries 
have conducted a full external assessment, while 58% of respondents from banking and 60% from manu-
facturing have conducted a full external assessment. 

From a review of survey results, we determined that the size of the organization, the existence of an 
audit committee, the regulatory context (requirements on internal audit or internal control reporting), 
or the use of internal audit work by the external auditor did not have an impact on decisions regarding 
the type of external assessment performed.

Full external assessments are more frequent in Western Europe versus the global average (66% 
versus 54% globally), whereas respondents from Latin America, Asia Pacific, Central Europe, and Asia 
designated self-assessments with independent external validation at a higher frequency than the global 
average (60% versus 46% globally).

TYPE OF EXTERNAL REVIEWER

We were interested in knowing who is conducting external assessments for internal audit activities.

Figure 5.1. External Reviewer
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Question 23a: Who conducted the internal audit activity’s most recent external assessment?

As illustrated in figure 5.1, external assessments are mainly performed by Big Four firms. These 
firms are more involved in full external assessments than in self-assessments with independent external 
validation. IIA institutes perform external assessments that appear to be evenly split between full 
external assessments and self-assessments with independent external validation. Peers are more involved 
with self-assessments with independent external validation.



The Value of Quality Assurance and Improvement Programs—A Global Perspective 44

Figure 5.2. External Assessment
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Question 23b: If an external assessment is planned in the upcoming 12 months, who will conduct it?

As illustrated in figure 5.2, for external assessments planned in the upcoming 12 months, the 
number of IIA institutes appears to be slightly increasing over recent trends (noted in figure 5.1). 

Table 5.2. Other Groups Performing External Assessments

Other Groups Performing 
External Assessments

Frequency for Most 
Recent Assessments

Frequency for Assessments planned 
During the Upcoming 12 Months

External auditor, regulator 15% 32%

Internal audit group 10% 11%

Peers appointed by local IIA 2%

Small consulting firm 59% 32%

Specialized assessor 15% 21%

We found that approximately one fifth of external assessments were designated as being performed 
by “Other Groups.” Table 5.2 displays the types of assessors making up this “Other” category and 
the portion of this category they comprise. Small consulting firms appear to dominate the results for 
recent assessments.
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 COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD 1312 

Standard 1312 requires an external assessment be performed at least once every five years as part of 
a QAIP. Survey question 21 asked, “Is the QAIP of your internal audit activity in full conformance with 
IIA Standard 1312 requiring an external assessment at least once every five years?” Only 42% of survey 
participants responded to this question.

Table 5.3. Conformance with Standard 1312

Frequency

Yes 76%

Planned for the next 12 months 15%

No 9%

Question 21: Is the QAIP of your internal audit activity in full conformance with IIA Standard 1312 requiring an external assess-
ment at least once every five years? (Total valid responses: 424)

As reported in table 5.3, 91% of survey respondents indicate their QAIP does (or will) include an 
external assessment as required by Standard 1312. 

Further analysis of survey results disclosed that of the survey participants with existing QAIPs, 
average conformance to Standard 1312 is 67%. This percentage is 78% for not-for-profit organizations 
and 72% for publicly traded organizations. Compliance with Standard 1312 is higher in the banking 
industry and in the agricultural/raw material industry (75%) and lower in manufacturing (55%). The 
current conformance with Standard 1312 is greater in North America (78%) and in Europe Central Asia 
(77%) but lower in the Middle East (45%) and Asia Pacific (51%). The existence of an audit committee 
increases conformance rate (70%, versus 54% if an audit committee does not exist). 
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INVESTING IN EXTERNAL ASSESSMENTS

We were interested in hearing from practitioners regarding their reasons for conducting an 
external assessment.

Figure 5.3. Reasons for Conducting External Quality Assessments

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

To increase the reputation of the organization

To raise the awareness among management
of internal audit professional standards

To meet or exceed stakeholders’ expectations

To set an example:
“The internal audit activity is also audited”

To increase the perceived value of the
nternal audit activity within the organization

To be in full conformance with IIA Standards

To benchmark our internal audit practices

13%

21%

32%

34%

43%

47%

49%

Question 22: What are the three most important reasons for conducting an external quality assessment? (Total valid responses: 577)
Note: The percentages indicate the portion of the 577 valid responses selecting a particular reason for conducting an external 
assessment. Respondents could choose up to three reasons.

As figure 5.3 illustrates, the three most important reasons to invest in an external assessment are:

 ■ Benchmarking internal audit practices

 ■ Assuring conformance with IIA Standards

 ■ Increasing the perceived value of the internal audit activity within the organization

These top reasons for investing in an external assessment along with the second tier of motives—
setting an example and meeting stakeholders’ expectations—are consistent with the overall drivers for 
investing in QAIPs we reviewed in chapter 2. Increasing organization reputation was the least mentioned 
motivation for conducting an external assessment (see figure 5.3). If increasing the organization’s repu-
tation is neither a driver nor an outcome for conducting an external assessment, we understand why 
external communication regarding results of QAIPs rarely occurs (see chapter 7). 
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Survey respondents who are external auditors did not link their reliance on internal audit work with 
a QAIP or even an external assessment. They refer to their own standards and assessments before relying 
on or using work prepared by internal auditors. The survey shows that internal auditors have a higher 
rate of conformance with Standard 1312 when they consider that external auditors rely on their work 
(74%) versus when there is no reliance at all (60%).

Table 5.4. Reasons for Conducting External Quality Assessments – Regional Responses

Global %
Regions in Excess of 
the Global Response

Regions Less Than 
the Global Response

To benchmark our internal audit 
practices

49%
Africa (58%)
Western Europe (55%)

Middle East (27%)
Latin America
(34%)

To be in full conformance with IIA 
Standards

47%
North America (56%)
Africa (63%)

Western Europe (38%)
Asia Pacific (26%)

To increase the perceived value of 
the internal audit activity within the 
organization

43%
Latin America (56%)
Middle East (55%)

North America (35%)

To set an example: “The internal 
audit activity is also audited”

34%
Western Europe (48%)
North America (41%)

Latin America (16%)
Africa (23%)
Asia Pacific (23%)

To meet or exceed stakeholders’ 
expectations

32% Asia Pacific (46%)
Europe Central Asia 
(23%)

To raise the awareness among 
management of internal audit 
professional standards

21% Europe (38%)

To increase the reputation of the 
organization

13%

Question 22: What are the three most important reasons for conducting an external quality assessment?
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COSTS OF EXTERNAL ASSESSMENTS

The research included an examination of the costs of performing an external assessment.

Table 5.5. External Assessment Costs

Most Recent 
External 

Assessment

Most Recent 
Full External 
Assessment

Most Recent 
Self-Assessment 
with Independent 
External Validation

External Assessment 
Planned in the 

Upcoming 12 Months

$0–$15,000 39% 21% 63% 38%

$15,001–$30,000 29% 34% 22% 30%

$30,001–$50,000 16% 20% 11% 13%

$50,001–$70,000 8% 11% 2% 9%

$70,001–$100,000 3% 5% 1% 5%

More than $100,000 5% 8% 0% 6%

Question 24: Please indicate the amount of the external assessment, whether recent or upcoming, as applicable. Question 25: 
Please indicate the type of review, whether recent or upcoming, as applicable. (Total valid responses: more than 700 for both 
questions 24 and 25)

As outlined in table 5.5, even if budget constraints are one of the reasons why external assess-
ments are not implemented, it is interesting to note that most of the recent external assessments 
(39%) and a majority of self-assessments with independent external validation (63%) cost less than 
$15,000. The cost of external assessments for the upcoming 12 months appears consistent with recent 
cost experience.

The figures contained in table 5.5 must be carefully examined, because cost does not always ref lect 
the quality of the review. It often depends on the complexity of the internal audit activity under review. 
Another consideration in evaluating the cost of an external assessment is that it only occurs once every 
five years, and therefore may be amortized over five years. Amortization of external assessment costs 
may help with budget discussions regarding the internal audit activity.

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

An external assessment is clearly an essential element of a successful QAIP. CAEs should ensure 
that the goals and objectives for conducting an external assessment are aligned with overall QAIP objec-
tives and the value to be derived by the internal audit activity. Survey results confirm that the top reasons 
for investing in an external assessment are consistent with the overall drivers for investing in QAIPs that 
were reviewed in chapter 2.

The choice of external assessment—full external or self-assessment with independent external 
validation—should also be consistent with overall goals for the QAIP. As discussed in this chapter, self- 
assessment with independent external validation appears to be the more popular choice for internal audit 
activities that have been in existence for less than five years. Regardless of the maturity of the internal 
audit activity, CAEs who are building their QAIPs should consider a self-assessment with independent 
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external validation for their initial external assessment, as the research confirms they generally cost less 
than a full external assessment. 

Although resource constraint can be a barrier to successfully building and sustaining an effective 
QAIP, CAEs need to develop a cost-benefit justification for investing in a QAIP that highlights the value 
to be gained for both the internal audit activity and the organization it supports. The value for stake-
holders is reviewed in the next chapter.
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Chapter 6

SUCCESSFUL QAIPS AND VALUE CREATION 
FOR STAKEHOLDERS

Respondents to the CBOK 2010 survey generally agree that their internal audit activity adds value to 
their organization. Standard 1300 establishes the role QAIPs play in helping internal audit activities add 
value and improve organizational operations. As noted in IIA Practice Advisory 1300-1, “The CAE is 
accountable for implementing processes designed to provide reasonable assurance to the various stake-
holders that the internal audit activity is perceived by those stakeholders as adding value and improving 
the organization’s operations.”

Survey respondents affirmed their internal audit activities add value in four areas: 1) risk manage-
ment, 2) execution of organizational strategy, 3) operational effectiveness, and 4) coordination with 
other assurance providers. 

The research demonstrates that having an effective QAIP empowers an internal audit activity to 
contribute to the improvement of risk management within the organization it supports. Another key 
result from a successful QAIP is attention paid to stakeholders, which leads to understanding the need 
for timely communication of relevant information and support for implementation of strategy.

The top criteria for measuring efficiency and effectiveness selected by the survey respondents 
align with fundamental outcomes from successful QAIPs: systematic documentation and evaluation of 
critical processes, paying attention to customer/stakeholder satisfaction, and internal auditors’ profes-
sionalism and specialized skills.
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VALUE-ADDED ACTIVITIES

Table 6.1. Adding Value

Survey Question
Disagree

(1–3)

Neutral

(4)

Agree

(5–7)

31a . Identify cost savings within the organization 20% 19% 61%

31b . Decrease in external audit fees 48% 17% 35%

31c . Decrease in fraud acts 16% 22% 62%

31d . I ncrease in executive management and governing bodies’ 
knowledge regarding risk management and internal control best 
practices

7% 11% 82%

31e .  Improvement of timely communication of relevant information for 
better decision-making

12% 18% 70%

31f . Support for the implementation of the organization’s strategy 16% 19% 65%

31g . Independent opinion on the significance of residual risks 8% 13% 79%

31h .  A catalyst for internal audit for an effective coordination of other 
assurance providers

18% 25% 57%

Question 31: How does internal audit add value to your organization?

Survey participants were requested to indicate how their internal audit activity adds value to the 
organization it supports by rating the following options using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree):  

 ■ Identify cost savings within the organization (31a)

 ■ Decrease in external audit fees (31b)

 ■ Decrease in fraud acts (31c)

 ■ Increase in executive management and governing bodies’ knowledge regarding risk 
management and internal control best practices (31d)

 ■ Improvement of timely communication of relevant information for better decision-
making (31e)

 ■ Support for the implementation of the organization’s strategy (31f)

 ■ Independent opinion on the significance of residual risks (31g)

 ■ A catalyst for internal audit for an effective coordination of other assurance 
providers (31h)
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INTERNAL AUDIT’S VALUE

The value of an internal audit activity is directly related to its perceived impact on the achievement 
of organizational goals and objectives. Survey results (see table 6.1) suggest that internal audit’s contri-
butions to organizational performance can be grouped into four areas:

 ■ Risk management issues

 • Increase in executive management and governing bodies’ knowledge regarding 
risk management and internal control best practices (31d)

 • Independent opinion on the significance of residual risks (31g)

 ■ Better execution of organizational strategy

 • Improvement of timely communication of relevant information for better 
decision-making (31e)

 • Support for the implementation of the organization’s strategy (31f)

 ■ Operational effectiveness

 • Identify cost savings within the organization (31a)

 • Decrease in fraud acts (31c)

 ■ Coordination with other assurance providers

 • A catalyst for internal audit for an effective coordination of other assurance 
providers (31h)

 • Decrease in external audit fees (31b)

RISK MANAGEMENT

As Standard 2120: Risk Management stipulates, “The internal audit activity must evaluate the 
effectiveness and contribute to the improvement of risk management processes.” Standard 2100: Nature 
of Work states, “The internal audit activity must evaluate and contribute to the improvement of gover-
nance, risk management, and control processes using a systematic and disciplined approach.”

Moreover, a particular emphasis is being placed on boards and audit committees to better under-
stand, evaluate, and monitor risk management systems. Top managers expect internal auditors to 
help them formalize risk management systems and create a reasonable level of awareness about risks 
and controls (Sarens & De Beelde, 2006). CAEs are aware that the internal audit activity will play an 
increasing role in risk management and governance (CBOK 2010).  

Within this environment, internal audit can add value through:

 ■ An increase in executive management and governing bodies’ knowledge regarding 
risk management and internal control best practices

 ■ Independent opinions by internal audit regarding the significance of residual risks
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As table 6.1 illustrates, survey participants overwhelmingly responded that their internal audit 
activities add value in these two areas.  

As noted in chapter 2, effective QAIPs enable internal audit activities to identify areas for improve-
ment, enhance audit staff skills, and develop systematic and disciplined audit processes. All three of 
these outcomes empower an internal audit activity to contribute to the improvement of risk management 
within the organization it supports.

However, there is still a gap between governance expectations regarding risk and internal audit’s 
approach. Some governance members have expressed this gap as follows: 

An audit committee member states: “Internal audit does not detect emerging and 
unseen risks and remains focused on traditional issues. Senior managers keep the 
same vision without looking at emerging risks. Risk mapping is a formal exercise with 
limited interest.”

From a CAE: “Management has to accept that internal audit knows enough about the 
business to provide that guidance. Useful qualitative and declarative risk mapping 
connected to strategy is a concern for senior management.”

Internal audit activities should be able to leverage the results of their QAIPs to begin closing these 
gaps between governance expectations and internal audit’s approach.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRATEGY

Through its risk-based approach, internal audit can help provide reasonable assurance that the 
impact of major changes such as reorganizations, acquisitions, IT projects, new corporate structures, f luc-
tuations in business risks, new regulatory requirements, etc. are managed effectively by the organization.

Internal audit plans should align with strategic business plans; such alignment implies a keen under-
standing of organizational strategy on the part of the internal audit activity. More precisely, internal 
audit can add value through: 

 ■ Timely communication of relevant information for better decision-making. 
Timeliness is important in a context of uncertain environment. Prompt closure of 
audit issues is often viewed as a positive indicator of internal audit performance. 
Relevant information must be accurate and reliable, which includes making 
information accessible to those who need it, analyzing data using valid methods, 
and writing findings based on factual analysis balanced with experience and 
professional judgment.

 ■ Support for the implementation of the organization’s strategy. For some CAEs 
who were interviewed, this support means: “Understanding the strategy to 
provide focus for our annual audit planning and detailed engagement planning,” 
and “The alignment with the organization’s objectives and values is considered 
a pillar of internal audit.” This alignment exercise can only be performed after 
a strong understanding of the business issues and several discussions with 
senior management.  
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Results displayed in table 6.1 demonstrate that a majority of survey respondents signified their 
internal audit activities add value in these two areas. As noted in Risk Management above, effective QAIPs 
produce outcomes that enable an internal audit activity to add value within the organization it supports. 
A key result from a successful QAIP mentioned in chapter 2 is attention paid to stakeholders, which leads to 
understanding the need for timely communication of relevant information and support for implementation of 
strategy. Building on their contributions to more effective risk management across their organizations, 
internal audit activities with successful QAIPs can add value in support of organizational strategy.

For an external stakeholder, this vision of the strategic role of internal audit may seem unlikely, as 
internal controls and internal audit effectiveness are rarely regarded as a competitive advantage for orga-
nizations. If internal control and internal audit effectiveness were perceived as a competitive advantage 
by external stakeholders, this concept of the strategic role of internal audit would appear more cred-
ible. An external stakeholder who was interviewed stated, “Internal audit is too focused on comfortable 
‘micro-subjects’ such as operational audits of subsidiaries. It would be more beneficial [for internal audit] 
to review the quality of the [overall] monitoring system [that oversees] investing or disinvesting strategy.”

OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

Even though the percentage of responses for operational effectiveness are lower than for other areas 
surveyed in question 31 (see table 6.1), a majority of the respondents indicated their internal audit activ-
ities add value through their role in:

 ■ Identifying cost savings within the organization

 ■ Achieving a decrease in fraudulent acts

The lower percentage regarding fraud seems inconsistent with responsibilities established in 
Standard 2120.A2, “The internal audit activity must evaluate the potential for the occurrence of fraud 
and how the organization manages fraud risk.”

It may be difficult to be precise in determining the value associated with these activities, as noted by 
one CAE who stated, “My organization thinks the internal audit department is moving beyond auditing 
in questioning management decisions even if those decisions are costing the company money. They are 
more interested in compliance auditing and want no advice. Due to a change in our governance struc-
ture, initiatives regarding the quality of our work are not highly regarded.”

COORDINATION WITH OTHER ASSURANCE PROVIDERS

Standard 2050: Coordination describes mandatory guidance for the CAE in coordinating activi-
ties with other assurance providers to minimize duplication of efforts. The survey question provided an 
opportunity for respondents to recognize two ways an effective QAIP could add value to their internal 
audit activity:

 ■ A catalyst for an effective coordination of other assurance providers

 ■ Decrease in external audit fees  

Only about one third of the survey respondents state they add value by decreasing external audit 
fees (see table 6.1), while nearly half indicated their efforts do not result in reduced external audit fees.  
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However, a majority of survey participants noted they add value through better coordination with the 
activities of other assurance providers.

OTHER VALUE-ADDED ACTIVITIES

Other ways to add value that were spontaneously suggested by survey respondents ref lect the 
current definition of internal auditing:

 ■ Continuous improvement culture 

 ■ Providing assurance

 • Enhancing for audit clients and for internal auditors

 • Through better control within operational systems

 • Developing future managers

 • Identifying opportunities to improve business profitability

 • Strengthening the control environment

 ■ Advisory activities

 ■ Compliance and proactivity toward external auditor/regulator expectations
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INTERNAL AUDIT EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY

Successful QAIPs should enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of internal audit activities. Our 
interest was in learning how the survey participants measured their performance.

Figure 6.1. Criteria Used

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

Internal audit’s assistance requested
by external auditors

Budget to actual use of resources

Cycle times monitored throughout process
(i.e., kickoff meeting to final report)

Number of management requests for
assurance or consulting services

Client/stakeholder satisfaction surveys

Acceptance rate/completion rate of
internal audit recommendations

Completion of internal audit plan

14%

16%

34%

38%

42%

65%

74%

Question 32: What are the three most important criteria used to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of your internal audit 
processes? (Total valid responses: 1,001)
Note: Respondents could choose three responses from the following list:

• Completion of internal audit plan
• Cycle times monitored throughout process (i.e., kickoff meeting to final report)
• Acceptance rate/completion rate of internal audit recommendations
• Budget to actual use of resources
• Client/stakeholder satisfaction surveys
• Number of management requests for assurance or consulting services
• Internal audit’s assistance requested by external auditors
• Other(s), please specify  

Percentages reported in figure 6.1 note the frequency that survey participants selected a particular 
criteria. It appears that respondents’ most important criteria for internal audit effectiveness and efficiency 
are primarily oriented toward audit delivery objectives (Completion of internal audit plan, Acceptance 
rate/completion rate of internal audit recommendations). The second tier of criteria identified by survey 
participants focuses on customer satisfaction levels (Client/stakeholder satisfaction surveys; Number of 
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management requests for assurance or consulting services) and engagement process cycle times (Cycle 
times monitored throughout process, i.e., kickoff meeting to final report).

The top five criteria selected by survey respondents (figure 6.1) align with key outcomes from successful 
QAIPs discussed in chapter 2. These include effective process execution (systematic documentation and 
evaluation of critical processes), audit client satisfaction (paying attention to customer/stakeholder 
satisfaction), and efficient staff performance (internal auditor’s professionalism and specialized skills).

The two remaining criteria received little interest based on survey responses:

 ■ Traditional performance metrics such as budget to actual use of resources 

 ■  Assistance requested by external auditors 

Other comments regarding efficiency and effectiveness from the survey were: 

 ■ Quality of findings (impactful audit findings, managing audit reputation risk), 
which are linked to recommendations

 ■ Robust recommendations: prioritized, clearly stating the problem, and providing 
solutions (“Not just: Hi, we have big issues here!”)

 ■ Percentage of staff doing direct audit work, i.e., billable hours in 
professional services 

 ■ Satisfaction from regulator or parent company

 ■ Customer satisfaction measured through tools such as Net Promoter Score®

 ■ Recoveries from vendor and joint interest audits

An external stakeholder commented that internal audit effectiveness is connected to: 

 ■ Focus on performance and efficiency to demonstrate quality

 ■ Enhanced IT competencies to review complex processes

 ■ Ability to integrate enterprise risk management (ERM), internal control, and 
internal audit

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

 ■ CAEs should assess value added by their own internal activities within the four 
areas noted above: risk management issues, better execution of organizational 
strategy, operational effectiveness, and coordination with other assurance 
providers. From this assessment, CAEs may identify actions needed to enhance the 
capability of their internal audit activities to improve their contributions in these 
four areas.

 ■ Capability assessments for an internal audit activity should lead to the 
identification of areas for improvement, which can be linked to the beneficial 
outcomes of successful QAIPs discussed in this chapter. These are systematic 
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documentation and evaluation of critical processes, paying attention to 
customer/stakeholder satisfaction, and internal auditors’ professionalism and 
specialized skills.

 ■ Key performance indicators for the internal audit activity should be aligned with 
the expectations of stakeholders and ref lect the value derived from an effective 
QAIP. IIA Practice Guide, Measuring Internal Audit Efficiency and Effectiveness, 
outlines a process for developing relevant metrics and offers suggested measures for 
CAEs to consider.
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Chapter 7

COMMUNICATING RESULTS OF SUCCESSFUL QAIPS

CAEs understand the role a QAIP plays in inf luencing the whole organization by supporting its gover-
nance and risk management processes and delivering value as described in previous chapters.  Effective 
communication of the results of a QAIP helps assure that these benefits are realized. 

Standard 1320: Reporting on the Quality Assurance and Improvement Program states: 

The chief audit executive must communicate the results of the quality assurance and 
improvement program to senior management and the board.

Interpretation:

The form, content, and frequency of communicating the results of the quality assurance 
and improvement program is established through discussions with senior management 
and the board and considers the responsibilities of the internal audit activity and chief 
audit executive as contained in the internal audit charter. To demonstrate conformance 
with the Definition of Internal Auditing, the Code of Ethics, and the Standards, the 
results of external and periodic internal assessments are communicated upon comple-
tion of such assessments and the results of ongoing monitoring are communicated at 
least annually. The results include the assessor’s or assessment team’s evaluation with 
respect to the degree of conformance.

The survey results confirmed that the primary recipients of communications regarding results of 
a QAIP are the board and senior leadership, which is consistent with the mandatory guidance outlined 
in the IPPF.

Fewer than one in five survey respondents who have a QAIP in place (or plan to implement one 
within 12 months) are reporting on the return on investment earned by their QAIPs. This represents an 
opportunity for CAEs to enhance the discussion of the QAIPs with key stakeholders.

External reporting of QAIP results is not required by the mandatory guidance contained in the 
IPPF.  However, there were examples of such reporting, which may represent another opportunity for 
CAEs to raise awareness of the benefits derived from successful QAIPs.
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RECIPIENTS OF QAIP COMMUNICATION

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were further asked about how they communicate results of 
their QAIP.

Figure 7.1. Communication

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Press release

Information on Internet site

Information on the intranet

Information in the report on governance
and internal control

Communication to the external auditors

Information in the annual report

Specific report to executive management

Specific report to the board

3%

6%

15%

26%

31%

38%

56%

62%

Question 30: How do you communicate internally and externally on your QAIP? (Total valid responses: 589) 
Note: Respondents were allowed to choose multiple responses. Figure 7.1 summarizes the percentage of responses chosen by 
the 589 participants.

The outcome of survey question 30 confirmed that governing bodies are the primary target audi-
ence for communication of QAIP results. The leading recipients of QAIP communications are the board 
and senior management (see figure 7.1). 

Figure 7.1 also highlights that external reporting of QAIP results mostly occurs in annual reports, 
communications with the external auditors, and reports on corporate governance and internal control.   
Internet reporting or press releases are rarely used.

Other forms of communication included in survey comments are:

 ■ Reference in audit reports 

 ■ Internal audit presentation tools

 ■ Internal audit strategic plan or value report 
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Table 7.1. Communication – Regional Responses

Communication Global
Regions in Excess of 
the Global Response

Regions Less Than 
the Global Response

Specific report to the board 62% North America (77%) Middle East (36%)
Asia Pacific (46%)

Specific report to executive management 56% Middle East (73%)
Europe Central Asia (65%)

Africa (67%)

Information in the annual report 38% Central Europe Asia (62%) North America (20%)
Asia Pacific (26%)

Communication to the external auditors 31% Middle East (45%)
Western Europe (40%)

Asia (20%)
Latin America (11%)

Information in the report on governance 
and internal control

26% Africa (42%)
Latin America (41%)

North America (5%)

Information on the intranet 15% Latin America (23%)
Middle East (27%)

Africa (8%)

Information on Internet site 6% Middle East (27%)

Press release 3% Central Europe Asia (8%)
Middle East (9%)

Latin America (11%)

North America (0%)

Question 30: How do you communicate internally and externally on your QAIP?

Probably the most significant trend highlighted in table 7.1 is the near absence of any external 
reporting of QAIP results within the North American region. Other regions indicate some external 
reporting of QAIP results to varying degrees.

QAIP ASSESSMENT SCALES

Our research disclosed several assessment scales that have been developed to help internal auditors 
evaluate the current state of their quality capability:

 ■ IIA Quality Assessment Manual Scale: Does Not Conform/Partially Conforms/
Generally Conforms

 ■ IIA (North America) Path to Quality Assessment Scale: Introductory/Emerging/
Established/Progressive /Advanced
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 ■ IIA Internal Audit Capability Model (IA-CM) for the Public Sector: Initial/
Infrastructure/Integrated/Managed/Optimizing

 ■ DIIR (IIA Germany) and IFACI (IIA France) Guideline for Conducting a 
Quality Assessment: 3 (Satisfactory)/2 (Room for Improvement)/1 (Significant 
Improvement Needed)/0 (Unsatisfactory/Not Applicable)

RETURN ON INVESTMENT

The 61% of survey respondents who stated they currently had a QAIP in place or planned to imple-
ment one within 12 months (see figure 1.1) were further asked if they reported the return on investment 
for their QAIP investments.

Table 7.2. Return on Investment

Frequency

Yes 18%

No 82%

Question 29: When reporting/communicating on your QAIP, do you quantify the return on investment of such a program? (Total 
valid responses: 600)

In chapter 2, we demonstrated that internal audit activities with a QAIP in place (or planning to 
implement one within 12 months) confirmed that an effective QAIP adds value to their internal audit 
activity consistent with their primary reasons to invest in a QAIP. Return on investment reporting could 
be used to highlight the benefits of the QAIP resulting from investments in quality. With so few respon-
dents reporting return on investment for their QAIP, this represents a significant opportunity for CAEs 
to enhance their discussion of their QAIPs with key stakeholders. 

Table 7.3. Return on Investment – Regional Responses

Global Regions in Excess of the Global Response Regions Less Than the Global Response

18% Latin America (35%)
Middle East (33%)

Africa (32%)

North America (6%)
Asia Pacific (6%)

Question 29: When reporting/communicating on your QAIP, do you quantify the return on investment of such a program? (Total 
valid responses: 600)

EXTERNAL REPORTING OF QAIP RESULTS

The IIA’s IPPF does not require external reporting of QAIP results; however, many other global 
quality assessment programs (e.g., International Organization for Standardization [ISO]) regularly 
produce external communication of quality program results. Some organizations provide such commu-
nication to their customers as part of their commercial agreements.
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As displayed in figure 7.1, some external reporting of QAIP results occurs in annual reports and 
reports on corporate governance and internal control. Our interest was in discovering how extensive 
voluntary external communication was occurring regarding the results of QAIPs by internal audit activ-
ities (possible consideration as a leading practice?). If QAIPs and external assessments are considered 
valuable to stakeholders, one would expect this value to be communicated externally.  

During the in-depth interviews conducted as part of the overall research project (see appendix 
C), interviewees indicated that external reporting of QAIP results is very rare. A few respondents 
mentioned examples of external reporting—public sector reporting to a supreme audit institution, 
reporting between peers (again, public sector), and two examples within a highly regulated and compet-
itive financial services sector. Two interviewees specifically mentioned a recognition ceremony related 
to successful results from external assessments.  

We used a research engine (Factiva) to browse newspapers from 2005 (year of the first IFACI 
external assessment) through 2012. We found no articles focusing on QAIPs or the results of an external 
assessment of any internal audit activity. We did find articles containing a discussion of the external 
assessment process as part of interviews with the CEO of IFACI where QAIPs were mentioned.

Next, we performed a document review for the 40 firms contained in the CAC 40 index (a bench-
mark French stock market index). As the name suggests, the index comprises the 40 most significant 
values among the 100 highest market caps on the Paris stock exchange—Euronext Paris. The goal was 
to understand how firms value and communicate the results of their QAIPs. 

More precisely, the research was aimed at:

 ■ Determining the way listed firms communicate on internal audit quality and its 
management in their annual reports

 ■ Analyzing the way externally assessed internal audit departments value and 
communicate on their QAIP in their annual reports, on their Internet site, and in 
other media

 ■ Evaluating the emphasis placed on those topics in their reports, on their Internet 
site, and in other media

QAIP Results Included in Annual Reports

For CAC 40 index companies, when a paragraph or a sentence related to internal audit quality 
or internal audit quality management, or when internal audit QAIPs appear in the annual report, they 
are included in the Report on Internal Control and Corporate Governance. They are most often in the 
report section where diverse divisions responsible for steering internal control are described. In one 
instance, a company mentioned internal audit quality in a section titled “Standards and Instructions.” 
The excellence of the internal audit activity is mentioned in the message from the chairman and CEO.
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Table 7.4. Quality Topics Included in Annual Reports by the CAC 40

Quality Topic 2011 2010 2009

Internal audit quality/performance/value added/
excellence

14 12 10

Internal audit QAIP 11 10 9

External assessment of internal audit quality 9 8 8

IFACI external assessment 8 6 6

Table 7.4 displays the number of annual reports issued by the CAC 40 we identified as mentioning 
or developing the following topics: 

 ■ Internal audit quality and/or internal audit performance and/or internal audit value 
added and/or internal audit excellence

 ■ Internal audit QAIPs

 ■ External assessment of internal audit quality

 ■ External assessment conducted by IFACI

The table indicates an increase in comments related to internal audit quality (and/or performance 
and/or value added and/or excellence) in annual reports between 2009 and 2011. Companies that 
mention one or several of those concepts, but not necessarily allude to a QAIP, also highlight one of the 
following facts:

 ■ The audit committee has examined internal audit work and noticed that its quality 
has improved.

 ■ Corporate audit regularly reviews the quality and performance of audit teams 
in subsidiaries.

 ■ The internal audit activity has implemented a road map based on several key 
concepts, among them quality, performance, and value added.

 ■ The internal audit activity complies with professional standards.

 ■ The internal audit activity has received a quality recognition from IFACI.
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Table 7.5. Mentions of QAIP in CAC 40 Annual Reports

2011 2010 2009

Average number of words (when a QAIP is mentioned) 50 59 54

From our review of CAC 40 annual reports.

Table 7.5 presents a consistent trend in the average number of words included in annual reports 
regarding quality. We categorized annual report citations regarding audit quality as short, average, 
or long.

Table 7.6. Examples of Quality Citations in Annual Reports

Short Citation Citation of Average Length Long Citation

“Since 2009, the internal 
audit activity has been 
evaluated in accordance 
with international Internal 
Auditing Standards by 
IFACI Certification.”

“Following an outside assess-
ment performed in 2008, an 
independent assessment will 
be conducted in 2012 on the 
Corporate Audit Division and the 
“business line” audit services. 
The assessment will cover the 
functioning of the key processes 
for these entities, compliance 
with professional standards, 
and the quality of the audits 
undertaken.”

“X Internal Audit was awarded IFACI certifica-
tion in October 2007, which was successfully 
renewed in December 2010 for a 3-year 
period. IFACI is the French branch of the 
international Institute of Internal Auditors (IIA). 
This is the result of a long process launched 
at the end of 2005 with an external review 
of Internal Audit performance. The certifi-
cation demonstrates that X Internal Audit is 
compliant with The IIA’s Standards, including 
independence and objectivity, proficiency 
and due professional care, quality assurance 
and improvement program, nature of work, 
communication of results.”

Firms Assessed by IFACI

We examined 35 out of 41 annual reports published in 2011 by organizations where the internal 
audit activity was assessed by an IFACI certification team. Twenty-three out of 35 reports we reviewed 
contained specific references to the external assessment. Listed firms place this reference in the report 
on corporate governance and internal control. The average number of words used was 48.

Three out of 23 organizations externally assessed in 2012 by an IFACI certification team commu-
nicated regarding external assessments on their website. They placed emphasis on the “international 
label” and the “recognition of the professionalism of their internal audit teams.” Two of them also refer to 
the ceremony given by IFACI to recognize results of the external assessment. One organization included 
a video of the IFACI presentation ceremony on its website.

The website of an organization evaluated in 2010 still displays this information in the “communica-
tion” rubric. The chairman and CEO declares, “This recognition demonstrates the commitment of our 
audit activity to the International Professional Practices Framework (IPPF) and its added value to the 
Agency. In addition to this, it illustrates the Agency’s commitment to good governance and its drive for 
continuous improvement in a control environment.” The assessment process is then described. Finally, 
some best practices are highlighted: “In conjunction with a positive assessment against the Standards, the 
external assessor noted some best practices, including the presence of the audit activity in the Integrated 



The Value of Quality Assurance and Improvement Programs—A Global Perspective 66

Management System of the Agency, the integration of the fundamentals of the International Internal 
Audit Framework and transparency through the Agency intranet, where the charter, procedures, and the 
annual audit program are published.”

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS

Better communication oriented toward the value of effective QAIPs, with targeted messages for 
specific stakeholders, would underscore the credibility of the internal audit activity and its contribution 
to the effectiveness of internal control and risk management systems. Reporting of return on investment 
related to QAIPs might facilitate this process.

When the external assessment credential is awarded during a ceremony where governing bodies 
express their support to internal audit, communicating that information internally will help promote 
the value of the QAIP across the organization. CAEs should evaluate the opportunity to develop 
company-level external communication to enhance awareness of the benefits derived from successful 
QAIPs among external stakeholders.
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Conclusion

WHAT IS NEXT FOR INTERNAL AUDIT QUALITY MANAGEMENT?

QAIPs should be designed to identify potential areas for improvement within internal audit operations.  
Based on a thorough self-assessment of the internal audit activity and an understanding of the IPPF’s 
mandatory guidance, CAEs should develop a vision for building and sustaining a successful QAIP. In 
establishing convincing and relevant areas for improvement, CAEs should seek input from qualified 
independent external assessors.

CAEs should promote their QAIP as a source of value added in support of organizational objec-
tives—strategic and operational. A high-performing internal audit activity contributes to achieving 
organizational objectives through its systematic, disciplined internal audit processes and the competen-
cies of internal audit staff. Its processes and personnel enable the activity to build credibility within the 
organization, resulting in an enhanced ability to meet or exceed stakeholder expectations.  

Although resource constraints can be a barrier to successfully building and sustaining an effective 
QAIP, CAEs need to develop a cost-benefit justification for investing in one that highlights the value 
to be gained for both the internal audit activity and the organization it supports. Building support for a 
QAIP requires open communication between CAEs and stakeholders to obtain agreement on internal 
audit services that add value in meeting organizational objectives. The IIA Practice Guide, Measuring 
Internal Audit Effectiveness and Efficiency, offers suggestions regarding enhancing the dialogue with 
key stakeholders.

Addressing resource constraints in establishing their QAIP will require CAEs to consider inte-
grating their ongoing monitoring activities within their internal audit activity’s normal operations. This 
approach is consistent with IIA Practice Guide, Quality Assurance and Improvement Program, which 
states, “Quality should be built in to, and not on to, the way the activity conducts its business—through 
its internal audit methodology, policies and procedures, and human resource practices.”

To further address the issue of time and staff constraints, CAEs should consult The IIA’s Quality 
Assessment Manual for the Internal Audit Activity for tools that enable integration of ongoing assessments 
into the daily operation of internal audit activities. Integrating quality into day-to-day audit activities 
reduces the need for “extra” staff time devoted to QAIP and supports development of a systematic, disci-
plined internal audit process.

Practitioners agree that successful QAIPs require leadership and support from CAEs as well as 
active participation and involvement by internal audit staff. To embed internal assessments into daily 
tasks, outputs should be visible and discussed with staff to reinforce their involvement. QAIP initia-
tives should be linked with staff training programs and established as part of normal job routines. CAEs 
should develop quality key performance indicators (KPIs) at the engagement level.

KPIs for the internal audit activity should be aligned with the expectations of stakeholders and 
ref lect the value derived from an effective QAIP. IIA Practice Guide, Measuring Internal Audit Efficiency 
and Effectiveness, outlines a process for developing relevant metrics and offers suggested measures for 
CAEs to consider.
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  Better communication oriented toward the value of effective QAIPs, with targeted messages for 
specific stakeholders, would underscore the credibility of the internal audit activity and its contribution 
to the effectiveness of internal control and risk management systems. Reporting of return on investment 
related to QAIPs might facilitate this process.
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Appendix A

GLOBAL SURVEY QUESTIONS

Date: 11/6/2012

Number of Responses: 1,013

Invited: Directors and CAEs worldwide

QUALITY ASSURANCE AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM: DRIVERS, 
OUTCOMES, AND KEY SUCCESS FACTORS

This survey should take about 15 minutes to complete and closes at the end of the day Friday, Nov. 2.
All information collected will be kept confidential. Thank you for your time and feedback.

Background Information

1.  Please select the location in which you primarily practice professionally: [Respondents chose from 
a list of countries.]

2.  Please select the type of organization for which you currently work: 

   Privately held (non-listed) company

   Publicly traded (listed) company

   Public sector/government

   Not-for-profit organization

   Other, please specify:

3.  Please select the broad industry of the organization for which you work: 

   Banking, financial institutions, and insurance

   Utilities

   Health services

   Energy, oil, and gas

   Manufacturing

   Public administration, compulsory social security

   Transportation

   Wholesale, retail



The Value of Quality Assurance and Improvement Programs—A Global Perspective 70

   Communication, telecommunication

   Consulting services

   Other, please specify:  

3a. What is your current position or level in internal audit? 

    Head or chief audit executive (the most senior audit officer for the organization with 
ultimate responsibility for the entire internal audit activity)

    Director (reports to the most senior audit officer; authorized to direct a broad, 
comprehensive program of internal auditing within the organization)

   Other, please specify:  

3b. Please select your institute name: [Respondents chose from a list of institute names.]

   Other institute:  

Please specify:  

4. Please indicate the approximate number of employees in your organization (as of December 31, 2011): 

   Fewer than 100 employees

   101–500

   501–1,000

   1,001–2,500

   2,501–5,000

   5,001–10,000

   10,001 or more

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

   Yes

   No

6.  Is there any legal or regulatory requirement for an internal audit activity in your organization? 

   Yes

   No
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7.  Is there any legal or regulatory requirement for external reporting on internal control? 

   Yes

   No

8. To what extent do external auditors use the work of (i.e., rely on) your internal audit activity? 

   1 — Not at all     2     3     4     5 — Very much

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

   0–5 years

   6–10 years

   11–25 years

   > 25 years

10. Please indicate the number of employees (full-time equivalent) in your internal audit activity: 

   1

   2–5

   6–10

   11–20

   21–50

   > 50

Quality Assurance and Improvement Program (QAIP)

11. How would you rank the three main stakeholders of your internal audit activity? Rank the top 
three, with 1 being the most important. 

1 2 3

Board 

Audit committee

Executive management  

Shareholders  

External auditors

Regulators

Corporate internal audit

Other internal assurance providers
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11b.  Has your internal audit activity implemented a quality assurance and improvement program 
(QAIP), including ongoing or periodic internal assessments or external assessments? 

   Yes

   No

   To be implemented within 12 months

12.  As part of the QAIP, which component(s) of an ongoing internal assessment is (are) implemented 
in your internal audit activity? 

Yes
To be implemented 
within 12 months

No

Supervision of engagements 

Regular, documented review of workpapers during engagements 
by appropriate internal audit staff

Audit policies and procedures used for each engagement to 
ensure conformance with applicable planning, fieldwork, and 
reporting standards

Feedback from customer survey on individual engagements

Analyses of performance metrics established to improve the 
internal audit activity’s effectiveness and efficiency

All final reports and recommendations are reviewed and 
approved by the chief audit executive (CAE)

Other 

12a If you selected “Other” as a component that has been or will be implemented, please specify it here: 
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13. As part of the QAIP, which component(s) of a periodic internal assessment is (are) implemented in 
your internal audit activity?

Yes
To be implemented 
within 12 months

No

Biannual customer survey

Annual risk assessments for purposes of annual audit planning

Semiannual workpaper reviews for performance in accordance 
with internal audit policies and The IIA’s International Standards 
for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing (Standards)

Annual review of findings

Review of internal audit performance metrics and benchmarking 
of best practices, prepared and analyzed in accordance with 
audit policies and procedures

Periodic activity and performance reporting to the president and 
the audit committee

Other

13a. If you selected “Other” as a component that has been or will be implemented, please specify it here:

  

  

 14.  Which other component(s) of a QAIP is (are) implemented in your internal audit activity?

Yes
To be implemented 
within 12 months

No

Internal assessment by other individuals in the organization

Self-assessment with external independent validation

Full external assessment

15.  What are the three most important reasons why an internal audit activity should invest in a QAIP? 
(Choose up to three) 

   To be in full conformance with IIA Standards

   To anticipate, meet, or exceed stakeholders’ expectations

   To identify areas in need of improvement

   To increase the weight/credibility of the internal audit activity within the organization
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   To increase the reputation of the organization

   To bring a systematic, disciplined internal audit approach

   To be in greater support of the strategy

   To contribute to the effectiveness of the financial reporting process

   Other, please specify:  

16.  What are the three most important obstacles that hamper the implementation of the QAIP in your 
internal audit activity or prevent it from investing in a QAIP? (Choose up to three) 

   Increase of bureaucratization

   Increase of paper workload

   Financial cost

   Lack of staff to supervise engagements effectively

   Waste of time

   Too theoretical

   Other, please specify:  

17. How is the CAE supported by the following groups to implement QAIPs? Indicate the level of 
involvement, with 1 indicating “Not involved” and 7 indicating “Strongly supportive.” 

Board of directors 1 — Not involved  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly supportive

Audit committee 1 — Not involved  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly supportive

Executive management 1 — Not involved  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly supportive

17b. Other supportive or strongly supportive group: 

Please specify:  

18.   Is the QAIP of your internal audit activity linked to a comprehensive quality program at the orga-
nization level? 

   Yes

   No
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19. Do you think that having an effective QAIP in place has added value to your internal audit 
activity through:

19a. Better use of resources? 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

19b. Attention paid to customers’/stakeholders’ perception and satisfaction? 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

19c. Enhanced internal auditors’ professionalism and specialized skills? 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

19d. A sense of accomplishment and satisfaction for internal auditors? 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

19e. Systematic documentation and evaluation of the performance of critical processes? 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

19f. Identification of critical areas and points for improvement? 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

19g. Improving the organization’s reputation? 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

20.  How many times has your internal audit activity been externally assessed? 

   Once

   Two or three times

   More than three times

   Never

21. Is the QAIP of your internal audit activity in full conformance with IIA Standard 1312 requiring an 
external assessment at least once every five years? 

   Yes

   Planned for the next 12 months

   No
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21a. If your internal audit activity is not in full conformance with IIA Standard 1312, please explain why 
not. (Choose all that apply) 

   Our internal audit activity is a small audit shop

   Our stakeholders don’t see the value added of an external assessment

   External assessment is too expensive

   Our internal audit activity is new (in operation for less than five years)

   The CAE is confident about the results of the other components of the QAIP

   Other reasons; please specify:   

22.  What are the three most important reasons for conducting an external quality assessment? (Choose 
up to three) 

   To increase the perceived value of the internal audit activity within the organization

   To meet or exceed stakeholders’ expectations

   To benchmark our internal audit practices

   To raise the awareness among management of internal audit professional standards

   To be in full conformance with IIA Standards

   To set an example: “The internal audit activity is also audited”

   To increase the reputation of the organization

23a.  Who conducted the internal audit activity’s most recent external assessment? 

   An IIA institute

   Peers

   Big Four (major external audit and advisory firms)

   Other, please specify:   

   Not applicable

23b.  If an external assessment is planned in the upcoming 12 months, who will conduct it? 

   An IIA institute

   Peers

   Big Four (major external audit and advisory firms)

   Other, please specify:   

   Not applicable
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24.  Please indicate the amount of the external assessment, whether recent or upcoming, as applicable:

0–
USD15k

USD15,501–
USD30,000

USD30,001–
USD50,000

USD50,001–
USD70,000

USD70,001–
USD100,000

More than 
USD100,000

N/A

Amount 
paid for the 
most recent 
external 
assessment

If an 
external 
assessment 
is planned 
in the 
upcoming 
12 months, 
amount 
budgeted 
for it

25. Please indicate the type of review, whether recent or upcoming, as applicable:

Self-Assessment 
with Independent 
External Validation

Full External 
Assessment

Peer 
Review

Not 
Applicable

The type of the internal audit activity’s 
most recent external assessment

If an external assessment is planned in 
the upcoming 12 months, specify the 
type of this assessment

26. What percentage of your audit plan (staff time) is dedicated to QAIP activities?     

   None

   < 5%

   6–10%

   11–20%

   > 25%
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27. Which standard(s) of reference do you use to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of your 
processes? (Choose all that apply) 

   IPPF

   ISO 9001

   Total quality management (TQM)

   Other, please specify:  

   None

28. What are the key factors for a successful implementation of a QAIP?

28a.  Governing bodies’ involvement 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

28b.  Support from executive management 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

28c.  Internal auditors’ involvement and motivation 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

28d.  CAE leadership 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

28e.  Other factor for successful implementation of a QAIP: 

Please specify:   

29.  When reporting/communicating on your QAIP, do you quantify the return on investment of such 
a program? 

   Yes

   No

30.  How do you communicate internally and externally on your QAIP? (Choose all that apply) 

   Information in the annual report

   Information in the report on governance and internal control

   Specific report to executive management

   Specific report to the board
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   Information on Internet site

   Information on the intranet

   Press release

   Communication to the external auditors

   Other, please specify:   

Internal Audit Quality: Conception, Determinants, and Consequences

31. How does internal audit add value to your organization?

31a. Identify cost savings within the organization 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31b. Decrease in external audit fees 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31c.  Decrease in fraud acts 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31d. Increase in executive management and governing bodies’ knowledge regarding risk management 
and internal control best practices 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31e. Improvement of timely communication of relevant information for better decision-making 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31f.  Support for the implementation of the organization’s strategy 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31g.  Independent opinion on the significance of residual risks 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31h A catalyst for internal audit for an effective coordination of other assurance providers 

1 — Strongly disagree  2  3  4  5  6  7 — Strongly agree

31i. Other way that you agree or strongly agree that internal audit adds value to your organization: 
 Please specify:   
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32. What are the three most important criteria used to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of your 
internal audit processes? 

   Completion of internal audit plan

   Cycle times monitored throughout process (i.e., kickoff meeting to final report)

   Acceptance rate/completion rate of internal audit recommendations

   Budget to actual use of resources

   Client/stakeholder satisfaction surveys

   Number of management requests for assurance or consulting services

   Internal audit’s assistance requested by external auditors

   Other(s), please specify:   

33. If you would like to take part in the drawing for one of 25 free copies of the report, including the 
results of this research, please provide your email address: 

Email:  
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Appendix B

PROFESSIONAL SUPPORT MATERIALS FOR QAIPS

The IPPF Standards series 1300 lists all relevant mandatory guidance regarding internal audit quality.  
They are supported by recommended guidance outlined in the IPPF Practice Advisory series 1300. 

Other appropriate IIA publications include the following:
The IIA’s Quality Assessment Manual for the Internal Audit Activity, 2013
IIA Practice Guide, Quality Assurance and Improvement Program, March 2012
IIA Practice Guide, Assisting Small Audit Activities in Implementing the International Standards 

for the Professional Practice of Internal Auditing, April 2011
IIA Practice Guide, Measuring Internal Audit Effectiveness and Efficiency, December 2010
The website for IIA North America Quality Services is noted below: 

https://na.theiia.org/services/quality/Pages/Quality-Assurance.aspx
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Appendix C

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

ACADEMIC LITERATURE REVIEW 

Despite increasing attention paid to the role of the internal audit activity within corporate gover-
nance, only limited academic research has examined internal audit quality and its management. Marais 
(2004) analyzed the formal prescriptions and guidelines on quality in internal audit activities contained 
in the internal auditing standards and related practice advisories. Other studies (Burns et al., 1994; 
Megan et al., 1997; Leung & Cooper, 2009; Burnaby et al., 2009; Soh et al., 2011) spot the link between 
professionalism and implementation of IIA Standards. However, the academic research mainly focused 
on a client-oriented view of internal audit quality.

In assessing the quality and effectiveness of the internal audit activity, Gramling et al. (2004) 
suggest that consideration should be given to the party relying on the work of internal audit. They state 
that quality may vary according to which party is using the work of internal audit. 

Academic research has predominantly focused on the quality of internal audit from the external 
auditor’s perspective (DeZoort et al., 2001). Factors such as independence, objectivity, proficiency, and 
performance have been used as indicators of its quality (Messier and Schneider, 1988; Krishnamoorthy, 
2002; Suwaidan and Qasim, 2010) and suggest that the extent of reliance the external auditor places on 
the work of the internal audit activity is positively related to these factors. Matarney (2011) discusses 
guidance used by external auditors before relying on internal auditors’ work. 

Yet some researchers acknowledged that evaluation of the quality of the internal audit activity 
needs to consider a wider set of measures, including the consideration of quality from the perspective 
of other actors in the corporate governance theater (Coram et al., 2008). For example, it is important 
to be aware of the significant role the audit committee plays in determining the quality of the internal 
audit activity, given its resource allocation and oversight responsibilities pertaining to the internal audit 
activity (Gramling et al., 2004). According to Krishnamoorthy and Maletta (2008), the quality of internal 
audit is positively linked to the governance strength of the board, expertise of the audit committee on 
accounting, and the level of coordination between external auditors and the internal audit activity.

The positive impact of internal audit quality on internal audit effectiveness, internal control, 
management, reporting, and governance has been highlighted by several researchers. For instance, 
Dessalegn and Aderajew (2007) reveal that internal audit effectiveness is strongly inf luenced by internal 
audit quality and management support, whereas organizational setting and auditee attributes do not 
have a strong impact on audit effectiveness. Prawitt et al. (2009) find evidence that the quality of the 
internal audit activity is associated with a moderation in the level of earnings management. Fadzil et al. 
(2005) show that the quality of the internal control system of a listed company is affected by the level 
of compliance of their internal audit activity to IIA Standards. Hutchinson and Zain (2009) explore 
whether the relation between internal audit quality and firm performance is associated with firm char-
acteristics of information asymmetry and uncertainty (growth opportunities) and certain governance 
controls (audit committee effectiveness). The results reveal that the association between internal audit 
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quality and firm performance is stronger for firms with high growth opportunities and that this positive 
association is weakened by increasing audit committee independence. 

To increase the benefits of internal audit quality, it is necessary to implement methods and tools to 
continuously improve it. A few researchers analyzed the different quality management approaches and 
their relevance for internal auditing. 

For example, Rezaee (1996) suggests that total quality management (TQM) is a way to achieve 
continuous quality improvements in internal audit activities. The author proposes examining TQM 
principles and their implications for internal audit activities and discussing the benefits of proper imple-
mentation of TQM techniques and tools for internal audit departments, internal auditors, and their 
organizations. TQM is defined as “an integrated effort to gain competitive advantages continuously in 
improving all aspects of business activities and by striving for the goal of satisfied customers.” When 
this definition applies to the internal audit activity, it means the ability, willingness, and commitment of 
internal auditors to anticipate, satisfy, and possibly exceed the expectations of major claimants of their 
internal audit services. 

TQM attributes and characteristics that are directly related to internal auditors are “continuous 
quality improvement of internal audit activities, understanding the organization’s needs and satisfying 
its internal audit services, encouraging compliance with professional standards, managerial policies and 
procedures, professional ethical standards, and other applicable laws and regulations by all personnel 
within the internal audit department, promoting management by objective in performance evaluation, 
promotion, and advancement activities, developing strategic planning and implementation techniques 
to achieve short-run as well as the long-term total quality goal of internal audit activities adopting TQM 
philosophy in carrying out the day-to-day activities of the internal audit department, emphasizing team 
work, participation, and employee training, development programs, and continuing professional educa-
tion.” The most important goal of TQM is to meet and exceed the needs of both internal and external 
customers. For further references on the link between TQM and internal audit quality, see Sharma, 
2001; Gramling et al., 2004; Yasmeen & Alhatmi, 2010; and Soh and Martinov-Bennie, 2011. 

Soh and Martinov-Bennie (2011) suggest significant expansion and refocus of the role of internal 
audit and perceptions of its effectiveness. However, according to them, “performance evaluation mech-
anisms of internal audit have not evolved contemporaneously. The misalignment between the role and 
evaluation gives rise to difficulty in assessing the extent to which the internal audit activity is meeting stake-
holders’ expectations.”

In conclusion, the concept “customers/stakeholders” is central for the design and implementation 
of internal audit quality programs. QAIPs should create value for internal audit and its stakeholders. 
However, identifying internal audit’s customers/stakeholders and their expectations is not easy. Sarens 
et al. (2007 and 2009) discuss the relationship between internal audit and its key stakeholders (senior 
management and audit committee). Positioning internal audit as agent to the board/audit committee 
and, at the same time, as partner to management is challenging in practice. Internal audit activities 
should clarify the customer dimension in its organizational context (Lenz and Sarens, 2012). 

RESULTS OF PREVIOUS SURVEYS

The IIA has supported several surveys with questions regarding QAIPs. A summary of the 
results follows.
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In 2007, The IIARF conducted a survey titled External Quality Assessments 
— Sharing Results. It was designed to compile information from organizations that 
had recently undergone the external quality assessment process. The survey drew 74 
responses, including 59.5% of responses from the public sector and 40.5% of responses 
from the private sector. About 10% of the responses were from organizations outside the 
United States. Key tools and techniques used by survey respondents include performing 
an internal assessment in accordance with Standard 1311 to prepare for the external 
quality assessment. Of the survey respondents, 87% stated that The IIA provided suffi-
cient guidance in assisting with their organizations’ preparation for the external quality 
assessment. With regard to performance of the external quality assessment, 67% of 
respondents used The IIA’s external quality assessment services, while approximately 
25% used a Big Four accounting firm or other service provider. Seven percent used their 
peer pool member as part of an independent reciprocal peer review arrangement. For 
peer review arrangements, 40% of respondents established their peer pool through a 
professional association. Other peer pool respondents used a known but independent 
auditor from a head office or a local university. Almost 85% of survey respondents found 
the recommendations received from the external quality assessment to be valuable. The 
majority of those who cited the recommendations as not adding value did so because 
their review team was ineffective in tailoring the external quality assessment to fit 
their organizations’ size or industry. The findings also revealed that one reason for low 
compliance with Standard 1300 is that internal audit is unregulated. Moreover, the size 
and maturity of the internal audit acitivty are significant factors.

In 2010, The IIARF conducted the second Global Internal Audit Survey from 
more than 13,500 practitioners in more than 107 countries. It provided interesting 
perspectives on the implementation status of Standard 1300: Quality Assurance and 
Improvement Program throughout the world. Compliance with Standard 1300 improved 
slightly from 2006 to 2010, as 38.4% indicated full compliance in 2010 compared to 
32.8% in 2006. CAEs stated that only 31.3% of their organizations have internal audit 
QAIP in place. They also stated that 34.5% of their organizations had an external quality 
review in accordance with Standard 1312, while 50.9% have never had an external quality 
assessment in accordance with the Standards. The main reasons for noncompliance are 
the same as the primary reasons for not following the Standards in general: small size 
of internal audit staff, cost, and lack of management/board support. So Standard 1300 
continues to be the standard with the lowest level of full compliance.

The IIA Austin Chapter Research Committee conducted a survey in December 
2011 to get information on how internal audit acitivities conform to IIA 
Performance Standard 1311. The committee received 76 survey responses from six 
countries. Analysis of the survey results identified several points: although overall the 
size of the internal audit department does not drive whether or not internal quality 
assessments are conducted, a fewer proportion of respondents from departments with 
between 1–5 and 21–50 people reported conducting assessments. Many of the activities 
identified by respondents who conduct internal quality assessments are also performed 
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by departments that do not meet Standard 1311, highlighting the activities as best prac-
tice for ensuring quality. Respondents identified CAEs as the individuals who conduct 
the internal assessment; however, this shifts to either a staff member dedicated to quality 
assurance or audit managers/supervisors as the size of the department increases. While 
there were various responses, most indicated that internal assessments are conducted at 
least annually, which provides for communicating the results to senior management and 
the board annually. Results of internal assessments are being used to address performance 
and noncompliance with the Standards. A variety of performance metrics were reported as 
used. Whether a department conducts internal quality assessments does not drive what or 
whether metrics are used. Most internal audit departments that conduct internal quality 
assessments also report having a current external quality assessment. Respondents iden-
tified improved internal audit processes as the most important value from conducting 
internal quality assessments.

IN-DEPTH INTERVIEWS

The use of semi-structured interviews combined with a questionnaire-based survey approach facil-
itated an in-depth insight and understanding of:

 ■ Perceptions of internal audit quality and internal audit strategic performance 

 ■ Motivations and specific outcomes of investing in a quality process 

 ■ The impact of the quality process on internal audit performance 

 ■ The impact of the quality process on stakeholders’ decisions and on value creation 

 ■ Improvement targets for the future

The semi-structured interviews were conducted to elicit the perceptions of 20 CAEs from different 
regions, countries, and industries. Only three of these internal audit activities have not formally imple-
mented any component of a QAIP. Six did not have an external assessment, so they are above the average 
practices revealed by the survey. Eight other interviews were conducted with four audit committee 
members or equivalent, one chief financial officer, and three external auditors.

DOCUMENTARY REVIEW 

A documentary review was performed to understand how firms value and communicate about their 
QAIP. This review gives an indication of the perception of stakeholders’ concern with QAIPs.

More precisely, this part of the research aims at:

 ■ Determining the way listed firms communicate on internal audit quality and on its 
management in their annual reports

 ■ Analyzing the way externally assessed internal audit departments value and 
communicate on their QAIP in their annual reports, on their Internet site, and in 
other medias

 ■ Appreciating the emphasis placed on those topics in their reports, on their Internet 
site, and in other medias



The Value of Quality Assurance and Improvement Programs—A Global Perspective 86

Appendix D

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Alkafaji, Yass, Shakir Hussain, Ashraf Khallaf, and Munir Majdalawieh. Characteristics of an Internal Audit 
Activity, Report I, The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey: A Component of the CBOK Study. Altamonte 
Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2010.

Allegrini, Marco, Giuseppe D’Onza, Rob Melville, Gerrit Sarens, and Georges M. Selim. What’s Next for 
Internal Auditing?, Report IV, The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey: A Component of the CBOK Study. 
Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2010. 

Anderson, Richard J., and J. Christopher Svare. Imperatives for Change: The IIA’s Global Internal Audit 
Survey in Action, Report V, The IIA’s Global Internal Audit Survey: A Component of the CBOK Study. 
Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2011.

The Audit Committee and the CAE: Sustaining a Strategic Partnership, white paper. Altamonte Springs, FL: 
The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2013. 

Audit & Contrôle internes N° 187 de novembre-décembre 2007: Audit interne: vue panoramique 
internationale: Une enquête révélatrice de fortes convergences.

Bailey, James A. Core Competencies for Today’s Internal Auditor, Report II, The IIA’s Global Internal Audit 
Survey: A Component of the CBOK Study. Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation, 2010. 

Bergeret, Florence, Florence Fradin, Béatrice Ki-Zerbo, and Guy Noblet. Audit interne en France et dans 
le monde: Points de repères et tendances du CBOK (Common Body of Knowledge). Paris: IFACI, 
2008.

Best Practices in Implementing Quality Assurance & Improvement Programs, The IIA–Austin Chapter 
Research Committee, March 2012. 

Bolger, Dan. A Call to Action: Stakeholders’ Perspectives on Internal Auditing: Stakeholders’ Expectations 
and Perceptions Survey: A Component of the CBOK Study. Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of 
Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2011. 

Burnaby, Priscilla A., Mohammad J. Abdolmohammadi, and Susan Hass. A Global Summary of the 
Common Body of Knowledge 2006. Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors 
Research Foundation, 2007.

Chen, Jiin-Feng, and Wan-Ying Lin. Measuring Internal Auditing’s Value, Report III, The IIA’s Global Internal 
Audit Survey: A Component of the CBOK Study. Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal 
Auditors Research Foundation, 2010.  

Common Body of Knowledge: vos pratiques au regard des tendances européennes et mondiales. Paris: 
IFACI, 2011.



87The IIA Research Foundation

IIA Practice Guide, Quality Assurance and Improvement Program. Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute 
of Internal Auditors, 2012. 

IIA Standard 1300: Quality Assurance and Improvement Program. International Professional Practices 
Framework (IPPF). Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors, 2013. 

IIA Standard 1312 - External Quality Assessments: Results, Tools, Techniques, and Lessons Learned, Emerging 
Issues Series, Vol. 2, No. 1. Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research 
Foundation, 2007. 

IIA Surveys on Quality Assessment Topics from 2009; Surveys Conducted in Other Countries in the Past 
Four Years. Pour un audit interne à valeur ajoutée: [colloque des 9 et 10 décembre 1999]. IFACI, 
1999.

Ki-Zerbo, Béatrice, Elisabeth Bertin, and Béatrice Bon-Michel. Enquête CBOK: évaluez vos pratiques au 
regard des tendances européennes et mondiales. Paris: IFACI, 2011.

Les pratiques de l’audit et du contrôle internes en France en 2009: enquête 2009. Paris: IFACI, 2009.

Quality Assessment Manual, Updated 6th Edition. Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal 
Auditors Research Foundation, 2011. 

Quality Status Survey: Global Results. The Global Audit Information Network (GAIN). Altamonte 
Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors, 2008.

Raaum, Ronell B., and Stephen L. Morgan. Performance Auditing: A Measurement Approach, 2nd ed. 
Altamonte Springs, FL: The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation, 2009

Tesch, Fred H. Assuring the Audit Committee of Internal Audit’s Quality. IIA Conference, July 2012.

Academic Resources

Al Matarneh, Ghassan F. (2011), “Factors Determining the Internal Audit Quality in Banks: Empirical 
Evidence from Jordan.” International Research Journal of Finance and Economics 73 (2011): 99–108.

Coram, P., C. Ferguson, and R. Moroney. “Internal audit, alternative audit structures and the level of 
misappropriation of assets fraud.” Accounting and Finance 48, No. 4 (2008): 1–17.

Dessalegn, G. M., and W. Y. Aderajew. “Internal audit effectiveness: an Ethiopian public sector case study.” 
Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 22, Iss. 5 (2007): 470–484.

DeZoort, F. T., R. W. Houston, and M. F. Peters. “The impact of internal auditor compensation and role on 
external auditors’ planning judgments and decisions,” Contemporary Accounting Research, Vol. 18, 
No. 2 (2001): 257–281.

Eisa, S. K. “Determinants of the quality of the internal audit to improve the quality of empirical evidence 
from Jordan.” International Research Journal of Finance and Economics 73 (2008): 99–108.

Fadzil, F. H., H. Haron, and M. Jantan. “Internal auditing practices and internal control system.” 
Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 20, Iss. 8 (2005): 844–866.

Gramling, A. A, M. J. Maletta, A. Schneider, and B. K. Church. “The role of the internal audit function in 
corporate governance: A synthesis of the extant internal auditing literature and directions for future 
research.” Journal of Accounting Literature 23 (2004): 194–244.

Hutchinson, M., and M. M. Zain. “Internal audit quality, audit committee independence, growth 
opportunities and firm performance.” Corporate Ownership and Control, Vol. 7, Iss. 2 (2009): 50–65.



The Value of Quality Assurance and Improvement Programs—A Global Perspective 88

Krishnamoorthy, G. “A multistage approach to external auditors’ evaluation of the internal audit function.” 
Auditing: A Journal of Practice & Theory, Vol. 21 No. 1 (2002): 95–120.

Krishnamoorthy, G., and M. Maletta. “The Role of Internal Audit in the Financial Statement Audit: The 
Contingent Effects of Board Independence and Audit Committee Effectiveness,” working paper. 
Northeastern University, 2008. www.aaahq.org/meetings.

Lenz, R., and G. Sarens. “Reflections on the internal auditing profession: what might have gone wrong?” 
Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 27 Iss: 6 (2012): 532–549.

Messier, J. W. F., and A. Schneider. “A hierarchical approach to the external auditor’s evaluation of the 
internal auditing function.” Contemporary Accounting Research, Vol. 4, No. 2 (1988): 337–353.

Prawitt, D. P., J. L. Smith, and D. A. Wood. “Internal audit quality and earnings management.” Accounting 
Review, Vol. 84, Iss. 4 (2009): 1255–1280.

Rezaee, Zabihollah. “Improving the quality of internal audit functions through total quality management.” 
Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 11, Iss. 1 (1996): 30–34.

Soh, Dominic S. B., and Nonna Martinov-Bennie. “The internal audit function: Perceptions of internal 
audit roles, effectiveness and evaluation.” Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 26, Iss. 7 (2011):  
605–622.

Sarens, Gerrit, and Ignace De Beelde. “Building a research model for internal auditing: insights from 
literature and theory specification cases.” International Journal of Accounting, Auditing and 
Performance Evaluation, Vol. 3-4 (2006): 452–470. 

Sarens, Gerrit, and Ignace De Beelde. “The relationship between internal audit and senior management: 
a qualitative analysis of expectations and perceptions.” International Journal of Auditing, Vol. 10-3 
(2007): 219–241.

Sarens, Gerrit, Ignace De Beelde, and Patricia Everaert. “Internal audit: a comfort provider to the audit 
committee.” The British Accounting Review, Vol. 41-2 (2009): 90–106. 

Suwaidan, M. S., and A. Qasim. “External auditors’ reliance on internal auditors and its impact on audit 
fees.” Managerial Auditing Journal, Vol. 25 No. 6 (2010): 509–525.

Wilkinson, N., and K. Plant. “A framework for the development of an organisational governance maturity 
model: A tool for internal auditors.” Southern African Journal of Accountability and Auditing Research, 
Vol. 13 (2012): 19–31. 



89The IIA Research Foundation

THE IIA RESEARCH FOUNDATION SPONSOR RECOGNITION

The Mission of The IIA Research Foundation is to shape, advance, and expand knowledge of internal 
auditing by providing relevant research and educational products to the profession globally. As a sepa-
rate, tax-exempt organization, The Foundation depends on contributions from IIA chapters/institutes, 
individuals, and organizations. Thank you to the following donors:

STRATEGIC PARTNER

PRINCIPAL PARTNERS

DIAMOND PARTNERS (US $25,000+)

PLATINUM PARTNERS (US $15,000–$24,999)

GOLD PARTNERS (US $5,000–$14,999)

Stephen D. Goepfert, CIA, CRMA



The Value of Quality Assurance and Improvement Programs—A Global Perspective 90

SILVER PARTNERS (US $1,000–$4,999)
Anthony J. Ridley, CIA

Bonnie L. Ulmer
Edward C. Pitts

Hal A. Garyn, CIA, CRMA
IIA–Ak-Sar-Ben Chapter

IIA–Albany Chapter
IIA–Atlanta Chapter

IIA–Baltimore Chapter
IIA–Birmingham Chapter

IIA–Calgary Chapter
IIA–Central Illinois Chapter

IIA–Indianapolis Chapter
IIA–Lehigh Valley Chapter 
IIA–Long Island Chapter 

IIA–Miami Chapter
IIA–Northern California East Bay Chapter

IIA–Northwest Metro Chicago Chapter
IIA–Ocean State Chapter
IIA–Pittsburgh Chapter

IIA–Sacramento Chapter
IIA–San Antonio Chapter
IIA–San Gabriel Chapter

IIA–San Jose Chapter
IIA–Southern New England Chapter

IIA–St. Louis Chapter
IIA–Tidewater Chapter

IIA–Twin Cities Chapter  
IIA–Vancouver Chapter

IIA–Western Carolinas Chapter
IIA–Wichita Chapter

Kevin M. Mayeux, CRMA
Margaret P. Bastolla, CIA, CRMA

Mark J. Pearson, CIA 
Michael J. Palmer, CIA

Paul J. Sobel, CIA, CRMA
Richard F. Chambers, CIA, CCSA, CGAP, CRMA

Terri Freeman, CIA, CRMA
Urton L. Anderson, CIA, CCSA, CFSA, CGAP, CRMA

Wayne G. Moore, CIA



91The IIA Research Foundation

THE IIA RESEARCH FOUNDATION BOARD OF TRUSTEES

PRESIDENT

Frank M. O’Brien, CIA, Olin Corporation

VICE PRESIDENT-STRATEGY

Michael F. Pryal, CIA, Federal Signal Corporation

VICE PRESIDENT-RESEARCH AND EDUCATION

Urton L. Anderson, PhD, CIA, CCSA, CFSA, CGAP, 
University of Kentucky

VICE PRESIDENT-DEVELOPMENT

Betty L. McPhilimy, CIA, CRMA, 
Northwestern University

TREASURER

Mark J. Pearson, CIA, Boise, Inc.

SECRETARY

Scott J. Feltner, CIA, Kohler Company 

STAFF LIAISON

Margie P. Bastolla, CIA, CRMA, 
The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation 

MEMBERS

Neil D. Aaron, 
News Corporation

Fatimah Abu Bakar, CIA, CCSA, CRMA, 
Columbus Advisory SDN BHD

Audley L. Bell, CIA, 
World Vision International

Jean Coroller, 
The French Institute of Directors

Edward M. Dudley, CIA, CRMA, 
ABB North America

Philip E. Flora, CIA, CCSA, 
FloBiz & Associates, LLC

Steven E. Jameson, CIA, CCSA, CFSA, CRMA, 
Community Trust Bank

Jacques R. Lapointe, CIA, CGAP

James A. LaTorre,  
PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP USA

Kasurthrie Justine Mazzocco, 
IIA–South Africa

Guenther Meggeneder, CIA, CRMA, 
ista International

Larry E. Rittenberg, PhD, CIA,  
University of Wisconsin

Sakiko Sakai, CIA, CCSA, CFSA, CRMA, 
Infinity Consulting

Mark L. Salamasick, CIA, CRMA, 
University of Texas at Dallas

Jacqueline K. Wagner, CIA, 
Ernst & Young LLP

William C. Watts, CIA, CRMA, 
Crowe Horwath LLP



The Value of Quality Assurance and Improvement Programs—A Global Perspective 92

THE IIA RESEARCH FOUNDATION COMMITTEE 
OF RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ADVISORS

CHAIRMAN

Urton L. Anderson, PhD, CIA, CCSA, CFSA, CGAP, University of Kentucky

VICE-CHAIRMAN

James A. Alexander, CIA, Unitus Community Credit Union

STAFF LIAISON

Lillian McAnally, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation 

MEMBERS
Barry B. Ackers, CIA, University of South Africa

Sebastien Allaire, CIA, Deloitte & Touche LLP (France)
John Beeler, SalesForce.com Inc.

Karen Begelfer, CIA, CRMA, Sprint Nextel Corporation
Sharon Bell, CIA, Wal-Mart Stores, Inc.

Toby Bishop
Sezer Bozkus, CIA, CFSA, CRMA, Grant Thornton Turkey

John K. Brackett, CFSA, McGladrey LLP
Adil S. Buhariwalla, CIA, CRMA, Emirates Airlines

Richard R. Clune Jr., CIA, Kennesaw State University
Peter Funck, Swedish Transport Administration

Stephen G. Goodson, CIA, CCSA, CGAP, CRMA, Texas Department of Public Safety
Ulrich Hahn, PhD, CIA, CCSA, CGAP

Karin L. Hill, CIA, CGAP, CRMA, Texas Department of Assistive and Rehabilitative Services
Warren Kenneth Jenkins Jr., CIA, Lowe’s Companies, Inc.

Jie Ju, Nanjing Audit University
Brian Daniel Lay, CRMA, Ernst & Young LLP

David J. MacCabe, CIA, CGAP, CRMA
Steve Mar, CFSA, Nordstrom

Jozua Francois Martins, CIA, CRMA, Citizens Property Insurance Corporation
John D. McLaughlin, BDO

Deborah L. Munoz, CIA, CalPortland Cement Company
Jason Philibert, CIA, CRMA, TriNet

Charles T. Saunders, PhD, CIA, CCSA, Franklin University
Rui Bezerra Silva, Ventura Petroleo S.A.

Tania Stegemann, CIA, CCSA, Leighton Holdings Limited
Warren W. Stippich Jr., CIA, CRMA, Grant Thornton Chicago

Deanna F. Sullivan, CIA, SullivanSolutions
Jason Thogmartin, GE Capital Internal Audit

Dawn M. Vogel, CIA, CRMA, Great Lakes Higher Education Corporation
Paul L. Walker, St. John’s University

David Williams, Dallas County Community College
Valerie Wolbrueck, CIA, CRMA, Lennox International, Inc.

Douglas E. Ziegenfuss, PhD, CIA, CCSA, CRMA, Old Dominion University




