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FOREWORD 

Governments are looking for innovative and cost-effective responses to address 21st century 

policy challenges such as climate change, ageing populations or inequality. Pressures increased, in 

particular, in the context of the global economic crisis, when fiscal space in most countries was 

drastically reduced and citizens became less confident with the capacity of governments to steer the 

economy to recovery and protect society from the devastating impact of the subsequent financial, 

economic and social crises.     

Restoring trust in public institutions and processes is vital to enabling governments to take a more 

proactive approach to addressing long-term societal needs. Citizens need to know that neither policies 

nor markets will be allowed to favour growth at their expense. This complex endeavour requires 

credible information about the reliability and performance of public institutions and processes and 

about the quality of participatory and transparent evidence-based decision making to ensure fair policy 

choices.  

Who is able to provide this quality information?  

Ongoing OECD work indicates that Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs) are important sources of 

objective information. They are also potentially important partners in fostering good governance in a 

country. As the external auditor, independent of government, an SAI is a key player in holding 

governments to account and is often one of the more trusted public institutions. SAIs provide 

assurance on the use of public resources and government integrity. They are increasingly providing 

performance-related information on the effectiveness, efficiency and economy of government 

institutions and programmes. From their bird’s-eye perspective, SAIs are uniquely placed to provide 

cross-cutting evidence and insights that governments require for decision making , the development of 

long-term visions and the demonstration of their trustworthiness. 

This analytical framework, which is the first component of a three-phase study aimed at 

enhancing the impact of SAIs on good governance, explores how SAIs can contribute to improving 

specific key government functions – resource management, rule-making and government-wide 

coherence – by providing options for SAIs to consider in relation to budgetary governance, regulatory 

policy, the Centre of Government and internal control.  

The analytical framework draws upon years of policy dialogue on good governance in the OECD, 

among SAIs and with Legislative and Executive branches. It benefits from the longstanding co-

operation with the SAI of Brazil and from the close collaboration of 12 SAIs from OECD members 

and key partner countries.  

Phase two of the study will focus on identifying good practices, case studies and comparative 

data that will illustrate how SAIs are currently, or could, better support the key government functions 

focussed upon in the analytical framework. In phase three, a peer review of Brazil’s SAI will be 

undertaken to identify options for strengthening its role in enhancing good public governance in 

Brazil. 
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This three-phase study is part of OECD’s project on New Approaches to Economic Challenges, 

which aims at helping governments find better ways to cope with policy trade-offs, while identifying, 

prioritising and combining reforms to support sustainable and inclusive growth. To this end, 

governments would also benefit from a new approach to collaboration. The systemic failures of the 

financial crisis highlighted the interconnectedness of policy challenges, underscoring the need for a 

holistic approach. Undertaking reforms that will restore public trust requires a co-ordinated, whole-of-

government effort aimed at improving governance while respecting the autonomy and roles of all 

actors that are working in the public interest. Through a frank awareness of the gaps between 

traditional practices and the modern ambitions for good public governance, a more collective and 

effective approach can better serve the public interest and help governments in reaching the common 

goal of better policies, for better lives. 

 

Rolf Alter 

Director for Public Governance and Territorial Development 
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PREFACE 

Brazil faces a number of challenges to achieving higher levels of national development and to 

combining economic growth with quality of life. Boosting economic activity and ensuring financial 

stability, investing more and better in health, education, technological innovation and infrastructure and 

overcoming considerable social and regional imbalances are indeed key aspects for a better society.  

Since the public sector is a relevant actor for national development, the improvement of public 

governance is an unpostponable imperative. Aware of this scenario and in line with its institutional mission, 

the TCU has increasingly sought to act in a selective and systematic way, with an emphasis on structural 

issues of Public Administration and with the purpose of safeguarding the interests of society.  

In this context, the present analytical framework is of utmost relevance for Supreme Audit Institutions 

(SAIs) and their efforts towards the formation of a better environment for better policies and stronger 

delivery capacity. This, I believe, is the most promising strategy to increase the climate of trust in our 

countries.  

The formation of this new environment undoubtedly requires the strengthening of essential cross-

cutting government activities, such as Budgeting, Regulatory Policy, Centre of Government and Internal 

Control - all objects of the present analytical framework, which discusses the respective role of SAIs in 

each of these areas.  

Concerning Supreme Audit Institutions’ community, it is a great pleasure to count on the participation 

of 12 other SAIs in the study from Canada, Chile, European Union, France, India, Korea, Mexico, the 

Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, South Africa, to the United States.   

As SAIs are a critical source of information for government accountability and decision making we 

should constantly develop new skills in line with the new governance challenges,  particularly with regard 

to foresight capacity, policy coherence, complex problems and other issues that more and more require a 

whole-of-government approach that verges towards a consistent set of long-term key national indicators. 

This is a landmark study for SAIs in relation to the above-mentioned issues and others on the same 

scale that are equally relevant, and will surely encourage new dialogues between audit institutions and 

other government actors, which could substantially contribute to the achievement of more a strategic, agile, 

accountable and open state.  

From this substantial analytical framework, and with the collection of data and best practices in Phase 

II of the study, we will have one more relevant platform for dialogue and learning that fits coherently with 

INTOSAI’s motto of “Mutual Experience Benefits All”.  

 

João Augusto Ribeiro Nardes 

President of the Brazilian Federal Court of Accounts (TCU) and of OLACEFS
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

A whole-of-government approach to restoring public trust and fostering good governance is 

needed, and Supreme Audit Institutions (SAIs) are uniquely placed to support this process 

Addressing complex policy challenges requires insight, foresight and a holistic approach to 

managing public resources. Good governance is essential to maintaining public confidence in 

governments, and to ensuring that public sector entities achieve their intended outcomes while acting 

in the public interest at all times. The systemic ripple effects of the financial crisis highlighted 

weaknesses in public governance and led to a decline in public confidence in many countries. Just 

over half of OECD countries experienced a decline in public trust between 2007 and 2012 (OECD, 

2013a). With subsequent fiscal consolidation timelines extending beyond what had been anticipated, 

governments have to do more with less while demonstrating their ability to tackle 21
st
-century 

problems. To respond adequately and realise economic, social and environmental objectives, a 

whole-of-government approach is necessary and should be supported by evidence-based decision 

making and risk management. The approach to good governance taken in this analytical framework is 

facilitated by a strategic and open state (Box 0.1).  

Box 0.1. Good Governance in a strategic and open state 

Good governance is the optimisation of the processes and institutional arrangements through which 
governments develop, implement and deliver policies, programmes and services for the benefit of citizens and 
society. It is the assurance that the mechanisms driving the policy cycle in formulation, implementation, and 
monitoring and evaluation, are operating effectively, efficiently and economically, and are underpinned by broader 
governance principles such as rule of law, transparency, integrity and accountability. 

Good governance is operationalised through a strategic and open state that is proactive and delivers 
responsive and effective public policies while managing tight fiscal pressures. A strategic and open state has the 
following characteristics (OECD, 2012; 2013b): 

 Strategic agility: This refers to the state’s capacity to identify and address internal and external 

challenges and risks, strengthen efficiencies in policy design and service delivery to meet these 
challenges and mobilise actors and leverage resources to achieve integrated and coherent policy 
outcomes that address these challenges effectively as it pursues its strategic long-term vision for the 
country. 

 Institutional robustness: This refers to the institutional structures and networks that enable the state 

to achieve coherence in strategy, policy and purpose, without inefficiencies, fragmentation, 
redundancies and overlaps. 

 Openness: This refers to the ability and willingness of the state to show how its actions and decisions 

are consistent with clearly defined and agreed upon objectives, and to work outward with non-state 
actors through discussion, partnership and other means in order to advance a shared societal vision. 

 Effective processes: This refers to the systems and processes, or the machinery of government, that 

the state can leverage to ensure efficiency and effectiveness in its delivery of public outputs and 
ultimately to achieve its strategic objectives and government-wide vision. 
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Public trust depends on good governance, and in turn can be a catalyst for it. With the trust of its 

citizens, governments are better able to move beyond short-term, reactive approaches to governing 

with a more holistic, strategic and longer-term vision. Trust in public institutions is driven, in large 

part, by (i) the way policies are designed and implemented, and (ii) the way policy-makers comply 

with standards that ensure their behaviour is in the interest of citizens (OECD, 2013b).   

Restoring trust in the system will require governments to provide evidence of good governance – 

to show that policies and programmes are formulated, implemented and evaluated with the public 

interest in mind. It will require that promised services are provided, and that intended outcomes are 

achieved. Through its role as an independent institution, an SAI, with its responsibilities for external 

public auditing, is uniquely placed to provide this relevant and objective evidence. SAIs are generally 

considered by citizens as having greater integrity in law and in practice than other public sector bodies, 

including other oversight bodies (TI, 2012). 

An SAI’s contribution to good governance can be considered in two ways. On the one hand, SAIs 

are part of the system of accountability in a state by reinforcing the effectiveness of bodies responsible 

for government oversight and for public financial management. When SAIs are professional and 

independent they strengthen the accountability chain, which is required to ensure that public interest 

prevails over personal interest in policy making. On the other hand, SAIs are evolving from limiting 

their audit work to traditional assessments of compliance and are increasingly conducting useful 

assessments of the performance of policies and programmes. Thus, through their work, SAIs 

(i) provide reasonable assurance and assessment of the way policies are designed and implemented 

and compliance of policy-makers and (ii) provide evidence of the performance of the machinery of 

government and programmes and, in some instances, of the achievement of policies.  

The objective and reliable information generated by SAIs can feed into the policy cycle and help 

governments make informed, evidence-based decisions about policy trade-offs, while keeping in mind 

value for money and broader principles of good governance. This is particularly the case when audit 

findings are clearly communicated and issued in a timely manner. Legislatures can also use audit 

findings in scrutinising government activity. 

Independent and professional SAIs hold governments to account, and contribute to 

oversight, insight and foresight of government activity 

SAIs are responsible for overseeing and holding governments to account for their use of public 

resources, together with the Legislature and other oversight bodies. In a democratic system, SAIs 

usually report to the Legislature and to citizens, and in some cases to the Executive or the head of 

state. Where there is more than one body fulfilling the public sector external audit role, the SAI is 

usually distinguished as possessing the strongest constitutional guarantees of independence 

(OECD, 2011). This independence is a precondition for an SAI to fulfil its mandate in a professional 

manner, ensuring sufficient distance to evaluate audited subjects objectively. Discussions about SAI 

independence may become particularly sensitive when it comes to policy development and 

government agenda setting. Recognising the importance of protecting independence, this analytical 

framework explores the role of SAIs in objectively assessing the effectiveness, efficiency and 

economy of the policy-making process, but not in the policy choices themselves. 

The type of assessment an SAI undertakes varies depending upon the reason for its execution, the 

type of audit, the conclusions that are drawn, the “users” or audience of the audit findings and the way 

in which findings are reported, as Section 3 explains in more detail. SAIs have been evolving, refining 

and repackaging their audit work in non-traditional ways. They are moving away from confining their 

work to only financial and compliance audits of the management of public funds, and are undertaking 
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audits of new scope often under the banner of performance audits or combined audits. In some cases, 

SAIs may even investigate complaints, at the request of citizens, where damages have been caused by 

the public service or a public official. SAIs can also audit the implementation of previously agreed 

upon actions that resulted from past audits. 

The expanding knowledge base accumulated through audit work enables SAIs to provide 

different levels of analysis. SAIs are not only providing oversight, but increasingly insight and 

foresight to audited entities with respect to their functioning and to the Executive and Legislature with 

respect to whole-of-government issues. 

Well-functioning SAIs provide oversight to ensure that government resources are spent 

appropriately, that policy is implemented as intended and in conformance with laws and regulations, 

that strategies are met and that the overall performance of the government meets stated policy 

objectives. SAIs provide insight to assist audited entities and other decision-makers by assessing 

which programmes and policies are working and which are not, providing feedback to adjust policies 

and by sharing best practice information. One way in which some SAIs are providing this insight is 

through programme evaluations, which are extensions of performance audits that aim to explain 

successes and failures of policies based on objectives and implementation. Another method is to draw 

on their oversight and insight to issue good practice guidance to the Executive as well as to provide 

counselling and advice, usually upon request of the government or Legislature. SAIs also provide 

foresight to help entities in looking forward by identifying trends and signalling emerging risks before 

they manifest into significant challenges.  

There is potential for SAIs to enhance good governance through a focus on government 

activities that are key to delivering better policies and programmes 

A government aspiring to deliver better policies and programmes needs to ensure that the key 

functions of resource management, rule-making and government-wide coherence are operating well. 

To do so, these functions rely on effective, efficient and economical processes that are underpinned by 

good governance principles such as adherence to the rule of law, transparency, integrity and 

accountability. 

This analytical framework focusses on four areas that are related to these functions and are 

present in the policy cycle: budgeting, regulatory policy, the Centre of Government and internal 

control. Resource management and rule-making rely on good budgetary processes and good regulatory 

policy, respectively. Government-wide coherence is championed by strategically agile Centres of 

Government, while sound management of public resources relies on effective internal control systems. 

This framework looks at what is considered good governance in each of these areas, and what 

challenges exist in achieving it. Analysis is framed by existing OECD work including the OECD 

Principles of Budgetary Governance and the 2012 Recommendation of the OECD Council on 

Regulatory Policy and Governance, as well as other international good practice guidance including, 

but not limited to, the International Standards of Supreme Audit Institutions (ISSAI). Through this 

analysis, the analytical framework offers different options for SAIs to consider in using their assurance 

and assessment work to strengthen the four areas of government activity in focus. They can be 

categorised in three ways: 

 Assessing processes, systems and frameworks; 

 Assessing actors and institutions; and  

 Assessing performance of government policies and programmes. 
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The ability of an SAI to engage in these areas will depend on its specific context including its 

mandate, capacity and resources. As such, options for evolving SAI work will need to be considered in 

light of the roles of relevant actors, particularly the Executive but also the Legislature and other public 

sector oversight bodies, to pinpoint the most useful and relevant value-added work to help tackle the 

policy challenges of that country. 

Ensuring sound resource management through good budgetary governance in a strategic and open 

state  

Strong budgetary governance – including Public Financial Management (PFM) – is essential for 

ensuring that resources are deployed efficiently, effectively and with probity in achieving public 

objectives. The OECD’s work on budgetary governance shows that many OECD countries had 

extended the depth and duration of their previous budget consolidation plans in view of fiscal 

difficulties that continued for longer than anticipated. In face of continued fiscal consolidation and 

budgetary trade-offs, there has been an intensified focus on the budgetary tools, mechanisms and 

processes that can be utilised to support governments and public administrations in this complex 

endeavour. More generally, the broader role of PFM and budgeting is being reassessed to underscore 

the necessary linkages and inter-connections with other areas of public governance, including whole-

of-government medium-term planning, performance-related budgeting, full transparency and 

accessibility of budgetary information, identification and management of fiscal risks, and enhanced 

quality assurance throughout the different phases and functions of the budget cycle. 

SAIs have traditionally interacted with the basic functions of PFM and budgeting through their 

work in ensuring that resources are allocated to the areas for which they are authorised and that they 

are deployed appropriately in that context. SAIs have been producing reports on PFM and end of year 

accounts through audits, as well as issuing opinions or observations on the government’s financial 

reporting.  

As the understanding of the role of budgetary governance widens, it is appropriate that the role of 

SAIs should be reassessed too. In particular, the recently adopted OECD Principles of Budgetary 

Governance provide a useful template for assessing how the contribution of SAIs could be extended 

beyond traditional PFM concepts in action, to include issues such as medium-term planning, 

performance budgeting and identification and management of fiscal risks. Table 0.1 provides a 

summary of the ways in which SAI work may support governments aspiring to integrate best practices 

of budgetary governance into their policy-making process. 
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Table 0.1. Potential for SAI audit work to support sound budgetary governance of a strategic and open state 

Sound budgetary 
governance  

Processes, systems, and frameworks Actors and institutions Performance of government policies* 
and programmes 

Accuracy of fiscal 
forecast 

Assessing whether adequate institutional procedures 
and safeguards are in place to ensure reliability and 
quality of tools that underlie the budget  

  

Top-down 
budgetary 
management and 
planning; 
alignment with 
strategic priorities 

Assessing whether the processes and procedures in 
place facilitate an alignment between budgeting and 
strategic objectives 

  

Medium-term 
aspects of 
budgeting 

Assessing whether there is an effective framework in 
place for guiding the multi-annual process of resource 
allocation  

  

Capital budgeting Assessing the effectiveness of the national 
framework capital investment projects;  
Assessing whether there are sufficiently robust 
procedures and technical capacity in place to 
evaluate procuring capital investment projects 
effectively 

  

Comprehensivene
ss of budgetary 
information and 
accounting 

Assessing whether the existing public accounting 
framework is fit for informing citizens, Legislature and 
key stakeholders of the true position of the public 
finances;    
Assessing whether the budget document provides a 
comprehensive, accurate and reliable account of the 
position of the public finances;  
Assessing whether the budgetary information 
conforms with stated accounting standards, 
communicating the resource-management and policy 
implications   

  

Ensuring quality of 
budgetary 
implementation 
and delivery 

Assessing the effectiveness of the procedures in 
place for managing, monitoring and overseeing 
financial allocations; 
Assessing whether there are adequate mechanisms 
in place to generate and capture quality performance 
information during the phase of budget execution 

  

Identification and 
management of 
longer-term 
sustainability and 
other fiscal risks 

Assessing the integrity and quality of the systems in 
place for assessing long-term fiscal sustainability; 
Assessing the overall risk-management system within 
the system of public and budgetary governance  
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Sound budgetary 
governance 

Processes, systems, and frameworks Actors and institutions Performance of government policies* 
and programmes 

Promoting integrity 
and quality in 
budgetary 
management  

Assessing the soundness and quality of the overall 
national framework of budgetary governance in 
promoting optimal resource allocation, 
implementation, evaluation and review 

Auditing the annual public accounts of public bodies and 
of the government as a whole, as to their accuracy and 
probity, and as to the effectiveness of the public financial 
management systems in place; 
Maintaining a public log of the key audit findings and 
recommendations in respect of each public body and of 
the government as a whole, and update the log by 
reference to the actions taken to address the issues 
arising 

 

Performance, 
evaluation and 
value for money 

Assessing the quality of performance information 
used in performance-related budgeting processes, as 
to its quality, availability and auditability, and advising 
on how this information could be improved; 
Assessing the soundness of the programme logic 
models in place in performance-related budgeting 
processes, as to their evidential basis, and as to the 
quality of processes in place for developing such 
models 

 Auditing  the performance of particular 
programmes as to their effectiveness, 
efficiency and economy 

*Note: This involves an apolitical assessment of a policy’s rollout that is distinct from, and does not include, the agenda setting or decision-making processes related to the 
prioritisation or justification of the policy. 
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Ensuring sound rule-making through good regulatory governance in a strategic and open state 

Effective regulatory governance seeks to maximise the influence of regulatory policy to deliver 

regulations that will have a positive impact on the economy and society, and which meet underlying 

public policy objectives. Regulations are indispensable to the proper functioning of the economy and 

societies and to the implementation of policies so that objectives can be achieved. They underpin 

markets, manage the risk of market failure and protect the rights of citizens. However, businesses 

complain that red tape holds back competitiveness while citizens complain about the time that it takes 

to fill out government paperwork. Regulations can also have unintended costs that arise when they 

become outdated or inconsistent with the achievement of policy objectives, for example. 

Good regulatory policy and governance are a key to restoring public trust in their government’s 

ability to insulate the economy and society from systemic failures that were experienced, directly or 

indirectly, during the financial crisis. Many OECD member and key partner countries increasingly 

recognise the importance of effective regulatory governance and are beginning to articulate their own 

explicit regulatory policies. However, it appears that often a country’s regulatory governance policy 

often consists of not one but a series of disjointed regulatory policies. In addition, governments are 

also facing the challenges of closing the regulatory policy gap to facilitate implementation and 

enforcement; finding an appropriate institutional arrangement for regulatory reform; generating 

evidence about regulatory policy trade-offs, costs and benefits of reforms; and addressing better 

regulation beyond the border. The 2012 Recommendation of the OECD Council on Regulatory Policy 

and Governance provide aspirational principles for governments to pursue in this domain. 

The Recommendation is the result of careful assessments of best practices identified by the Regulatory 

Policy Committee over two decades of policy dialogue. The Recommendation offers considerable 

potential as a benchmark for SAIs to use for such work. While SAIs may conduct financial and 

compliance audits of regulators, they have not traditionally had a role related to regulatory policy. 

However, a growing number of SAIs are making efforts to support better functioning on regulations in 

their country. SAI work in this domain mainly falls under the banner of performance audit, and covers 

aspects of regulatory policy formulation, implementation and monitoring and evaluation through: 

 Performance audits of regulatory tools and programmes (i.e. performance of impact 

assessment, administrative burden reduction programmes); 

 Performance audits of regulators (i.e. performance of regulators in achieving their 

operational objectives); and 

 Performance audits of regulations (i.e. achievement of the benefits sought through the 

adoption of the regulations). 

A continuation or expansion of external audit work in the area of regulatory policy may be 

beneficial in view of the challenges that governments are facing in establishing coherent regulatory 

policy systems, and in view of the continuing socio-economic significance of regulatory policy. Table 

0.2 provides a summary of the ways in which SAI work currently supports governments that want to 

strengthen their regulatory policy and governance arrangements. 
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Table 0.2. Potential for SAI audit work to support good regulatory policy and governance in a strategic 
and open state 

Good 
Regulatory 
policy and 

governance 

Processes, systems and 
frameworks 

Actors and institutions Performance of 
government policies* and 

programmes 

Performance 
of regulatory 
programmes 
and tools 

Assessing the performance of 
government/government 
entities to consider the impact 
of regulation on 
competitiveness and economic 
growth; 
Assessing the performance of 
the government’s policy to 
achieve open and balanced 
consultation on the 
development of regulation; 
Assessing the performance of 
government/government 
entities to monitor the impact of 
regulation and regulatory 
processes; 
Assessing the use of regulatory 
impact assessment, 
administrative burdens 
reduction programme 
 

Auditing performance of 
regulatory oversight body to 
monitor and report on 
regulatory reform activities; 
Auditing performance of 
institutions supporting 
regulatory coherence across 
levels of government 

Assessing also, or instead, 
achievement of the benefits 
sought through the adoption 
of the regulations 

Effective 
performance 
of regulatory 
agencies 

Auditing performance of 
regulatory agencies’ 
transparency and stakeholder 
engagement 

Auditing financial statements of 
regulators and compliance with 
statutory requirements; 
Auditing performance of 
regulators in achieving their 
operational objectives and 
statutory functions; 
Auditing performance of 
regulatory authority’s conflict of 
interest and integrity policies 

 

Performance 
of regulation 

Auditing government systems 
to support inspection and 
performance of regulation  

Auditing performance of 
inspection and enforcement 
bodies to implement regulation 

 

*Note: This involves an apolitical assessment of a policy’s rollout that is distinct from, and does not include, the agenda setting 
or decision-making processes related to the prioritisation or justification of the policy. 

 

Ensuring government-wide coherence through strategically agile Centres of Government in a 

strategic and open state 

The Centre of Government is defined as the administrative structure of core institutions that serve 

the Executive. Strong Centres of Government are critical for facilitating coherence of policies and 

programmes across government, and the productive co-ordination among stakeholders involved in the 

policy process. Ensuring horizontal and vertical co-ordination helps to avoid fragmentation, 

redundancies or inefficiencies in policy formulation. 

Centres of Government are expected to lead ever more complex policy agendas and co-ordinated 

responses that offer a whole-of-government perspective. They are increasingly active in budget and 

policy development and in steering implementation across government. The expansion of mandates 

has highlighted the limited resources of Centres of Government and has raised questions in OECD and 
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non-member countries about the viability or reform of structures, resources and linkages to other key 

areas of governance in order to accomplish its widening range of complex tasks. 

A strategically agile Centre relies on quality and evidence-based decision making, strategic 

planning and foresight and policy co-ordination for effective implementation and monitoring of 

programmes across its departments and agencies and to avoid redundancies across ministry functions 

or conflicts between sectoral interests. It necessitates the ability to check the government’s 

performance against well-developed performance criteria, including at the whole-of-government level. 

Thus a strong Centre facilitates a careful balancing of trade-offs between ideal policies and 

programmes, on the one hand, and political and practical limitations, on the other, including the need 

to do more with less. 

SAIs do not appear to have a systematic approach for supporting or assessing the Centre. 

Involvement to date seems to be limited to an ad hoc basis. Nevertheless some SAIs have provided 

valuable whole-of-government assessments, which could inform further development in this area. 

SAIs could offer the Centre of Government insight and foresight on the performance of other key 

functions of government that Centres are trying to link into a coherent rollout of the Executive’s 

strategy. Particularly where Centres of Government are limited in resources, they could rely on the 

evidence base that SAIs can provide as valuable input, particularly at a whole-of-government level. 

Table 0.3 offers potential ways that SAI audit work could support more strategically agile Centres of 

Government in completing their tasks to ensure that strategic policy objectives are translated into 

policies that benefit citizens in reality. 
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Table 0.3. Potential for SAI audit work to support strategically agile Centres of Government in a strategic 
and open state 

Strategically 
agile Centres of 

Government 

Processes, systems, and 
frameworks 

Actors and institutions Performance of 
government policies* and 

programmes 

Quality and 
evidence-based 
decision making; 
awareness of 
challenges and 
risks 

  Conducting horizon 
scanning activities or 
synthesising cross-cutting 
findings on risks and 
implementation challenges, 
as input into the budgeting 
process 

Strategic planning 
and foresight 

Assessing the clarity of 
responsibilities and division of 
tasks in Centre of Government 
institutions; 
Assessing the codification of 
processes that govern Centre of 
Government institutions (in 
legislation, for example) 

Assessing bodies 
responsible for strategic 
planning (e.g. Strategy 
Units or delivery units where 
existing) 

Assessing the existence of 
a government-wide strategic 
plan for personnel 
management 

Effective and 
efficient policy and 
operational co-
ordination, 
monitoring and 
evaluation  

Providing valuable information at 
a whole-of-government level for 
the Centre’s oversight and co-
ordination functions, to enable 
quality policy formulation, policy 
co-ordination, monitoring and 
evaluation; 
Assessing the existence of a 
reasoned evaluation programme 
in each ministry, to gather cross-
cutting information on the 
effectiveness of Centre of 
Government performance 
 

Assessing the functions 
fulfilled by the Centre’s role 
in relation to other bodies to 
facilitate synergies, co-
ordination and avoiding 
overlaps; 
Assessing the Centre’s role 
on issuing good practice 
guides 
 
 

Assessing the outcomes of 
major initiatives led by the 
Centre, particularly 
“mission-oriented” policies 
or programmes; 
Assessing whether 
governments are achieving 
its objectives using well-
developed  national 
performance indicators at 
the whole-of-government 
level 

*Note: A political assessment of a policy’s rollout that is distinct from, and does not include, the agenda setting or decision-
making processes related to the prioritisation or justification of the policy. 

 

Ensuring sound resource management through effective internal control mechanisms of a strategic 

and open state 

Internal control systems form the set of checks and balances of government operations that are 

necessary for the effectiveness and efficiency of operations, the reliability of financial reporting and 

compliance with applicable laws, regulations and policies. Internal control exists at two levels through 

government-wide internal control systems, and the internal control processes of individual public 

institutions. Effective internal control mechanisms – both systems and processes – facilitate 

implementation of programmes and allow for transparent and fluid monitoring and evaluation.  

Effective internal control requires a clear delineation of roles and responsibilities for risk 

management to avoid duplication or redundancies. To be effective, risk management must be an 

integral part of the organisation’s overall system of management, and not conducted in a silo. 

Establishing effective internal control processes is not a costless endeavour, and requires a cost-

benefit analysis to determine the optimal level of control processes that will facilitate the achievement 

of objectives. This is an important balance to strike because excessively burdensome controls – similar 

to poorly designed internal control systems – can lead to a greater risk of circumvention of control 
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processes, inefficiencies or unnecessary delays in delivering public services. Internal control processes 

should be designed to mitigate risks to an acceptable level and should permeate an entire ministry’s 

activities.  

SAIs have the responsibility of conducting the external audit of public entities in which internal 

control processes are embedded and over which internal control systems preside. Given that SAIs 

interact with internal control at these two levels, SAIs can contribute to more efficient and effective 

internal control processes at the ministry level, and to more efficient and effective internal control 

systems at the whole-of-government level. Some ways in which SAIs could do this are presented in 

Table 0.4. 

Table 0.4. Potential for SAI audit work to support effective internal control systems of a strategic and 
open state 

Effective 
Internal 
Control 

Systems 

Processes, systems, and 
frameworks 

Actors and institutions Performance of 
government policies* 

and programmes 

Effective 
internal control 
processes at 
the ministry 
level 

Assessing the existence of a clear 
organisation-wide internal control 
system; 
Assessing whether roles and 
responsibilities of management 
oversight are clear; 
Assessing processes for 
establishing risk tolerance, 
prioritisation and criteria 
 

Assessing internal audit units, 
particularly with respect to their 
efficacy in ensuring internal 
control and using a risk-based 
approach; 
Assessing the objectivity and 
independence of internal audit; 
Co-ordinating with internal audit 
to avoid overlaps and maximise 
synergies;  
Assessing the quality and 
accuracy of information 
provided from internal audit to 
external audit 
 

 

Effective 
government-
wide internal 
control 
systems 

Assessing whether a quality and 
coherent internal control system is 
in place across government; 
Assessing the rollout of internal 
control processes across 
government by synthesising 
information gathered at the 
ministry level; 
Assessing the design and quality 
of anti-corruption and anti-fraud 
frameworks at a whole-of-
government level 

Assessing the level of 
independence of audit 
committees; 
Assessing the audit 
committee’s mandate for the 
adequate coverage of risk 
monitoring, including of fraud 
and corruption 

 

*Note: This involves an apolitical assessment of a policy’s rollout that is distinct from, and does not include, the agenda setting 
or decision-making processes related to the prioritisation or justification of the policy. 

Further, oversight of internal control systems is key, and internal auditors are important 

contributors in this regard. Thus, SAIs can maintain a professional relationship with internal audit 

units and audit committees, to make both audit and internal control processes more efficient and 

effective by learning from each other and removing redundancies. 

SAIs and relevant actors can use this OECD analytical framework to inspire and inform 

partnerships that will facilitate SAIs’ greater impact on good governance 

As governments explore how to revisit or reform activities in the name of value for money, they 

will require evidence on how well public institutions and the machinery of government are functioning 

in order to make quality, evidence-based decisions. This wealth of information that SAIs generate on 
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public institutions and cross-cutting issues is already considered as valuable input for strengthening 

governance. Yet, in many cases, the potential of audit work could be better harnessed to enhance 

governance through the provision of relevant and objective information about the reliability and 

performance of public institutions and processes, particularly at a whole-of-government level. This 

requires that SAIs be empowered to develop their cross-cutting knowledge about the performance of 

key functions of government, and have the capabilities and independence to do so effectively.  

Part of considering how SAIs could support good governance in relating to budgetary 

governance, regulatory policy, the Centre of Government and internal control includes: (i) a discussion 

about new approaches to partnerships between SAIs and relevant actors, particularly the Executive and 

Legislature and (ii) an introspective view on the part of the SAI to understand how its capabilities 

align with existing and new work. 

New approaches to professional partnerships 

This analytical framework is a tool to inspire multiple dialogues and knowledge exchanges. It can 

be the basis for SAIs, internally and across national boundaries, to discuss their audit work, 

institutional realities, and good governance challenges and successes in their country contexts. SAIs 

already enjoy partnerships at regional and international levels. Those discussions can be informed by a 

more concerted and aspirational approach to good governance in the areas explored in this framework. 

Similarly, the analytical framework is a tool for SAIs to foster professional partnerships within 

their national contexts. Discussions with the Executive are necessary in order to better understand 

challenges and opportunities and to determine what types of audits, styles of reporting and other work 

can bolster good governance.  

The analytical framework can inform SAI discussions with the Legislature on the enhanced 

benefits of renewed approaches to audit work in strengthening their mutual work on enhancing public 

governance and accountability. In particular, dialogues between these actors are important for 

providing a forum to elevate key findings, recommendations, trends and risks that bolster traditional 

reporting methods by reiterating key points. This contributes to the efforts of legislative committees 

responsible for following up on audit recommendations where they exist. 

To enhance the impact of all types of audit assignments, new and old, SAIs may also consider 

broader external engagement through the audit process, and presenting the findings in a way that 

provides further reach and clarity for a broader audience base. Some SAIs have been successful in 

increasing the use of their work by engaging with citizens, in addition to the Executive and 

Legislature, to understand how to package and present work in a way that is more useful and user-

friendly. The importance of this is evidenced by a growing and valuable discourse in the international 

community, particularly on SAIs and citizen engagement.  

Engaging audited entities throughout all stages of an audit can help them grasp the origins of and 

reasoning behind recommendations. Furthermore, information derived from engagement with internal 

and external stakeholders can be used as valuable input to audits and also to policy-making. This can 

be done by engaging citizens on their perspectives on the efficacy of programmes, and communicating 

key results to policy-makers during policy formulation stages. 

These approaches not only broaden the reach and impact of audit work, but help to strengthen the 

accountability chain by ensuring stakeholders are better informed on the effectiveness, efficiency and 

economy of the policy cycle and its outputs. Capitalising on transparency and openness to empower 
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citizens with credible information is not only important to raising the profile and recognition of SAI 

work, but is also a critical step toward restoring or maintaining trust in government. 

Discussions aimed at exploring how SAIs can strengthen support to good governance, could 

include the following considerations: the SAI’s mandate, as provided in the constitution or supporting 

legislation; the relationship between SAI, Legislatures and legislative committees; the reporting lines 

of the SAI; and the existence of other committees where complementarity or overlaps exist. 

Additionally, this framework puts forth distinct, but inter-related guiding principles to frame the 

discussions between necessary actors. They are that: 

 Changes to an SAI’s work should be in areas in which the SAI is likely to have, or should be 

in a position to develop, relevant expertise that is consistent with its mandate; 

 Overlap of functions should be avoided; the SAI should not be expected to exercise 

functions that are already being serviced by, or should be serviced by, another independent 

expert body or institution; 

 An SAI’s role should support, but should not displace, the proper role of other public sector 

bodies – democratic or bureaucratic in supporting government activity; and 

 An SAI, like other public institutions, has limited resources and must operate in a manner 

that is efficient and effective; therefore it can only reasonably be called upon to exercise new 

functions in line with its financial and human resources. 

Ensuring capacity for relevant and useful work 

The applicability and usefulness of the audit engagements suggested in this analytical framework 

will depend on the country context. The level of positive impact that can be derived from changes to 

SAIs’ work will depend on its capacity, resources and capabilities. In some cases, suggestions in the 

framework will be implementable in the short-term, while others will require more time or may not be 

relevant in the country context. The elements of an SAI’s audit work – the reason for its execution, the 

type of audit, the conclusions that are drawn, the ways in which they are reported and the audience for 

that information – depend on what is most useful and relevant for tackling the policy challenges in that 

country. 

For SAIs to update existing work or to undertake new work, they will need to (i) hold themselves 

to the same standards expected of the entities that they audit; (ii) embody the independence needed to 

provide relevant and objective findings; and (iii) have the institutional capacity to do so. This puts the 

onus on the SAI to take an introspective view of its own ability to re-evaluate its work in the context 

of the ideas presented in this analytical framework. Yet it also places a responsibility on the 

appropriate constitutional actor to ensure that the SAI has independence and autonomy, and is 

adequately resourced to carry out any expansion or modification to the SAI’s audit programming that 

would be required to enhance its role in supporting good governance. 
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