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Abstract
This study examines the impact of institutional fragmentation on the effectiveness
of public sector auditing in fragile governance contexts, using Syria as a critical
case. Drawing on institutional theory, the article conceptualizes fragmentation not
as an organizational weakness, but as a system-level structural constraint that
disrupts audit coherence, weakens coordination, and undermines preventive and
performance-oriented auditing. The study reinterprets INTOSAI principles as an
analytical framework for assessing audit system design rather than as purely
normative standards.
Methodologically, the research adopts a qualitative institutional approach based
on legal-organizational analysis, institutional mapping, and process-oriented
examination of audit functions. The Syrian oversight system is analyzed through
its historical evolution, legal mandates, reporting lines, and functional overlaps
among audit, inspection, internal control, and quasi-judicial bodies. The findings
reveal that layered institutional development, ambiguous mandates, and weak
coordination mechanisms have fragmented the audit process chain, diffused
accountability, and reduced the practical impact of audit outputs.
The study concludes that audit reform in fragile and post-conflict states should
prioritize institutional redesign focused on mandate rationalization, organizational
coherence, and professional autonomy. By reframing audit effectiveness as a
problem of institutional design, the article contributes to the literature on public
governance and provides practical implications for audit reform strategies in
fragmented oversight systems.
Keywords; Public sector auditing; Institutional fragmentation; Supreme
Audit Institutions; INTOSAI; Audit effectiveness; Fragile states; Public
governance; Syria
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1. Introduction

Supreme Audit Institutions (SAls) are widely recognized as foundational
pillars of accountability, transparency, and sound public financial
management. Across governance systems, they are entrusted with
safeguarding public resources, monitoring executive performance, and
providing independent assurance to legislatures and citizens regarding the
use of public funds. Over the past three decades, the role of SAls has
expanded considerably, moving beyond traditional compliance and legality
checks toward performance auditing, value-for-money assessments, and
evaluations of public sector effectiveness (Pollitt & Bouckaert, 2017;
Power, 1997).

In parallel with this functional expansion, international organizations and
development partners have increasingly promoted audit reform as a core
component of governance and anti-corruption strategies, particularly in
developing, fragile, and post-conflict states. These reform efforts have
often emphasized the strengthening of legal frameworks, the
enhancement of enforcement powers, and, in many cases, the creation of
additional oversight bodies intended to compensate for weak institutions
or political interference.
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However, despite the proliferation of audit and control mechanisms, many
fragile states continue to exhibit persistent weaknesses in audit
effectiveness. Audit reports are produced but rarely translated into
corrective action; findings are repeated year after year; and oversight
institutions remain marginal actors in broader governance processes. This
paradox—where more oversight coincides with weaker accountability—
raises fundamental questions about the underlying assumptions guiding
audit reform.

This article argues that the limited effectiveness of audit systems in fragile
states cannot be adequately explained by weak enforcement, insufficient
legal mandates, or a lack of technical capacity alone. Instead, it advances
the claim that institutional fragmentation constitutes a primary structural
constraint on audit effectiveness. Fragmentation—manifested in
overlapping mandates, unclear functional boundaries, and disconnected
audit processes—undermines the preventive, corrective, and learning
functions of public sector auditing.

Using Syria as a critical case study, the article examines how a fragmented
oversight architecture has constrained audit effectiveness despite the
existence of multiple central audit and inspection institutions. Rather than
framing Syria’s audit challenges solely as outcomes of political control or
post-conflict institutional decay, the study conceptualizes them as
consequences of institutional design choices accumulated over time.
Importantly, the article does not treat international auditing standards as
prescriptive solutions to be mechanically transplanted. Instead, it
reinterprets INTOSAI principles as an analytical framework for diagnosing
institutional coherence, functional clarity, and the separation of audit and
judicial roles. Through this lens, audit reform is reframed as a problem of
institutional architecture rather than enforcement intensity.

By doing so, the article contributes to public administration and
governance literature in three ways. First, it conceptualizes institutional
fragmentation as an explanatory variable affecting audit outcomes. Second,
it advances a theoretically grounded institutional hypothesis regarding
audit unification. Third, it situates the Syrian case within a broader
comparative and theoretical debate on oversight reform in fragile and
post-conflict governance contexts.
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2. Research Problem and Analytical Contribution

The dominant assumption underpinning many audit reform initiatives is
that accountability deficits stem from insufficient oversight. From this
perspective, creating additional control bodies, expanding inspection
mandates, or strengthening punitive mechanisms is expected to enhance
compliance and deter misconduct. While intuitively appealing, this logic
often overlooks the systemic consequences of institutional proliferation.

In fragmented oversight environments, responsibility for auditing,
inspection, investigation, and follow-up is dispersed across multiple
organizations with partially overlapping mandates. As a result, audit
systems frequently suffer from duplication, inconsistent findings, and
unclear accountability for corrective action. Rather than reinforcing
oversight, fragmentation may dilute it.

The core research problem addressed in this article can therefore be
formulated as follows:

Why do audit systems in fragile states remain ineffective despite the
existence of multiple oversight institutions and formal legal mandates?
To address this question, the article advances the following analytical
proposition:

Audit effectiveness in fragile states is constrained less by weak
enforcement or legal deficiencies than by institutional fragmentation
that undermines coherence, functional clarity, and the audit process
chain.

This proposition challenges enforcement-centric explanations of audit
failure and shifts analytical attention toward institutional design. It
suggests that reform efforts focused solely on strengthening powers or
expanding oversight structures may be counterproductive if they fail to
address fragmentation.

The article’s analytical contribution lies in reframing audit reform as a
problem of institutional architecture. Rather than asking how audit
institutions can be made stronger in isolation, it asks how oversight
systems are structured as a whole, how responsibilities are distributed,
and how audit processes are integrated—or fragmented—across
organizations.
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3. Audit Effectiveness in the Literature

3.1 Defining Audit Effectiveness

Audit effectiveness is a multidimensional concept that extends beyond the
mere production of audit reports. In the public sector context, audit
effectiveness generally refers to the extent to which audit activities
contribute to improved accountability, better management of public
resources, and enhanced public sector performance (Pollitt et al., 1999).
Scholars distinguish between several dimensions of audit effectiveness.
The first is detection effectiveness, referring to the capacity of audit
institutions to identify irregularities, inefficiencies, and non-compliance.
The second is corrective effectiveness, which concerns the extent to which
audit findings lead to remedial action, sanctions, or policy adjustments.
The third is preventive effectiveness, whereby the presence of credible
audit mechanisms deters misconduct and encourages sound management
practices (Power, 1997).

In fragile governance contexts, the preventive and corrective dimensions
are often the weakest. Audit reports may document deficiencies
accurately, yet fail to trigger meaningful follow-up. This gap between audit
output and governance outcomes has led scholars to question the
institutional conditions under which auditing can be effective.

3.2 Institutional Determinants of Audit Performance

A substantial body of literature identifies institutional factors as key
determinants of audit effectiveness. Independence from the executive
branch, professional capacity, access to information, and clear reporting
lines to legislatures are commonly cited as critical enablers (Blume & Voigt,
2011).

However, much of this literature implicitly assumes a relatively coherent
institutional environment in which audit institutions operate as distinct
and clearly defined actors. Less attention has been paid to the effects of
institutional fragmentation on audit performance, particularly in fragile
states where oversight functions are dispersed across multiple bodies.

This gap is significant. Even highly professional audit institutions may
struggle to generate impact if their findings are duplicated, overridden, or
lost within fragmented oversight systems. Audit effectiveness is therefore
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not solely a function of institutional strength, but also of institutional
configuration.

4. Institutional Fragmentation in Public Administration
4.1 Fragmentation and Coordination Failures
Institutional fragmentation has long been a central concern in public
administration theory. Fragmentation typically arises from administrative
reforms that prioritize specialization, decentralization, or the creation of
autonomous agencies. While such reforms may enhance efficiency in
specific functions, they often generate coordination challenges and
accountability gaps (Christensen & Laegreid, 2007).
Fragmentation becomes particularly problematic when coordination
mechanisms are weak or absent. In such cases, organizations pursue their
mandates in isolation, leading to duplication, inconsistent decisions, and
blurred responsibility. From an institutionalist perspective, fragmentation
reflects not only organizational proliferation but also the absence of
shared norms, procedures, and information systems (March & Olsen,
1989).
4.2 Fragmentation in Oversight and Control Systems
Oversight systems are especially vulnerable to the negative effects of
fragmentation. Effective oversight depends on sequential processes:
planning, examination, reporting, follow-up, and enforcement. When
these processes are distributed across multiple institutions without clear
coordination, the audit process chain is disrupted.
Research on audit societies highlights how excessive control mechanisms
may paradoxically reduce trust and effectiveness by encouraging ritualistic
compliance rather than substantive accountability (Power, 1997). In
fragmented systems, this dynamic is intensified, as organizations focus on
satisfying multiple oversight bodies rather than improving performance.
Despite its relevance, institutional fragmentation remains under-theorized
in audit and oversight literature. This article seeks to address this gap by
treating fragmentation as a central explanatory variable rather than a
background condition.
5. Audit Systems in Fragile and Post-Conflict States
Fragile and post-conflict states present distinctive challenges for audit and
oversight institutions. Weak political settlements, limited administrative
6
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capacity, and contested authority structures constrain institutional
development. In such contexts, reform efforts often prioritize rapid
institutional creation over long-term coherence.

International experience suggests that fragile states frequently adopt
hybrid oversight arrangements combining elements of traditional auditing,
administrative inspection, and judicial control. While intended to enhance
control, these arrangements often exacerbate fragmentation by layering
new institutions onto existing ones without rationalizing mandates
(Andrews, 2013).

As a result, audit institutions in fragile states may operate in highly
politicized and fragmented environments, limiting their capacity to
influence governance outcomes. Understanding audit effectiveness in such
contexts therefore requires an institutional analysis sensitive to
fragmentation and design choices rather than a narrow focus on
enforcement.

6. Positioning the Syrian Case

Syria represents a critical case for examining the relationship between
institutional fragmentation and audit effectiveness. Over decades, its
oversight system has evolved through incremental institutional additions
rather than comprehensive design. Multiple central bodies exercise audit
and inspection functions under distinct legal frameworks, producing a
dense but fragmented oversight landscape.

Rather than treating Syria as an exceptional case, this article positions it as
an analytically informative example of a broader pattern observed in
fragile governance contexts. The Syrian case allows for an in-depth
examination of how fragmentation affects audit processes, professional
judgment, and follow-up mechanisms.

The following parts of the article build on this foundation. Part 2 develops
the theoretical framework and reinterprets INTOSAI principles as an
institutional design lens. Part 3 presents the methodology and a detailed
institutional mapping of the Syrian oversight system. Part 4 offers a
comparative analysis, discussion, and conclusions.

7. Theoretical Framework: Institutional Theory and Oversight Systems
7.1 Why Institutional Theory?
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Understanding audit effectiveness in fragile states requires an analytical
framework capable of explaining not only organizational performance, but
also the structural environment in which audit institutions operate.
Institutional theory provides such a framework by focusing on how formal
rules, informal norms, and organizational arrangements shape behavior
and outcomes over time (March & Olsen, 1989).

Unlike rational-choice approaches that emphasize incentives and
enforcement, institutional theory highlights how organizational structures
and routines become embedded, reproduced, and resistant to change. In
the context of public sector auditing, this perspective is particularly
relevant, as audit institutions operate within dense institutional
environments characterized by legal mandates, professional norms,
political expectations, and historical legacies.

This article adopts a new institutionalist perspective, emphasizing how
institutional  configurations—rather than isolated organizational
attributes—condition audit effectiveness. From this viewpoint, audit
failure is not necessarily the result of weak capacity or political
interference alone, but may stem from institutional arrangements that
systematically constrain coordination, clarity, and learning.

7.2 Institutions, Organizations, and Audit Behavior

Institutional theory distinguishes between institutions and organizations.
Institutions refer to the formal and informal rules that structure behavior,
while organizations are the actors operating within those rules (North,
1990). In fragmented oversight systems, multiple organizations may
coexist within a weakly integrated institutional framework, leading to
inconsistent interpretations of roles and responsibilities.

Audit institutions are particularly sensitive to institutional environments
because their authority relies less on coercive power than on credibility,
professionalism, and procedural legitimacy. When institutional
arrangements blur the boundaries between auditing, inspection,
investigation, and adjudication, audit institutions risk losing their
distinctive professional identity.

From an institutionalist perspective, audit effectiveness depends on three
interrelated conditions:
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1. Institutional coherence — the alignment of mandates, procedures,
and objectives across oversight bodies.

2. Functional differentiation — clear boundaries between auditing and
other control or judicial functions.

3. Process integration — the existence of a coherent audit process
chain linking planning, examination, reporting, and follow-up.

Fragmentation undermines each of these conditions by dispersing
authority and weakening coordination mechanisms.

8. Institutional Fragmentation as a Structural Constraint

8.1 Fragmentation Beyond Organizational Numbers

Institutional fragmentation is often simplistically equated with the number
of organizations operating within a policy domain. However,
fragmentation is better understood as a structural condition characterized
by weak integration, ambiguous mandates, and limited coordination
capacity (Christensen & Lzegreid, 2007).

In audit systems, fragmentation may exist even when formal hierarchies
are present. Multiple oversight bodies may report to different authorities,
apply different methodologies, and pursue distinct objectives, resulting in
parallel rather than complementary oversight processes.

This article conceptualizes fragmentation as a system-level property
rather than an attribute of individual institutions. Audit effectiveness is
thus shaped not only by the strength of a single Supreme Audit Institution,
but by how the overall oversight system is configured.

8.2 Fragmentation and the Audit Process Chain
Effective auditing requires a coherent process chain encompassing:
o strategic planning based on risk assessment,

e systematic examination using standardized methodologies,
e clear reporting to accountable authorities, and

o credible follow-up mechanisms.
9
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Fragmentation disrupts this chain by distributing its components across
multiple institutions without adequate integration. For example, one body
may conduct audits, another initiate investigation, and a third oversee
enforcement, with limited information sharing or coordination.

Such arrangements weaken accountability by obscuring responsibility for
outcomes. When audit recommendations are not implemented, it
becomes unclear which institution bears responsibility for follow-up. Over
time, this diffusion of responsibility erodes the credibility and deterrent
effect of auditing.

9. Reframing INTOSAI: From Normative Standards to Analytical
Framework

9.1 INTOSAI in the Audit Reform Discourse

INTOSAI occupies a central position in global audit reform discourse. Its
declarations, standards, and guidelines are widely promoted as
benchmarks for strengthening Supreme Audit Institutions, particularly in
developing and fragile states. Core principles emphasize independence,
mandate clarity, access to information, and professional competence
(INTOSAI, 2019).

In practice, however, INTOSAI standards are often applied normatively, as
checklists for compliance rather than as tools for institutional analysis.
Reform initiatives may focus on formal alignment with INTOSAI principles
while leaving underlying institutional fragmentation unaddressed.

This article argues that such an approach limits the explanatory and
transformative potential of INTOSAI. Rather than treating its principles as
prescriptive rules, the study reinterprets them as elements of an implicit
institutional design model.

9.2 INTOSAI Principles as Design Logic
When read collectively, INTOSAI principles articulate a coherent logic of
audit governance centered on:

o unity of mandate, ensuring that core audit functions are

concentrated within a single institution;

e institutional independence, protecting audit judgment from
executive interference;
10
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o functional differentiation, separating audit from investigation and
adjudication; and

« professional autonomy, enabling auditors to apply standardized
methodologies and exercise discretion.

From an institutional design perspective, these principles emphasize
coherence over proliferation. They imply that audit effectiveness arises
not from the multiplication of control bodies, but from the integration and
clarity of oversight functions.

This interpretation allows INTOSAI to be used analytically to assess
whether oversight systems are structurally aligned with effective auditing,
rather than normatively to judge compliance.

10. Analytical Propositions and Institutional Hypothesis

10.1 From Research Problem to Analytical Propositions

Building on the theoretical framework and literature reviewed in Part 1,
the study advances a set of analytical propositions linking institutional
fragmentation to audit effectiveness.

Proposition

Institutional fragmentation weakens audit effectiveness by disrupting the
audit process chain and diffusing responsibility for follow-up.

Proposition

Blurred functional boundaries between audit, inspection, investigation,
and judicial processes undermine professional audit judgment and reduce
preventive oversight.

Proposition

Audit effectiveness in fragmented systems is constrained regardless of the
formal strength of legal mandates or enforcement powers.

These propositions shift analytical focus from enforcement capacity to
institutional configuration.

10.2 Institutional Hypothesis: Unified Audit Architecture
Synthesizing these propositions, the article advances the following
institutional hypothesis:

11
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Audit effectiveness increases when oversight systems are organized
around a unified Supreme Audit Institution that integrates financial,
compliance, and performance auditing within a coherent organizational
framework, while maintaining strict functional separation from judicial
and disciplinary processes.

The hypothesis does not claim that unification is sufficient for
accountability. Rather, it posits that organizational coherence constitutes a
necessary enabling condition for effective preventive and performance-
oriented auditing.

This hypothesis is explored empirically through the Syrian case and
comparatively through selected SAl models in subsequent sections.

11. Implications for Audit Reform in Fragile States

The institutional perspective developed in this section has important
implications for audit reform strategies in fragile states. Reform efforts
that prioritize the creation of additional oversight bodies or the expansion
of punitive mechanisms may inadvertently exacerbate fragmentation and
weaken audit effectiveness.

Instead, institutional design reforms should focus on rationalizing
mandates, integrating audit functions, and strengthening coordination
mechanisms. Such reforms are inherently political and path-dependent,
requiring long-term commitment rather than short-term technical fixes.

12. Transition to Empirical Analysis

Parts 1 and 2 have established the conceptual and theoretical foundations

of the study. The next part turns to the empirical core of the article. Part 3

presents the methodology and a detailed institutional mapping of the

Syrian oversight system, tracing its historical evolution, legal foundations,

and functional overlaps.

13. Methodology

13.1 Research Design

This study adopts a qualitative institutional research design aimed at

examining how institutional fragmentation shapes audit effectiveness in

fragile governance contexts. Qualitative institutional analysis is particularly

suited to this inquiry because it enables an in-depth examination of

organizational structures, legal mandates, and functional relationships that
12
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cannot be adequately captured through quantitative indicators alone (Yin,
2018).
Rather than testing causal relationships through statistical methods, the
study seeks to identify institutional mechanisms linking oversight system
design to audit outcomes. This approach aligns with the article’s
theoretical framework, which emphasizes institutional configuration over
isolated organizational performance.
The research design integrates three complementary components:

1. institutional mapping of the Syrian oversight system,

2. process-oriented analysis of audit functions and interactions, and

3. structured comparative reference to selected international audit
models.

13.2 Case Selection: Syria as a Critical Case

Syria is treated as a critical case in the sense articulated by Flyvbjerg
(2006): a case that is particularly informative for examining theoretical
propositions due to its extreme or revealing characteristics. Over several
decades, Syria has developed a dense but fragmented oversight
architecture marked by multiple central audit and inspection bodies
operating under distinct legal frameworks.

This fragmentation did not emerge as a result of a single reform initiative,
but rather through incremental institutional layering. Each new body was
created to address perceived deficiencies in existing institutions, resulting
in a cumulative expansion of oversight structures without corresponding
integration or rationalization.

Studying Syria therefore allows for a detailed examination of how
fragmentation evolves over time and how it affects audit processes in
practice. While the findings are not statistically generalizable, they offer
analytical generalization relevant to other fragile and post-conflict
governance contexts.

13.3 Data Sources and Analytical Strategy
The analysis draws on multiple qualitative data sources, including:

13
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e legal and regulatory texts governing audit and inspection
institutions,

« official organizational mandates and procedural guidelines,
e publicly available audit and inspection reports, and

e secondary academic and policy literature on Syrian public
administration.

Data were analyzed through thematic coding focused on institutional
mandates, functional overlaps, reporting lines, and coordination
mechanisms. Particular attention was paid to points of interaction—or
disconnection—between audit institutions across different stages of the
audit process.

14. Historical Evolution of the Syrian Oversight System

14.1 Early Formation and Centralized Control

The foundations of Syria’s oversight system were established within a
highly centralized administrative framework. Early audit institutions were
designed primarily as instruments of control rather than as independent
accountability mechanisms. Their primary function was to ensure
compliance with central directives and to safeguard state resources within
a command-oriented administrative system.

During this period, audit functions were narrowly defined and closely
linked to executive authority. Institutional independence and professional
autonomy were limited, reflecting broader patterns of centralized
governance.

14.2 Institutional Layering and Expansion
Over time, perceived deficiencies in existing audit arrangements prompted
the creation of additional oversight bodies. Rather than reforming or
consolidating existing institutions, policymakers opted for institutional
layering—adding new organizations alongside established ones.
This process resulted in the emergence of:

e a central financial audit body responsible for ex post financial

review,
14
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e a central administrative inspection authority focusing on
compliance and discipline,

e internal control units embedded within ministries, and

e ad hoc committees and specialized bodies with investigative or
guasi-judicial functions.

Each institution was established with a distinct legal mandate, yet without
a comprehensive framework for coordination. As a result, the oversight
landscape became increasingly dense and fragmented.

14.3 Absence of Systemic Redesign

Notably, the expansion of oversight institutions was not accompanied by
systemic redesign. Mandates were rarely revisited, reporting lines
remained ambiguous, and coordination mechanisms were weak or
informal. This incremental approach reflected short-term problem-solving
rather than long-term institutional design.

From an institutional theory perspective, such layering tends to entrench
fragmentation by reinforcing path dependency and organizational silos
(March & Olsen, 1989). Once established, oversight bodies developed their
own routines, cultures, and interests, further complicating coordination.

15. Legal-Institutional Mapping of Oversight Functions

15.1 Mandate Overlaps and Ambiguity

A central finding of the institutional mapping is the extensive overlap
between oversight mandates. Financial audit institutions frequently
engage in administrative compliance assessments, while inspection bodies
conduct inquiries resembling investigative or disciplinary procedures.
These overlaps are not merely functional but legal. Governing statutes
often contain broad and vaguely defined provisions that allow institutions
to interpret their mandates expansively. In the absence of clear hierarchy
or coordination rules, this ambiguity fosters competition rather than
collaboration.

15.2 Reporting Lines and Accountability Diffusion
15
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Reporting lines constitute another source of fragmentation. Different
oversight bodies report to different authorities, including the executive
branch, specialized councils, or hybrid structures. This dispersion weakens
horizontal coordination and complicates parliamentary oversight.

When audit findings are produced, responsibility for follow-up is
frequently unclear. One institution may identify irregularities, another
initiate investigation, and a third oversee enforcement, without a unified
process or accountability framework. As a result, corrective action is
inconsistent and often delayed.

15.3 Internal Control Units and Fragmentation from Below

Internal control units within ministries were intended to enhance
preventive oversight. However, their integration into the broader
oversight system remains weak. These units often operate in isolation,
applying divergent methodologies and reporting through administrative
rather than audit channels.

Rather than forming a coherent first line of defense, internal controls
contribute to fragmentation by adding another layer of oversight without
clear linkage to central audit institutions.

16. Functional Overlaps and Coordination Failures

16.1 Audit versus Inspection

One of the most significant coordination failures arises from blurred
boundaries between audit and inspection. Audit institutions, traditionally
tasked with independent evaluation, increasingly engage in compliance
checking and disciplinary reporting. Inspection bodies, in turn, conduct
detailed examinations that resemble audits.

This convergence undermines functional differentiation and weakens
professional audit judgment. Auditors may prioritize fault-finding over
systemic analysis, while managers perceive audits as punitive rather than
corrective.

16.2 Audit and Judicial Functions

Fragmentation is further intensified by the weak separation between audit
and judicial functions. Audit findings are often directly linked to judicial or

16
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guasi-judicial processes, creating strong incentives for defensive behavior
within public administration.

This dynamic constrains the preventive role of auditing and discourages
open dialogue between auditors and managers. Over time, audit
institutions risk being perceived primarily as enforcement arms rather than
as partners in performance improvement.

16.3 Breakdown of the Audit Process Chain

The cumulative effect of fragmentation is a breakdown of the audit
process chain. Planning is rarely coordinated across institutions;
information sharing is limited; and follow-up mechanisms are inconsistent.
Audit reports are produced, but their impact on policy and management
practice is limited. Similar findings recur across reports, indicating systemic
learning failures.

17. Interim Analytical Insights

The Syrian case illustrates how institutional fragmentation constrains audit
effectiveness even in the presence of multiple oversight bodies and formal
legal mandates. Fragmentation manifests not only through organizational
proliferation, but also through ambiguous mandates, weak coordination,
and disrupted audit processes.

These findings lend empirical support to the analytical propositions
advanced in Part 2. They suggest that enforcement-centric reform
strategies are unlikely to succeed unless underlying institutional
fragmentation is addressed.

18. Transition to Comparative Analysis and Discussion

Having mapped the Syrian oversight system and identified key
mechanisms of fragmentation, the article now turns to comparative
analysis. Part 4 examines selected international SAl models to highlight
alternative institutional configurations and to assess the plausibility and
limits of the institutional hypothesis advanced in this study.

19. Comparative Analysis of Supreme Audit Institution Models
19.1 Rationale for Comparative Selection

17
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Comparative analysis is employed to assess whether alternative
institutional configurations support the hypothesis that audit effectiveness
depends on organizational coherence and functional differentiation rather
than on enforcement capacity alone. The selected cases—the United
Kingdom’s National Audit Office (NAO), the United States Government
Accountability Office (GAO), and Brazil’s Tribunal de Contas da Unido
(TCU)—represent distinct audit traditions while sharing high levels of
institutional credibility.

These cases are not presented as models to be mechanically transplanted,
but as analytical contrasts that illuminate how different institutional
designs address fragmentation, coordination, and accountability.

19.2 United Kingdom: National Audit Office (NAO)

The UK NAO exemplifies a unified audit architecture centered on a single
Supreme Audit Institution reporting directly to Parliament. The NAO
integrates financial, compliance, and performance auditing within a
coherent organizational framework, supported by standardized
methodologies and a strong professional culture.

A defining feature of the NAO model is the strict separation between
audit and enforcement. The NAO does not impose sanctions or initiate
judicial proceedings. Instead, it relies on transparency, parliamentary
scrutiny, and public reporting to generate accountability.

From an institutional perspective, this separation enhances audit
effectiveness by preserving professional judgment and enabling a learning-
oriented audit approach. Audit findings are framed as evidence-based
assessments of value for money and system performance rather than as
accusations requiring punitive response.

19.3 United States: Government Accountability Office (GAO)

The US GAO operates as an independent, non-partisan agency serving
Congress. Its mandate encompasses financial audits, program evaluations,
policy analysis, and strategic foresight. Unlike inspection-focused bodies,
the GAO positions itself as an analytical institution supporting legislative
oversight and evidence-based decision-making.

The GAQ’s effectiveness derives not from enforcement authority but from
institutional credibility, methodological rigor, and integration into the

18
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legislative process. Its recommendations are tracked through formal
follow-up mechanisms, and implementation rates are publicly reported.
This model illustrates how audit effectiveness can be achieved through
process integration and knowledge production, even in complex and
decentralized governance environments. Fragmentation is mitigated by
clear mandates, unified reporting lines, and strong coordination with
oversight users.

19.4 Brazil: Tribunal de Contas da Unido (TCU)

Brazil’s TCU represents a hybrid model combining audit and quasi-judicial
functions. While it possesses sanctioning authority, its institutional
strength lies in its centralized mandate and professionalized audit
processes.

Despite operating in a complex federal system, the TCU maintains
coherence through standardized methodologies, integrated information
systems, and clear internal hierarchies. Although debates persist regarding
the balance between audit and adjudication, the TCU demonstrates that
organizational unity can partially offset the risks associated with expanded
enforcement roles.

19.5 Comparative Insights
Across these cases, three common institutional features emerge:
1. Unified audit mandate within a single SAI.

2. Clear functional boundaries, particularly between audit and judicial
processes.

3. Strong integration with accountability users, such as parliaments.

These features stand in contrast to fragmented oversight systems, where
multiple bodies operate with overlapping mandates and weak
coordination.

20. Discussion: Revisiting the Institutional Hypothesis
20.1 Fragmentation versus Enforcement

19
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The comparative analysis reinforces the central argument of this study:
audit effectiveness is primarily shaped by institutional configuration rather
than by the breadth of enforcement powers. Systems that emphasize
punitive control without organizational coherence tend to undermine
preventive and performance-oriented auditing.

In the Syrian context, fragmentation has led to a proliferation of oversight
bodies with limited collective impact. Audit institutions are embedded in a
control-oriented environment that prioritizes fault-finding over systemic
improvement.

20.2 Preventive Auditing and Organizational Learning

Effective audit systems function as mechanisms of organizational learning.
This requires trust, professional autonomy, and clear separation from
disciplinary processes. Fragmented systems discourage openness and
innovation by associating audits with sanctions and personal risk.

The institutional hypothesis advanced in this article suggests that
unification and differentiation are not merely technical reforms, but
preconditions for learning-oriented governance.

20.3 Limits and Contextual Constraints
The analysis does not imply that unified audit architectures can be
implemented rapidly or without resistance. Institutional reform s
inherently political and path-dependent. In fragile states, vested interests,
legal inertia, and capacity constraints pose significant challenges.
Moreover, unification alone is insufficient. Without genuine independence,
professional standards, and integration into accountability processes,
structural consolidation may produce limited gains.
21. Policy Implications for Audit Reform
Based on the findings, audit reform strategies in fragile and post-conflict
contexts should prioritize:

e rationalizing oversight mandates and eliminating functional

overlaps,

» consolidating audit functions within a single, independent SAl,
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o strengthening internal control systems as a coordinated first line of
defense, and

e separating audit from judicial and disciplinary mechanisms.

These measures should be pursued incrementally within a coherent
institutional redesign framework rather than through ad hoc institutional
additions.

22. Conclusion

This article has examined the impact of institutional fragmentation on
audit effectiveness through a theoretical, empirical, and comparative lens.
Drawing on institutional theory and reinterpretation of INTOSAI principles,
it has argued that fragmentation constitutes a structural constraint that
undermines preventive, performance-oriented auditing.

The Syrian case illustrates how layered oversight architectures, ambiguous
mandates, and weak coordination disrupt the audit process chain and
dilute accountability. Comparative analysis demonstrates that alternative
institutional configurations—centered on unity, differentiation, and
integration—are associated with higher audit effectiveness.

The study contributes to the literature by reframing audit reform as a
problem of institutional design rather than enforcement expansion. For
policymakers and reformers, the findings underscore the importance of
coherence, clarity, and professional autonomy in building effective public
sector audit systems.
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