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Abstract: - This study investigated the contribution of internal audit to improving corporate governance 
principles and strengthening risk management practices in Saudi private sector organizations. Amid increasing 
regulatory, operational, and technological pressures, internal audit has evolved beyond its traditional 
compliance function to become a governance mechanism that promotes transparency, accountability, and 
organizational resilience. The study adopted a quantitative research design based on the positivist paradigm. 
Data were collected through a structured questionnaire completed by professionals involved in internal audit 
and risk management functions. Descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, t-tests, ANOVA, chi-square tests, and 
regression analysis were conducted using SPSS. The findings indicate that internal audit efficacy significantly 
improves corporate governance implementation and risk management practices by enhancing transparency, 
accountability, board oversight, ethical compliance, and risk identification, assessment, and mitigation. Overall, 
strengthening internal audit capacity, independence, and integration with governance and risk management 
promotes organizational control, sustainable performance, effectiveness, and resilience. 
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1  Introduction 
Organizations operate in increasingly complex, 
dynamic environments characterized by frequent 
changes in technology, regulatory requirements, and 
stakeholder expectations, which have led to a sharper 
focus on governance, risk management, and internal 
control systems as critical tools to build 
organizational resilience and sustain performance, 
[1], [2]. As a result, organizations increasingly 
recognize the need to timely and effectively enhance 
their monitoring and control activities and enhance 
their risk identification and response capabilities to 
address constantly evolving risks. 

In this context, internal auditing has matured from 
a compliance-based role to a strategic role that offers 
assurance and advisory services in organizations. 
Internal auditing is an independent, objective 
function that adds value and improves organizations’ 
operations by systematically evaluating governance, 
risk management, and control processes per the 
Global Internal Audit Standards. Internal auditors 
can offer objective evaluations and suggestions to 
decision-makers, helping to improve accountability, 
strengthen internal controls, and boost organizational 
performance [3], [4]. 

Internal auditing refers to the entire process of 
conducting audit functions, such as reviewing, 
evaluating, monitoring, and performing other 
supervisory roles in performing duties and 
organizational operations [5]. These activities should 
be conducted in compliance with existing 
regulations, such as those on the reliability of 
financial reporting. As for secondary-level education, 
the internal audit (IA) function can be used as an 
effective tool to improve the effectiveness and 
efficacy of the institutional work of education, [6], 
[7]. 

Corporate governance is a system by which 
organizations are directed, controlled, and monitored 
to achieve their strategic goals with regard to the 
protection of shareholders’ and other stakeholders’ 
interests [8]. New governance models focus on 
transparency, accountability, disclosure, ethical 
practice, and good board oversight as key principles 
to improve an organization’s performance and the 
trust of its stakeholders. These are considered to be 
key building blocks of governance systems that 
promote market integrity, sustainable growth, and 
long-term organizational resilience as defined by the 
Principles of Corporate Governance (G20/OECD), 
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[9]. 
Good corporate governance promotes the 

minimization of information asymmetry between 
management and stakeholders, enhances internal 
control mechanisms, and improves a corporation’s 
decision-making. Governance mechanisms have 
become intertwined with risk oversight, 
sustainability, and organizational accountability in 
the face of increasingly complex regulatory and 
operational landscapes. Thus, governance is seen no 
longer only as a compliance requirement but also as 
an organizational governance strategy that assists 
with the effective management of the organization 
and the creation of long-term value [10]. 

Risk management has become a fundamental 
business process that helps organizations understand, 
measure, and manage potential risks that could 
impact their strategic and operational goals [11]. 
Today, it goes beyond the traditional goal of loss 
prevention to embrace the proactive management of 
financial, operational, technological, regulatory, and 
compliance risks. Current approaches focus on 
embedding risk management into organizational 
strategy, governance, and performance management 
systems to build organizational resilience and create 
sustainable value [12]. 

As businesses around the world become complex, 
go digital, and meet changing customer demands, 
risk management is becoming increasingly critical. 
Systematic risk management practices are likely to 
give organizations greater foresight in predicting 
threats, to enhance decision-making processes, and to 
ensure business continuity during turbulent times [2]. 

Contemporary research pays growing attention to 
the connection between IA, corporate governance, 
and risk management. IA is increasingly recognized 
and valued as a crucial governance tool in terms of 
independent assurance on the effectiveness of 
internal controls, governance processes, and risk 
management processes. IA provides assurance and 
advisory services to boards of directors and audit 
committees to help them determine whether the risks 
facing the organization are adequately identified, 
assessed, monitored, and controlled. This function 
provides transparency, increases accountability, and 
contributes to better governance within the 
organization, [1], [4]. 

Moreover, IA has a great value in supporting 
enterprise risk management (ERM) by evaluating 
processes related to risk management and offering 
recommendations that enhance an organization’s 
reactions to emerging risks and uncertainties. Recent 
studies indicate that IA’s most beneficial effect in an 
organization is being a strategic partner to the 
organization’s risk management program without 

becoming part of the management team, in which 
capacity it is sufficiently independent to objectively 
assess management’s work. Hence, internal auditors 
in modern organizations are seen as significantly 
contributing to the effectiveness of governance and 
the maturity of risk management within them [13].   

Saudi Arabia’s private sector is a key driver of 
economic diversification and sustainable 
development goals in the context of Vision 2030, and 
private sector organizations are under greater 
pressure to practice effective governance and risk 
management practices due to ongoing regulatory 
reform, rising investor requirements, digital 
transformation programs, and a focus on 
transparency and accountability. At the same time, 
the IA function has become even more critical as 
organizations facing increasingly complex risks 
strive to strengthen their oversight processes and 
boost stakeholder trust [14], [15]. 

Although IA has become an important 
governance and risk management mechanism, 
limited empirical evidence exists on how IA 
contributes to the implementation of corporate 
governance principles and the improvement of risk 
management practices in Saudi private sector 
organizations. Previous studies have often dealt with 
governance, risk management, or IA alone, with few 
discussing the integrated relationship between these 
constructs in the setting of Saudi private companies. 
This gap indicates a need for further empirical study 
to explore the role of IA in improving governance 
practices and facilitating good risk management in 
Saudi organizations. 

Thus, the present article investigates and 
discusses how IA impacts the improvement of 
corporate governance principles and the strength of 
risk management in private sector organizations in 
Saudi Arabia. Specifically, it explores the impact of 
IA on enhancing transparency and accountability, 
increasing the effectiveness of governance, and 
identifying, assessing, and mitigating organizational 
risks. Using empirical evidence, it aims to shed light 
on these matters to contribute to the literature on 
internal auditing, corporate governance, and risk 
management and to offer practical implications for 
decision-makers, regulators, and governance 
professionals in the context of a changing Saudi 
environment for the private sector. 
 
1.1  Problem Statement 
The growing complexity of the modern business 
world has heightened demand for good governance 
and thorough risk management practices in private 
sector companies [16]. Organizations face 
tremendous pressure to perform sustainably and 
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maintain stakeholder confidence in their 
performance, given the rapid rate of technological 
change, constantly shifting regulatory demands, 
rising expectations from stakeholders, and increasing 
operational, financial, and compliance risks. To 
address these challenges, organizations increasingly 
turn to governance mechanisms that can strengthen 
governance and improve both accountability and risk 
monitoring. 

IA has proved to be one of the more significant 
tools for governance and risk supervision. 
Independent assurance and advisory, IA assists in the 
evaluation of internal controls, monitoring 
governance processes, and the effectiveness of risk 
management processes [17]. Even though IA 
functions are increasingly recognized as such and 
integrated into corporate governance processes, 
questions remain regarding IA’s role in the effective 
implementation of corporate governance principles 
and how it improves risk management practices, 
particularly in private sector organizations, in a 
dynamic and highly competitive environment. 

In Saudi Arabia, the principles of good 
governance, transparency, accountability, and 
effective risk management are becoming more 
relevant to all private sector organizations as a result 
of current economic reforms and Vision 2030 goals 
[18]. However, empirical studies are relatively scarce 
on how IA promotes good governance and enhances 
risk management processes in the Saudi private 
sector. Therefore, this study aimed to provide 
evidence to close the research gap on the relationship 
of IA to the development of corporate governance 
principles and on its relationship to bettering risk 
management practices in private sector companies in 
Saudi Arabia. 
 
1.2  Research Significance 
This study’s value lies in exploring the importance of 
IA in achieving effective governance and risk 
management in contemporary private sector 
organizations. In today’s dynamic and complex 
regulatory, technological, and operational landscape, 
IA has emerged as a crucial tool for enhancing 
transparency, accountability, risk management, and 
organizational resilience, so investigating its function 
with respect to governance and risk management is 
relevant to academic research and professional 
practice. 

Theoretically, the study adds to the literature by 
investigating IA as a governance and risk oversight 
mechanism rather than a compliance and control 
function. The study discusses IA’s relationship with 
corporate governance principles and risk 
management practices in one analytical context, 

which broadens the scope of existing knowledge on 
the role of IA in enhancing organizational 
effectiveness in the private sector context [19]. 

The findings are useful from a practical 
standpoint because they can help boards of directors, 
audit committees, senior management, and 
governance professionals enhance IA practices and 
governance and risk management. In addition, the 
study offers policy and practice insights that can help 
regulators and professional bodies in formulating 
policies and practices that promote greater 
transparency, accountability, and sustainability of 
private sector organizations in Saudi Arabia, 
particularly in the context of the governance and 
economic transformation agenda under Saudi Vision 
2030. 
 
 
2  Literature Review 
 
2.1 Internal Audit, Corporate Governance, 

 and Risk Management 
The IA function has evolved from its traditional 
assurance role, primarily ensuring financial 
compliance, to a more strategic organizational role 
that supports governance, risk management, and 
internal control processes. Internal auditing’s 
independent, objective assurance and advisory 
function adds value and enhances the reliability and 
effectiveness of an organization’s governance, risk 
management, and control processes by systematically 
evaluating them according to the Global Internal 
Audit Standards. In an increasingly complex 
regulatory and operational landscape, IA is becoming 
a critical tool by which organizations improve 
accountability and internal controls and inform 
decision-making [3]. 

Corporate governance embraces the structures, 
processes, and relationships involved in directing and 
controlling an organization. Good governance 
structures provide clear accountability between 
boards of directors, management, shareholders, and 
other stakeholders and encourage transparency, 
accountability, disclosure, and ethical behavior. Good 
corporate governance practices are essential to 
organizations’ sustainability, investor confidence, 
market integrity, and the creation of long-term value 
through effective oversight and responsible decision-
making [9]. 

Risk management is a systematic approach to 
identifying, analyzing, monitoring, and responding to 
risks that could affect the ability to accomplish 
strategic and operational goals. Modern perspectives 
take a different approach to risk management, seeing 
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it as part of an organization’s governance and not as 
a separate control activity. The COSO Enterprise 
Risk Management framework emphasizes the need to 
establish a system wherein risk management is 
integrated into an organization’s governance and 
strategic planning, performance measurement, and 
reporting to increase resilience and sustain 
organizational performance [12], [20]. 
 
2.2 Internal Audit and Corporate Governance 
The governance literature has extensively examined 
the relationship between IA and corporate 
governance. It is widely accepted that IA is a key 
governance tool to support the role of board 
oversight, to strengthen accountability, and to 
improve the effectiveness of an organization’s 
control systems. Independent assessments of 
organizational processes and internal controls give 
internal auditors the opportunity to ensure the 
effectiveness of governance and enhance 
transparency and adherence to an organization’s 
policies and regulatory requirements [21]. 

Broad empirical evidence supports the positive 
influence of IA on the effectiveness of governance. 
IA contributes to good corporate governance in 
various ways, including strengthening oversight and 
improving organizational control practices [22]. 
Furthermore, compliance with internal auditing 
standards and the professional competence of 
internal auditors significantly enhance the 
effectiveness of internal auditing in advancing 
corporate governance [23], [24]. In addition, 
governance attributes, such as board expertise and 
board role performance, are positively associated 
with the quality of organizational reporting, 
underscoring the importance of a high-quality 
internal audit function supported by an effective 
governance structure [25], [26].  

These studies suggest that IA can be a key 
component of governance effectiveness by 
improving governance mechanisms, accountability, 
board support, and organizational control systems. To 
date, however, the literature on the extent of such 
contributions is scarce, especially in private sector 
organizations in the context of an emerging 
economic environment such as Saudi Arabia. 
 
2.3  Internal Audit and Risk Management 
As the nature and complexity of organizations’ risks 
increase, IA has evolved from assurance to 
supporting the process of risk oversight and 
enterprise risk management (ERM). Modern IA plays 
a role in risk management by assessing risk 
procedures, checking the effectiveness of controls, 
identifying deficiencies in risk responses, and 

making recommendations to help organizations be 
resilient and make informed decisions. 

Several empirical studies that identify the need 
for IA to reinforce risk management support this 
observation. IA is a highly important part of the 
organizational risk management framework, and the 
audit function will be effective if adequate support is 
provided by senior management, audit committees, 
and the organization's risk culture, [11]. IA plays a 
role in risk management by assessing risk-related 
processes and making recommendations to enhance 
an organization's ability to respond to identified 
risks, [27]. Further, IA, risk management systems, 
and organizational control mechanisms complement 
one another in minimizing financial irregularities and 
improving fraud prevention [28]. 

In general, the existing literature suggests that the 
IA function positively impacts an organization’s risk 
management process by continuously monitoring, 
independently assessing, and offering advice on the 
risk management process, yet more empirical studies 
are needed that focus on the effectiveness of this 
relationship in private sector organizations in an 
increasingly complex governance and risk landscape. 
 
2.4  Theoretical Foundation 
 
2.4.1  Agency Theory 
An effective model for understanding the role of IA 
in corporate governance is agency theory, which 
postulates that conflict may occur when principals 
give authority to agents, especially in the absence of 
control, ownership, and separation. Information 
asymmetry, shareholder/board of 
directors/mismanagement goals, and conflict of 
interest are all common features of such conflicts. 
Therefore, effective monitoring and control are 
needed to minimize the agency problem and prevent 
managerial action from going against the aims of the 
organization, [19], [29]. 

In this context, IA is an intrinsic governance 
structure that can effectively identify, analyze, and 
mitigate agency conflicts by independently assessing 
organizational activities, internal controls, and 
governance processes. By providing assurance and 
advice, IA increases transparency, enhances 
accountability, uncovers control weaknesses, and 
minimizes fraud and opportunistic activity. 
Therefore, agency theory explains what IA should do 
to improve corporate governance principles. 
 
2.4.2  The Three Lines Model 
The three-lines model is a complementary theory that 
offers a different view of how IA contributes to the 
function of organizational risk management. The 
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model presents the concept of governance and risk 
management distributed along three interconnected 
lines. The first is operational management, which is 
responsible for the ownership and management of 
risks as part of the work management does on a day-
to-day basis. The second line consists of roles related 
to risk management and compliance that support, 
monitor, and enable risk control activities. IA, the 
third line, offers independent assurance on the 
effectiveness of governance, risk management, and 
internal control systems, [30], [31].    

The evolution of the model highlights the 
importance of communication, coordination, value 
creation in an organization, and the independence of 
IA in achieving the best governance and risk 
oversight. In this context, IA plays a key role in an 
organization’s risk management process by analyzing 
its risk processes, measuring the effectiveness of its 
control systems, and offering objective suggestions 
that will aid the decision-making process based on 
the risks involved. On this basis, the three lines 
model is suitable for explaining the expected 
relationship between the efficacy of IA and the 
effectiveness of risk management in private sector 
organizations [32]. 
 
2.5  Literature Synthesis and Research Gap 
The reviewed literature shows that IA has emerged as 
a governance and risk oversight tool in modern 
organizations. In the past, scholars have identified 
that effective IA roles contribute to the development 
of internal controls, improve transparency and 
accountability, aid boards of directors in oversight, 
and enhance organizations’ governance practices. 
Likewise, the literature shows that IA is effective in 
assessing risk management processes, identifying the 
weaknesses of controls, and supporting an 
organization’s responses to new risks and 
uncertainties. 

Notwithstanding these contributions, the existing 
knowledge base has a number of limitations. First, 
most previous studies have examined the connection 
between IA and corporate governance (or the 
connection between IA and risk management) 
separately; fewer studies address the interplay of IA 
in governance and IA in risk management in the 
same organization. Second, many of the findings are 
based on evidence from banking institutions, public 
institutions, and specific national contexts, which 
may restrict the applicability of the evidence to 
private sector institutions that are subject to different 
economic and regulatory conditions. 

In addition, previous studies on governance and 
auditing have focused on the strategic function of IA, 
but few have addressed IA’s contribution to the 

realization of corporate governance principles and to 
improving the implementation of risk management in 
private sector companies in Saudi Arabia. Given the 
growing significance of governance, accountability, 
transparency, and risk oversight within the scope of 
the Saudi Vision 2030, further research is required to 
elucidate the specific role of IA and how it 
contributes to organizational effectiveness in this 
regard. 

Thus, this study aimed to fill this gap by 
investigating the IA function and how it both 
improves Saudi Arabian private sector companies’ 
corporate governance principles and strengthens their 
risk management practices. The study examined 
these relationships concurrently and contributes to 
the current literature and evidence base in an 
important and dynamic economy. 
 
 
3  Methodology 
To maintain consistency and accuracy in all aspects 
of the study design, this research on the role of IA in 
applying corporate governance principles and in the 
risk management process in the private sector 
adopted the Research Compass framework. 
Philosophically, this study followed positivism, 
which argues that novel events can be observed, 
measured, and quantified objectively and explored in 
terms of cause-and-effect relationships, yielding 
statistical results [33]. 
 
3.1  Data Collection Design and Data Analysis 
A cross-sectional study was conducted, with data 
collected via an electronically distributed structured 
questionnaire. The study targeted a specific sample 
of professionals and specialists, such as IA managers, 
department heads, and IA practitioners in the selected 
profession, to ensure the collection of highly reliable 
primary data without the use of mediators. The data 
were analyzed in SPSS statistical software. 
Subsequently, the questionnaire answers were 
subjected to a series of elaborate analyses, starting 
with descriptive statistics and data physical 
properties, followed by analysis of the reliability of 
the measurement instrument (Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient). In the third stage, inferential analysis, 
specifically multiple regression analysis, was used to 
analyze and interpret how audit practices across 
different disciplines and multiple controls were 
affected. ANOVA, t-tests, and chi-squared tests were 
also conducted. 
 
3.2  Study Population and Sample 
Prior to the distribution of the research instrument 
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(questionnaire), a pilot study was conducted among 
30 participants from the study population (main 
study sample) to test the instrument’s accuracy and 
reliability in measuring what it was designed to 
measure. This involved determining the 
questionnaire items’ level of consistency (by 
calculating Cronbach’s alpha coefficients) and the 
level of correspondence between each questionnaire 
item and the theoretical aspect it described (by 
calculating Pearson’s alpha coefficients).  

The Cochran formula was used to select a total 
sample of 384 participants, because in cases in which 
the number of the statistical population cannot be 
exactly determined (unknown population), it 
represents the best scientific method for determining 
sample size [34]. The questionnaire was subjected to 
extensive validation and reliability testing prior to 
the actual application to ensure that the objectives of 
the questionnaire.  

This systematic approach proved the 
questionnaire’s effectiveness in identifying the 
variables and ensuring the reliability of the obtained 
results and the possibility of extending the results to 
the private sector institutions. The comprehensive 
research framework described below provides 
scientific references and methodological 
justifications for the study’s design and sample 
selection. Since the research population was not 
precisely defined, the Cochran equation (n = Z2pq/e2) 
was used to ensure that the sample size was 
representative, thus increasing the accuracy of the 
research results [35]. To ensure broad specialist 
knowledge and experience in the fields of audit and 
risk management, a number of participants were 
chosen to represent organizations in the private 
sector—including various job titles, such as risk 
management manager, IA manager, IA officer, and 
risk management officer—who were expected to 
provide realistic views and experiences on 
governance practices. The sample obtained from this 
methodology was adequate and representative and 
resulted in a high level of reliability and 
generalizability to provide insight into the role of IA 
as a strategic tool to support the principles of 
governance and reduce organizational risk. 
 
3.3  Study Tool and Procedures for Verifying 

 Validity and Reliability 
As the study progressed, the researcher employed a 
variety of tools and procedures to discern whether 
the study was valid and reliable. A close-ended 
questionnaire was used as the primary tool to collect 
data, covering the concepts of internal auditing, 
application of governance principles, and maturity of 
risk management practices of private sector 

organizations. The questions were evaluated on a 
Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly 
agree). To enhance content validity, the questionnaire 
was validated by IA and risk management experts. A 
pilot study was done on a small sample of specialists 
prior to distribution to the final sample. The 
instrument was further tested for its reliability using 
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, and the results show 
that the internal consistency of all the variables had a 
high value. 
 
3.4  Description of the Study Tool 
The final version of the questionnaire had three 
major axes as described below. 

First axis: IA efficacy. This measure was used to 
describe the independent variable and indicates the 
effective performance of IA functions in private 
sector organizations. It comprised 16 items 
measuring audit independence, efficacy, planning, 
and quality of reporting. 

Second axis: corporate governance 
implementation. The extent of application of 
governance principles, including transparency, 
accountability, and board oversight, was measured by 
16 items based on a previous survey on governance 
and theoretical frameworks. 

Third axis: risk management practices. This axis 
addressed the process of identifying, assessing, 
responding to, and controlling organizational risk. 
The scale on this axis was measured by 16 validating 
items.  
 
3.5  Characteristics of the Study Sample 
Frequencies and percentages were calculated for the 
study participants’ demographic variables, including 
gender, age, education level, job title, and experience 
in years. The personal and professional 
characteristics of the study participants are 
summarized in Table 1. 

According to Table 1, a higher proportion of 
males (66.1%) was found than females (33.9%). The 
largest age group comprised those aged 31–40 years 
(43.5%), followed by 41–50 years (32.8%), 51 years 
and above (16.9%), and those 30 years and below 
(6.8%). In regard to education level, 3.4% of the 
respondents were diploma holders, 50.5% held 
bachelor’s degrees, and 46.1% had master’s degrees 
or PhDs. The respondents’ most common job title 
was IA manager (33.6%), followed by risk 
management manager (24.2%), IA officer (22.1%), 
and risk management officer (20.1%). With regard to 
experience, 43.5% of respondents had 10 years or 
more. 
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Table 1. Distribution of participants 
Category Subcategory Frequency Percentage 

Gender Male 254 66.1% 
Female 130 33.9% 

Total 384 100% 

Age 

≤30 years 26 6.8% 
31–40 years 167 43.5% 
41–50 years 126 32.8% 
≥51 years 65 16.9% 

Total 384 100% 

Education 
level 

Diploma 13 3.4% 
Bachelor’s degree 194 50.5% 
Master’s 
degree/PhD 

177 46.1% 

Total 384 100% 

Job title 

Risk management 
manager 

93 24.2% 

IA manager 129 33.6% 
IA officer 85 22.1% 
Risk management 
officer 

77 20.1% 

Total 384 100% 

Years of 
experience 

≤5 years 92 24% 
5–10 years 125 32.6% 
≥10 years 167 43.5% 

Total 384 100% 
Source: created by the author 
 
3.6  Interrater Reliability 
Validation was performed through an intensive 
process. A team of subject matter experts with 
specialization in IA, corporate governance, and risk 
management analyzed the appropriateness and 
scientific nature of the questionnaire items in terms 
of clarity and relevance to the research objectives. A 
few modifications were made based on their views to 
improve the questionnaire’s clarity, whereupon it was 
agreed that the questionnaire was adequately and 
appropriately designed. 

A pilot test was also conducted to check the 
reliability and validity of the instrument. The 
findings of the pilot test revealed that the tool had an 
acceptable level of face validity and internal 
consistency, establishing the questionnaire’s 
suitability for use in the research. The final 
questionnaire comprised 48 items in three major 
dimensions. 
 
3.7 Internal Consistency of Questionnaire 

 Items 
The internal consistency measure involved 
calculating the Pearson correlation coefficient 
between the item score and the sum of scores for the 
axis to which that item belonged. The Pearson 
correlation coefficients are presented in Table 2. 
 

Table 2. Pearson correlation coefficient of each 
item’s score 

Item 

no. 
Correlation 

coefficient   
Item 

no. 
Correlation 

coefficient   
Item 

no. 
Correlation 

coefficient   

First axis: Internal audit efficacy 
1 .753** 2 .768** 3 .605** 
4 .786** 5 .751** 6 .768** 
7 .763** 8 .640** 9 .759** 
10 .893** 11 .773** 12 .886** 
13 .743** 14 .696** 15 .755** 
16 .739**     
Second axis: Corporate governance implementation 

1 .762** 2 .784** 3 .810** 
4 .797** 5 .796** 6 .815** 
7 .808** 8 .869** 9 .731** 
10 .700** 11 .735** 12 .773** 
13 .861** 14 .797** 15 .725** 
16 .708**     
Third axis: Risk management maturity 
1 .693** 2 .712** 3 .632** 
4 .767** 5 .783** 6 .660** 
7 .803** 8 .857** 9 .838** 
10 .864** 11 .648** 12 .702** 
13 .741** 14 .666** 15 .877** 
16 .831**     
** Statistically significant at the.01 level 
Source: created by the author 

 
As the Table 2 shows, the correlation coefficients 

between the items and the total score of the axis to 
which they relate are all statistically significant at the 
.01 level. All the values are significant, ranging from 
.605–.893 in the first axis (IA efficacy) to .700–.869 
in the second axis (corporate governance 
implementation) and .632–.877 in the third axis (risk 
management maturity), indicating the questionnaire 
items’ strong internal consistency validity. 
 
3.8  Cronbach’s Alpha Reliability Coefficient 

 for the Questionnaire Axes 
The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient was 
calculated for the overall questionnaire and for its 
axes. The Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficients are 
presented in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for 

the questionnaire axes 

No.  Axis 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability 

coefficient 
1 .908 .908 
2 .920 .920 
3 .927 .927 
Overall reliability 

coefficient 
.970 

Source: created by the author 
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The reliability coefficients of the questionnaire 
axes are very high, ranging from .908 to .927, and 
the total reliability coefficient is .970. The extracted 
reliability coefficients validate the use of these 
questionnaire axes in the field due to their reliability 
and ability to measure accurately. 
 
 
4  Results and Discussion 

This section highlights and explains the results of the 
analysis conducted to determine the importance of IA 
in the improvement of governance practices and risk 
management in private organizations operating in 
Saudi Arabia. The analysis aims to determine the 
efficacy of IA in the development of governance 
practices and risk management maturity levels. The 
arithmetical means and standard deviations of the 
first axis are presented in Table 4 (Appendix). 

Table 4 (Appendix) indicates that the average of 
the first axis represents a high response score, with 
an arithmetical mean of 3.912 and a standard 
deviation of 0.854. Item 3 yielded the highest 
response score, with an arithmetical mean of 4.23 
and a standard deviation of 1.122. The statistical 
outcomes indicate that item 12 had the lowest 
arithmetical mean, 3.39, with a standard deviation of 
1.482, putting it in the moderate rating category. The 
study highlights a shift in the function of IA from 
only monitoring to being a key partner whose role is 
to govern and manage risks [13]. Its efficacy is one 
of the components of successful harmonization with 
international auditing standards and principles of 
integrity and transparency. The arithmetical means 
and standard deviations of the second axis are shown 
in Table 5. 

The mean response score for the second axis was 
very high at 3.959, verifying the axis’s consistency 
with its dimensions. Among the more interesting 
findings is the high mean response score generated 
by item 26 compared to the moderate response score 
produced by item 24. These scores indicate the 
priorities of the sample regarding the problems 
included in this axis. 

The very high average implies a favorable 
opinion about the effectiveness of corporate 
governance in the studied organizations, where it is 
regarded as an important pillar of the organization 
and a key asset enhancing oversight performance. 
The arithmetical means and standard deviations of 
the third axis are presented in Table 6. 

With an average of 3.843, the third axis is 
characterized by a high degree of agreement, which 
proves the effectiveness of an organization’s risk 
management policies. Item 34 shows the highest 

average value of 4.49, whereas item 37 produced the 
lowest value of 3.07, representing a medium level. 

 
Table 5. Arithmetical means and standard deviations 

of the second axis 
No. Items Mean Standard 

deviation 
Response 

score 
17 Financial and operational 

information is readily 
available. 

3.70 1.422 High 

18 Stakeholders are clearly 
informed of the 
organization’s decisions. 

4.27 1.314 Very high 

19 IA reports are shared 
appropriately with 
stakeholders. 

4.10 1.424 High 

20 Policies and procedures 
are transparent to 
employees. 

4.10 1.447 High 

21 Employees are held 
accountable for their 
actions. 

3.90 .727 High 

22 Employees have clearly 
defined roles and 
responsibilities. 

3.47 1.239 High 

23 Management is 
responsible for 
implementing audit 
recommendations. 

3.83 1.425 High 

24 Board oversight ensures 
organizational 
accountability. 

3.30 1.518 Moderate 

25 Audit committees are 
effective and active. 

4.19 1.310 High 

26 The board of directors 
reviews audit results 
regularly. 

4.47 1.057 Very high 

27 The board of directors 
monitors the efficacy of 
governance practices. 

3.80 1.254 High 

28 Internal auditing 
contributes to the board’s 
decision-making process. 

4.29 1.218 Very high 

29 IA monitors adherence to 
ethical standards. 

4.06 1.469 High 

30 Employees adhere to the 
established ethical 
guidelines. 

3.37 1.338 High 

31 Management promotes 
ethical conduct 
throughout the 
organization. 

4.30 1.275 Very high 

32 Ethical violations are 
reported and addressed 
promptly. 

4.20 1.255 Very high 

Overall mean 3.959 .881 High 
Source: created by the author 
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These results prove the prescience of 
management’s approach and its maturation in terms 
of risk prediction and risk management, which 
speaks to the effectiveness of the organizational and 
control system. 
 

Table 6. Arithmetical means and standard deviations 
of the third axis 

No. Items Mean Standard 

deviation 
Response 

score 
33 Potential risks are 

reviewed and updated 
regularly. 

4.49 .928 Very high 

34 The organization 
systematically identifies 
operational risks. 

4.49 .811 Very high 

35 Internal auditing 
supports the risk 
identification process. 

3.94 1.266 High 

36 Employees are aware of 
organizational risk 
factors. 

4.39 .993 Very high 

37 Risk assessment is 
integrated into the 
decision-making process. 

3.07 1.268 Moderate 

38 Identified risks are 
assessed in terms of their 
potential impact. 

3.96 1.284 High 

39 IA evaluates the 
effectiveness of risk 
assessments. 

4.20 1.224 Very high 

40 The organization uses 
qualitative and 
quantitative risk analysis. 

3.49 1.502 High 

41 Control measures are in 
place to mitigate 
identified risks. 

4.27 1.240 Very high 

42 Employees receive 
training on effective risk 
management. 

3.20 1.353 Moderate 

43 Risk mitigation strategies 
are regularly updated. 

4.23 1.146 Very high 

44 Audit findings contribute 
to improving risk 
mitigation practices. 

4.23 1.148 Very high 

45 IA regularly reviews risk 
management reports. 

3.70 1.345 High 

46 Risks are continuously 
monitored to detect any 
changes. 

3.09 1.326 Moderate 

47 Management responds 
promptly to the findings 
of risk monitoring. 

3.33 1.227 Moderate 

48 Early warning systems 
are used to detect 
emerging risks. 

3.39 1.286 Moderate 

Overall mean 3.843 .849 High 
Source: created by the author 

 

Table 7 reports the results of the simple linear 
regression analysis examining the impact of internal 
audit efficacy on corporate governance 
implementation. 

 
Table 7. Impact of internal audit efficacy on 

corporate governance implementation 
Independent 

variable 
B Beta R R2 T-

value 
T-

sig. 
D.W. VIF 

Internal audit 
efficacy 

.857 .830 .830a .690 29.132 .000 2.279 1.000 

Dependent 
variable 

Corporate governance 
implementation 

 

𝑩𝟎: Intercept 
(constant) 

.605  

Adj. R2 .689  
F-value 848.656  
F-sig. .000b  
Source: created by the author 

 
The results in Table 7 show that the IA efficacy 

variable has a positive, significant relationship with 
the variable of the implementation of corporate 
governance, with IA efficacy as an explanatory and 
predictive variable in the regression model 
developed. The regression coefficient (B = 0.857) 
suggests that a one-unit increase in IA efficacy is 
associated with an increase in IA practices in 
corporate governance. This is further corroborated by 
the standardized beta coefficient (β = .830), which 
means that the independent variable has a strong 
predictive effect on the dependent variable. In terms 
of modeling, this relationship can be represented by 
the linear predictive equation: corporate governance 
implementation = 0.605 + 0.857 (IA efficacy), which 
will translate the empirical findings to a quantifiable 
predictive structure. Furthermore, the model is very 
explanatory, with an R² of .690 and an adjusted R² of 
.689, which means that the independent variable 
explains a large part of the variance of the 
implementation of corporate governance. The overall 
regression model is significant (F = 848.656, p 
<.001), which indicates that the model is robust and 
predictive. Furthermore, the Durbin–Watson statistic 
(2.279) shows no serious evidence of autocorrelation 
in the residual series; the VIF value (1.000) indicates 
no serious multicollinearity problems, thus 
supporting the stability and reliability of the model 
estimates. From the overall findings, it can be 
concluded that IA efficacy is very important in 
predicting and strengthening the implementation of 
corporate governance in the study area, where the 
conclusions are strong both empirically and by using 
the model. This indicates that effective internal 
auditing is the primary driver of strengthening 
corporate governance through six key mechanisms: 
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1. Providing strategic direction using a risk-based 
audit methodology that moves forward the 
organization’s priorities. 

2. Advising and supporting the senior leadership 
with data needed to make decisions. 

3. Enhancing transparency and accountability within 
the values. The application of these values is a 
daily reality that helps to ensure the accurate 
preparation of financial and operational reports, to 
identify control gaps as early as possible, and to 
follow up on the implementation of corrective 
actions. 

4. Ensuring integrity and transparency through 
independence, impartial oversight, and reduced 
administrative conflicts. 

5. Upholding professional quality through 
compliance with the International Professional 
Practices Framework (IPPF) and providing for the 
accuracy and strength of the organizational 
structure. 

6. Exploiting the specific knowledge of the study 
sample. The findings on the correlation between 
audit and governance benefit from the experience 
of the participants (audit and risk managers and 
practitioners), who provided realistic and accurate 
assessments. 
 
Table 8 presents the results of the simple linear 

regression analysis on the impact of internal audit 
efficacy on risk management. 

 
Table 8. Impact of internal audit efficacy on risk 

management 
Independent 

variable 
B Beta R R2 T-

value 
T-

sig. 
D.W. VIF 

Internal audit 
efficacy 

.927 .932 .932a .869 50.402 .000 2.393 1.000 

Dependent 
variable 

Risk management  

𝑩𝟎: Intercept 
(constant) 

.217  

Adj. R2 .869  
F-value 2540.325  
F-sig. .000b  
Source: created by the author 

 
Table 8 shows a significant positive relationship 

between IA efficacy and risk management, with an 
effect of 0.927, meaning that IA efficacy functions as 
the dominant variable for explaining and predicting 
risk management in the context of the regression 
approach. The regression coefficient (B = 0.927) 
indicates that the effect on the extent of risk 
management practices increases significantly as IA 
efficacy increases, which is strongly supported by the 

standardized beta coefficient (β = .932) with a highly 
pronounced predictive effect. At the level of 
modeling, this relation can be captured in the linear 
predictive equation: risk management = 0.217 + 
0.927 (IA efficacy), which shows the process of 
structuring empirical data in a quantitative model. 
The model also explains a high percentage of the 
variance in the study variables (namely risk 
management) as expressed by an R² value of .869 
and an adjusted R² value of .869. Moreover, the 
general regression model is highly statistically 
significant (F = 2540.325, p <.001), indicating the 
strength and predictability of the model. The Durbin–
Watson statistic (2.393) suggests that there is no 
significant autocorrelation in the residuals, and the 
VIF value (1.000) indicates that there are no issues of 
multicollinearity, supporting the stability and 
reliability of the model. These results present strong 
empirical and modeled evidence that the efficacy of 
IA has a significant impact and is a significant 
predictor of effective risk management practices in 
the context of this study. This effect results from the 
following determinants: 
1. Ensuring that assurance is achieved at all times 

(continuous assurance). This means that auditors 
must take an internally conservative approach to 
provide the required assurance on numerous 
unsettled safety controls. This changes the 
attitude and approach to management from 
reactive and traditional to more sophisticated 
organizational management. 

2. Integration through diversity (risk approach). 
This is indicative of the growing dependence on 
a multistate strategy with resources focused on 
multiple areas of the organization. 

3. Credibility and objectivity of the assessment. 
The qualitative skills of the study sample 
(experts and practitioners directly responsible for 
risks) helped to provide realistic and consistent 
perspectives, thereby adding scientific accuracy 
and objectivity to the measurement of these 
ratios. 

4. Link with local development (ERM assistance). 
It helps to integrate effectively and periodically, 
in order to assist all higher-level management 
systems, and it enables a common language and 
coordination among the management units, 
diversity management, and senior management. 

 
The findings based on the field study reveal a 

positive impact of the efficacy of internal auditing on 
the implementation of governance practices in 
private sector firms. This finding highlights the 
evolution of the role of internal auditing from an 
error-checking function to a control and advisory one 
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in today’s understanding of the auditing process, 
which has evolved from mere error checking to 
become a principle of transparency and 
accountability. 

The findings also indicate that IA efficacy 
significantly influences the maturity of risk 
management practices. This can be attributed to the 
transition from the traditional audit method to one 
based on risk, which influences risk identification, 
assessment, monitoring, and the alignment of risks to 
the strategic goals of the organization. The COSO 
framework of ERM principles further underscores 
the significance of IA’s complementary role in 
assessing the effectiveness of ERM systems and 
improving their responses to potential risks, 
especially in contexts of uncertainty and change that 
are integral to business operations [36].  

The results are consistent with the findings of 
many earlier research studies, indicating that the 
activation of the role of discrimination has a positive 
effect on the reduction of operational cases and that 
IA systems are effective [37], [38].  

The results of the study not only confirm earlier 
theories but can also provide a practical model that is 
representative of actual private sector IA. The added 
value of this model is based on three core principles: 
independence, professional competency, and 
functional integration with governance and risk 
frameworks. The integration embodies the 
contemporary concept of strategic management, 
wherein auditing ceases to be a supervisory process 
and becomes a fundamental necessity to guarantee 
the sustainability and adaptability of organizations in 
a changing, highly volatile global economy. The 
results of the independent samples t-test for internal 
audit efficacy based on gender are reported in Table 
9. 

 
Table 9. Independent samples t-test for differences in 

internal audit efficacy based on gender 

Variable 

Males  

(Mean 

± SD) 

Females  

(Mean ± 

SD) 

t-

value 
df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
Decision 

Internal 
audit  
efficacy 

3.93 ± 
0.754 

3.88 ± 
1.025 

0.609 382 0.543 No statistically 
significant 
difference 

Source: created by the author 
 

The results of the independent samples t-test 
comparing differences in IA efficacy between the 
female and male groups are presented in Table 9. The 
findings indicate that the mean score of males (M = 
3.93, SD = 0.754) is slightly higher than that of 
females (M = 3.88, SD = 1.025), but the difference is 
not statistically significant (t = 0.609, df = 382, p = 
.543). This indicates that there is no significant 

difference between male and female respondents in 
terms of their perceptions of the efficacy of IA. Thus, 
gender is not a factor that seems to affect perceptions 
of IA efficacy among the sample studied. Table 10 
reports the results of the independent samples t-test 
examining differences in corporate governance 
implementation based on gender. 

 
Table 10. Independent samples t-test for differences 
in corporate governance implementation based on 

gender 

Variable 

Males  

(Mean 

± SD) 

Females  

(Mean ± 

SD) 

t-

value 
df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
Decision 

Corporate 
governance 
implementation 

4.01 ± 
0.773 

3.87 ± 
1.060 

1.448 382 0.148 No 
statistically 
significant 
difference 

Source: created by the author 

 
The findings reported in Table 10 represent the 

independent samples t-test comparing corporate 
governance implementation on the basis of gender. 
The findings reveal that men scored slightly higher 
than women, with a mean score of 4.01 (SD = 0.773) 
against 3.87 (SD = 1.060) for females. Nonetheless, 
as indicated by a t-value of 1.448 and df of 382 (p = 
.148), this finding reveals that there is no statistically 
significant difference between male and female 
respondents with respect to the implementation of 
corporate governance. Thus, gender does not affect 
views on corporate governance implementation. 
Table 11 reports the results of the independent 
samples t-test examining differences in risk 
management practices based on gender. 

 
Table 11. Independent samples t-test for differences 

in risk management practices based on gender 

Variable 

Males  

(Mean 

± SD) 

Females  

(Mean ± 

SD) 

t-

value 
df 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
Decision 

Risk 
management 
practices 

3.87 ± 
0.754 

3.80 ± 
1.011 

0.711 382 0.477 No statistically 
significant 
difference 

Source: created by the author 
 

The results in Table 11 show the independent 
samples t-test examining differences in risk 
management practices based on gender. The findings 
indicate that males yielded a slightly higher mean 
score (M = 3.87, SD = 0.754) than females (M = 
3.80, SD = 1.011), but the difference is not 
statistically significant (t = 0.711, df = 382, p = 
.477), indicating that there are no significant 
differences between males and females in relation to 
risk management. Hence, gender is not a significant 
factor affecting perceptions of risk management. 
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Table 12 presents the results of the one-way ANOVA 
for differences in internal audit efficacy based on 
age. 

 
Table 12. One-way ANOVA for differences in 

internal audit efficacy based on age 
Source 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 19.068 3 6.356 9.273 0.000 Significant 

differences exist 
Within 
groups 260.460 380 0.685 — — — 

Total 279.528 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 

As shown in Table 12, the analysis of data from 
the one-way ANOVA indicates that the respondents’ 
age has an effect on perception of IA efficacy (F = 
9.273, p <.001). The results indicate that the 
variation between the age groups is substantial as 
compared to the variation within age groups, with a 
between-groups sum of squares [SS] of 19.068 and a 
high between-groups mean square (MS) of 6.356 as 
compared to the within-groups MS of 0.685. 
Accordingly, the results confirm a statistically 
significant difference in perceptions of the efficacy 
of IA across different age groups. 

The one-way ANOVA results show a significant 
difference in IA efficacy related to age; thus, 
Scheffé’s test was used in post hoc analysis. This test 
is suitable for determining which specific pairs of 
age groups differ at the desired significance level and 
for preventing Type I error in multiple comparisons. 
The post hoc results give a more detailed picture of 
the difference in perceptions of the efficacy of IA 
according to age group. Table 13 (Appendix) reports 
the results of Scheffé’s post hoc test for multiple 
comparisons of internal audit efficacy based on age. 

The post hoc analysis (Scheffé’s test) was 
conducted on the basis of the results of the 
significant ANOVA test to specify particular 
differences in the perceptions of different age groups 
regarding IA efficacy. Scheffé’s test revealed that 
respondents below 30 years old had perception 
scores that were significantly higher than those of all 
other age categories, including 30–40 years (p 
<.001), 41–50 years (p <.001), and 51 years and 
above (p = .009). However, it found no statistically 
significant differences between the perceptions of 
older respondents, that is, in the 30–40, 41–50, and 
51 and older age categories. Table 14 reports the 
results of the one-way ANOVA examining 
differences in corporate governance implementation 
based on age. 

Table 14. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 
corporate governance implementation based on age 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 24.530 3 8.177 11.368 0.000 

Significant 
differences 
exist 

Within 
groups 273.320 380 .719 — — — 

Total 297.850 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The outcomes of the one-way ANOVA analysis 

shown in Table 14 demonstrate statistically 
significant differences in corporate governance 
implementation between age groups (F = 11.368, p < 
.001). Between-groups variability (SS = 24.530, MS 
= 8.177) is greater than within-groups variability 
(MS = 0.719), demonstrating the existence of 
meaningful differences between age groups. Table 15 
(Appendix) reports the results of Scheffé’s post hoc 
test for multiple comparisons of corporate 
governance implementation based on age. 

Scheffé’s post hoc analysis was performed after 
the results obtained from the ANOVA test revealed 
significance, so as to detect differences between age 
groups with regard to corporate governance 
implementation. The results indicate that the 
perception of respondents who were below 30 years 
of age was significantly higher than those of all the 
other age groups, namely 30–40 (p <.001), 41–50 (p 
<.001), and 51 and above (p <.001). By contrast, 
there were no statistically significant differences 
between the older age groups of 30–40, 41–50, and 
51 years and above, meaning that their perception of 
corporate governance implementation was quite 
similar. Table 16 reports the results of the one-way 
ANOVA examining differences in risk management 
practices based on age. 
 
Table 16. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 

risk management practices based on age 
Source 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 24.534 3 8.178 12.352 0.000 Significant 

differences exist 
Within 
groups 251.591 380 .662 — — — 

Total 276.125 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The one-way ANOVA test results in Table 16 

show statistically significant differences in risk 
management practices according to the respondents’ 
age (F = 12.352, p <.001). The between-groups 
variance (MS = 8.178) is greater than the within-
groups variance (MS = 0.662).  
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Because the results of the ANOVA test revealed 
significant differences in risk management practices 
between different age groups, it was necessary to 
conduct a post hoc analysis using Scheffé’s test to 
determine these differences. Table 17 reports the 
results of Scheffé’s post hoc test for multiple 
comparisons of risk management practices based on 
age. 

 
Table 17. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple 

comparisons of risk management practices based on 
age 

(I) 

Age 
(J) 

Age 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error Sig. 

95% Confidence 

Interval 
Lower 

Bound 
Upper 

Bound 

Less 
than 
30 
years 

From 
30 to 
40 
years 

1.010* .172 .000 .53 1.49 

From 
41 to 
50 
years 

1.018* .175 .000 .53 1.51 

51 
years 
or 
more 

.918* .189 .000 .39 1.45 

From 
30 to 
40 
years 

Less 
than 
30 
years 

−1.010* .172 .000 −1.49 −.53 

From 
41 to 
50 
years 

.008 .096 1.000 −.26 .28 

51 
years 
or 
more 

−.092 .119 .896 −.43 .24 

From 
41 to 
50 
years 

Less 
than 
30 
years 

−1.018* .175 .000 −1.51 −.53 

From 
30 to 
40 
years 

−.008 .096 1.000 −.28 .26 

51 
years 
or 
more 

−.100 .124 .886 −.45 .25 

51 
years 
or 
more 

Less 
than 
30 
years 

−.918* .189 .000 −1.45 −.39 

From 
30 to 
40 
years 

.092 .119 .896 −.24 .43 

From 
41 to 
50 
years 

.100 .124 .886 −.25 .45 

Source: created by the author 

 

Further, a Scheffé’s post hoc test was performed 
after obtaining the significant ANOVA results to 
determine which particular age groups differed from 

one another in regard to risk management practices. 
The results of the post hoc Scheffé tests show that 
people under 30 years old had much stronger risk 
management practices than all other age categories, 
including those 30–40 (p <.001), 41–50 (p <.001), 
and 51 or more (p <.001) years. 

By contrast, there were no significant differences 
between the perceptions of older age groups (30–40, 
41–50, and 51 or more), which means that their 
perceptions of risk management practices were fairly 
equal. Thus, younger respondents had a better 
perception of risk management practices in 
comparison with older respondents. Table 18 reports 
the results of the one-way ANOVA examining 
differences in internal audit efficacy based on 
education level. 

 
Table 18. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 

internal audit efficacy based on education level 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 

3.163 2 1.581 2.180 .114 Not 
significant  

Within 
groups 

276.365 381 .725 — — — 

Total 279.528 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The findings of the one-way ANOVA, as shown 

in Table 19, reveal that there were no significant 
differences regarding IA efficacy depending on the 
respondents’ education level (F = 2.180, p = .114). 
The significance value is greater than the accepted 
level of significance (α = .05), meaning that the 
differences observed between the education level 
groups are not statistically significant. The mean SS 
(3.163) shows some differences between the groups, 
but the difference is quite small compared to the 
difference within groups (MS = 0.725), implying that 
education level has no statistically significant 
influence on respondents’ perception of IA efficacy. 
The results of the one-way ANOVA test were not 
statistically significant, no post hoc multiple 
comparison test was needed.  

 
Table 19. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 

corporate governance implementation based on 
education level 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 7.432 2 3.716 4.875 0.008 Significant  

Within 
groups 290.418 381 0.762 — — — 

Total 297.850 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 
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Table 19 reports the results of the one-way 
ANOVA examining differences in corporate 
governance implementation based on education 
level. 

The results of the one-way ANOVA in Table 19 
indicate statistically significant differences in 
corporate governance implementation based on 
respondents’ education level (F = 4.875, p = .008). 
The significance value is less than the accepted level 
of significance (α = .05), indicating that respondents 
with different education levels differed significantly 
in perceptions of corporate governance 
implementation. The between-groups variation (SS = 
7.432, MS = 3.716) is greater than would be 
expected by chance when compared to the within-
groups variation (MS = 0.762), yielding a 
statistically significant F-value. 

As the one-way ANOVA results revealed 
significant differences by education level, a post hoc 
analysis using Scheffé’s test was conducted to 
identify the specific groups between which 
differences existed, giving a more detailed 
understanding of how perceptions of corporate 
governance implementation varied according to 
respondents’ educational qualifications. Table 20 
reports the results of Scheffé’s post hoc test for 
multiple comparisons of corporate governance 
implementation based on education level. 

 
Table 20. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple 

comparisons of corporate governance 
implementation based on education level 

(I) 

Educatio

nal Level 

(J) 

Educatio

nal Level 

Mean 

Differe

nce (I-

J) 

Std. 

Err

or 

Sig

. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Low

er 

Bou

nd 

Upp

er 

Bou

nd 

Diploma 

Bachelor’
s degree .492 .250 .14

6 −.12 1.11 

Master’s 
or PhD .244 .251 .62

4 −.37 .86 

Bachelor’
s degree 

Diploma −.492 .250 .14
6 

−1.1
1 .12 

Master’s 
or PhD −.248* .091 .02

5 −.47 −.02 

Master’s 
or PhD 

Diploma −.244 .251 .62
4 −.86 .37 

Bachelor’
s degree .248* .091 .02

5 .02 .47 

Source: created by the author 

 
A Scheffé’s post hoc test was performed after the 

significant results of the ANOVA to find the 
differences between education level groups 
concerning corporate governance implementation. 
The results of Scheffé’s post hoc test show a 

statistically significant difference between 
respondents with a bachelor’s degree and 
respondents with a master’s degree or PhD (p = 
.025). The mean difference in favor of respondents 
holding a master’s degree or a PhD is statistically 
significant, which means that this group has stronger 
perceptions of the implementation of corporate 
governance compared with respondents holding a 
bachelor’s degree. 

However, there are no statistically significant 
differences between diploma respondents and 
bachelor’s degree respondents (p = .146) or between 
diploma respondents and respondents with a master’s 
degree or PhD (p = .624). Thus, the differences in 
perceptions are related only to respondents with 
bachelor’s degrees versus respondents with master’s 
degrees/PhDs. Table 21 reports the results of the one-
way ANOVA examining differences in risk 
management practices based on education level. 

 
Table 21. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 
risk management practices based on education level 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 7.038 2 3.519 4.983 0.007 Significant  

Within 
groups 269.087 381 0.706 — — — 

Total 276.125 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The results of the one-way ANOVA in Table 21 

reveal that the level of education of the respondents 
is statistically significant (F = 4.983, p = .007) with 
respect to risk management practices. Its significance 
value is lower than the accepted level of significance 
(α =.05), indicating a difference between the 
education level groups regarding perceptions of risk 
management practices. The between-groups variation 
(SS = 7.038, MS = 3.519) is large enough compared 
to the within-groups variation (MS = 0.706); 
therefore, the F-value is statistically significant. 

The one-way ANOVA having revealed 
statistically significant differences between the three 
education level groups, a post hoc analysis using 
Scheffé’s test was performed to identify the groups 
that differed to give a better understanding of the 
differences in perceptions of risk management 
practices. Table 22 reports the results of Scheffé’s 
post hoc test for multiple comparisons of risk 
management practices based on education level. 

In light of significant ANOVA test results, 
Scheffé’s post hoc tests were carried out to determine 
the specific differences in the perception of risk 
management practices by different education level 
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groups. 
 
Table 22. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple 

comparisons of risk management practices based on 
education level 

(I) 

Educati

on 

Level 

(J) 

Educati

on 

Level 

Mean 

Differen

ce (I-J) 

Std. 

Erro

r 

Sig

. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Lowe

r 

Boun

d 

Uppe

r 

Boun

d 

Diploma 

Bachelor
’s 
degree 

.352 .241 .34
4 

−.24 .94 

Master’s 
or PhD 

.090 .241 .93
3 

−.50 .68 

Bachelor
’s 
degree 

Diploma −.352 .241 .34
4 

−.94 .24 

Master’s 
or PhD 

−.263* .087 .01
1 

−.48 −.05 

Master’s 
or PhD 

Diploma −.090 .241 .93
3 

−.68 .50 

Bachelor
’s 
degree 

.263* .087 .01
1 

.05 .48 

Source: created by the author 

 

The results of Scheffé’s post hoc test show a 
statistically significant difference between 
respondents having a bachelor’s degree and 
respondents having a master’s or PhD (p = .011). The 
positive mean difference is in favor of respondents 
with postgraduate degrees, indicating that 
respondents with master’s degrees and PhDs had a 
significantly higher level of risk management 
practices perception than respondents with bachelor’s 
degrees. 

By contrast, there was no statistically significant 
difference in perception of risk management 
practices between diploma holders and respondents 
with bachelor’s degrees (p = .344) or between 
diploma holders and respondents with master’s 
degrees or PhDs (p = .933), indicating that the 
significant variation in perception of risk 
management practices is limited to differences 
between respondents with bachelor’s degrees and 
those with postgraduate degrees. Table 23 reports the 
results of the one-way ANOVA examining 
differences in internal audit efficacy based on job 
position. 

The one-way ANOVA results in Table 23 reveal 
statistically significant differences between 
respondents according to job position with regard to 
IA efficacy (F = 7.711, p <.001). The significance 
value is lower than the accepted meaning level (α = 
.05), indicating a significant difference in perceptions 
of IA efficacy in the various job positions. The 
between-groups variation (SS = 16.040, MS = 5.347) 

is significantly larger than the within-groups 
variation (MS = 0.693), yielding a statistically 
significant F-value. 

 
Table 23. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 

internal audit efficacy based on job position 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 16.040 3 5.347 7.711 0.000 Significant  

Within 
groups 263.488 380 0.693 — — — 

Total 279.528 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The ANOVA having demonstrated significant 

differences between job position groups, a post hoc 
comparison using Scheffé’s test was used to 
determine the specific significantly different groups, 
allowing a more in-depth analysis of the differences 
in the IA efficacy perceptions. Table 24 (Appendix) 
reports the results of Scheffé’s post hoc test for 
multiple comparisons of internal audit efficacy based 
on job position. 

Scheffé’s post hoc test was carried out based on 
the significant ANOVA results to identify the exact 
differences between different job positions in relation 
to IA efficacy. The Scheffé’s post hoc test results 
show significant differences for the job position IA 
officer compared to IA manager (p = .025), risk 
management manager (p = .001), and risk 
management officer (p = .001). 

However, there are no significant differences 
between IA managers and risk management 
managers (p = .517), between IA managers and risk 
management officers (p = .538), or between risk 
management managers and risk management officers 
(p = 1.000). Therefore, the result shows that those 
who occupy managerial positions report higher level 
perceptions of IA efficacy than those at the officer 
level, especially IA officers, showing that job 
position is an important factor influencing perception 
of IA efficacy. Table 25 reports the results of the one-
way ANOVA examining differences in corporate 
governance implementation based on job position. 

 
Table 25. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 
corporate governance implementation based on job 

position 
Source 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 21.770 3 7.257 9.988 0.000 Significant  

Within 
groups 276.080 380 0.727 — — — 

Total 297.850 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 
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The results of the one-way ANOVA in Table 25 
show statistically significant differences in corporate 
governance implementation by the respondents’ job 
position (F = 9.988, p <.001). The significance value 
is less than the predetermined significance level (α 
=.05), indicating a statistically significant difference 
in the perception of corporate governance 
implementation according to job position. The 
variance between groups (SS = 21.770, MS = 7.257) 
is much larger than the variance within groups (MS = 
0.727). In light of these ANOVA results, a post hoc 
analysis using Scheffé’s test was conducted. Table 26 
(Appendix) reports the results of Scheffé’s post hoc 
test for multiple comparisons of corporate 
governance implementation based on job position. 

To pinpoint the significant differences among the 
job positions as suggested by the ANOVA outcomes, 
a Scheffé’s post hoc test was conducted on corporate 
governance implementation. The results reveal 
several significant differences between managerial 
positions and officer-level positions. 

First, IA managers perceived significantly lower 
values than risk management managers (p = .003). 
Furthermore, the perception levels of risk 
management managers were significantly higher than 
those of IA officers (p <.001). 

By contrast, there were no statistically significant 
differences between IA managers and IA officers (p 
= .224) or between IA managers and risk 
management officers (p = .883). Similarly, there 
were no significant differences for most comparisons 
involving risk management officers. 

In general, risk management managers’ 
perception levels of corporate governance 
implementation are significantly higher than those of 
IA officers, suggesting that job positions have a 
significant effect on perceptions of corporate 
governance implementation. Table 27 reports the 
results of the one-way ANOVA examining 
differences in risk management practices based on 
job position.  

 
Table 27. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 

risk management practices based on job position 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 

6.665 3 2.222 3.133 .026 Significant  

Within 
groups 

269.460 380 .709 — — — 

Total 276.125 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The results of the one-way ANOVA in Table 27 

show statistically significant differences in risk 

management practices according to job position (F = 
3.133, p = .026). The significance value is lower than 
the level of significance (α =.05), revealing 
statistically significant differences in risk 
management practices by job position. Variation 
between groups (SS = 6.665, MS = 2.222), while 
quite low, is enough to yield a statistically significant 
F-value in comparison with variation within groups 
(MS = 0.709). Given these results, Scheffé’s post hoc 
test was performed to identify the differences 
between groups. Table 28 reports the results of 
Scheffé’s post hoc test for multiple comparisons of 
risk management practices based on job position.  

 
Table 28. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple 

comparisons of risk management practices based on 
job position 

(I) Job 
Position 

(J) Job 
Position 

Mean 

Differe

nce (I-

J) 

Std. 

Err

or 

Sig

. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Low

er 

Bou

nd 

Upp

er 

Bou

nd 

IA 
manager 

Risk 
managem
ent 
manager 

−.229 .115 .26
4 −.55 .09 

IA 
officer .150 .118 .65

4 −.18 .48 

Risk 
managem
ent 
officer 

−.071 .121 .95
2 −.41 .27 

Risk 
managem
ent 
manager 

IA 
manager .229 .115 .26

4 −.09 .55 

IA 
officer .379* .126 .03

1 .02 .73 

Risk 
managem
ent 
officer 

.158 .130 .68
6 −.21 .52 

IA 
officer 

IA 
manager −.150 .118 .65

4 −.48 .18 

Risk 
managem
ent 
manager 

−.379* .126 .03
1 −.73 −.02 

Risk 
managem
ent 
officer 

−.221 .132 .42
8 −.59 .15 

Risk 
managem
ent 
officer 

IA 
manager .071 .121 .95

2 −.27 .41 

Risk 
managem
ent 
manager 

−.158 .130 .68
6 −.52 .21 

IA 
officer .221 .132 .42

8 −.15 .59 

Source: created by the author 
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The post hoc analysis by job position using 
Scheffé’s test to determine the specific differences 
between groups concerning risk management 
practices revealed that there were not many 
statistically significant differences between 
managerial and officer-level job positions. However, 
risk management managers had higher perceptions of 
risk management practices than IA officers (p = 
.031), indicating a perceptual difference between 
managerial and officer-level job positions. 

By contrast, no statistically significant differences 
were found between IA managers and risk 
management managers (p = .264) or between IA 
managers and IA officers (p = .654), nor did risk 
management officers show statistically significant 
differences with other groups. Table 29 reports the 
results of the one-way ANOVA examining 
differences in internal audit efficacy based on years 
of experience. 

 
Table 29. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 
internal audit efficacy based on years of experience 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 

4.789 2 2.394 3.320 .037 Significant  

Within 
groups 

274.740 381 .721 — — — 

Total 279.528 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The outcomes of the one-way ANOVA in Table 

29 prove the existence of statistically significant 
differences in IA efficacy depending on respondents’ 
years of experience (F = 3.320, p = .037). The value 
of significance is smaller than the level of 
significance (α =.05), revealing statistically 
significant differences in the perception of IA 
efficacy by years of experience. 

The variability between groups (SS = 4.789, MS 
= 2.394) is not very high in comparison with the 
variability within groups (MS = 0.721), but is 
enough to yield the statistically significant F-value. 
As the ANOVA outcomes demonstrate differences 
between groups with various levels of experience, it 
was necessary to conduct a post hoc Scheffé’s test. 
Table 30 reports the results of Scheffé’s post hoc test 
for multiple comparisons of internal audit efficacy 
based on years of experience. 

The findings show statistically significant 
differences in perceived IA efficacy between 
employees with less than 5 years’ experience and 
those with 5 to less than 10 years (p = .039), favoring 
the latter. There are no statistically significant 
differences in perceived IA efficacy between 

employees with experience of less than 5 years and 
those with 10 years or more (p = .435) or between 
those with 5 to less than 10 years and those with 10 
years or more (p = .302). Overall, the results imply 
that differences in perceived IA efficacy exist 
primarily between early- and mid-level experience 
groups but not between senior experience groups. 
Table 31 reports the results of the one-way ANOVA 
examining differences in corporate governance 
implementation based on years of experience. 

 
Table 30. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple 

comparisons of internal audit efficacy based on years 
of experience 

(I) 

Years 
Of 
Experie

nce 

(J) 

Years 
Of 
Experie

nce 

Mean 

Differe

nce (I-

J) 

Std. 

Err

or 

Si

g. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Low

er 

Bou

nd 

Upp

er 

Bou

nd 

Less 
than 5 
years 

From 5 
to less 
than 10 
years 

.298* .117 .03
9 .01 .58 

10 years 
and 
above 

.142 .110 .43
5 −.13 .41 

From 5 
to less 
than 10 
years 

Less 
than 5 
years 

−.298* .117 .03
9 −.58 −.01 

10 years 
and 
above 

−.156 .100 .30
2 −.40 .09 

10 years 
and 
above 
 

Less 
than 5 
years 

−.142 .110 .43
5 −.41 .13 

From 5 
to less 
than 10 
years 

.156 .100 .30
2 −.09 .40 

Source: created by the author 

 

Table 31. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 
corporate governance implementation based on years 

of experience 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 

4.415 2 2.208 2.866 .058 Not 
significant  

Within 
groups 

293.435 381 .770 — — — 

Total 297.850 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 
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The result of the one-way ANOVA in Table 31 
shows no statistically significant difference in 
corporate governance implementation in terms of the 
respondents’ years of experience (F = 2.866, p = 
.058). The value of the level of significance is only 
slightly greater than the acceptable level of 
significance (α =.05), implying that there is no 
significant difference in corporate governance 
implementation by years of experience. Though the 
between-groups variance (SS = 4.415, MS = 2.208) 
indicates some differences between the groups in 
terms of years of experience, they do not sufficiently 
exceed the within-groups variance (MS = 0.770). 
Table 32 reports the results of the one-way ANOVA 
examining differences in risk management practices 
based on years of experience. 

 
Table 32. One-way ANOVA results for differences in 

risk management practices based on years of 
experience 

Source 
Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig.  Decision 

Between 
groups 

8.698 2 4.349 6.196 .002 Significant  

Within 
groups 

267.427 381 .702 — — — 

Total 276.125 383 — — — — 
Source: created by the author 

 
The findings of the one-way ANOVA in Table 32 

show statistically significant differences in risk 
management practices based on the respondents’ 
years of experience (F = 6.196, p = .002). The 
significance value is less than the level of 
significance used (α =.05), revealing significant 
differences in risk management practices across 
different years of experience. There is a relatively 
high between-groups variability (SS = 8.698, MS = 
4.349) compared to within-group variability (MS = 
0.702), yielding a statistically significant F-value that 
suggests the existence of significant differences 
between experience groups. Table 33 reports the 
results of Scheffé’s post hoc test for multiple 
comparisons of risk management practices based on 
years of experience. 

There are statistically significant differences in 
perception of risk management practices between 
employees with experience of less than 5 years and 
employees with experience of 5–9 years (p = .002) in 
favor of the former, who had a higher perception of 
risk management practices. However, there are no 
statistically significant differences between 
employees with experience of less than 5 years and 
employees with experience of 10 years or more (p = 
.127) or between employees with experience of 5–9 

years and those with experience of 10 years or more 
(p = .183), demonstrating their similarities. Thus, 
there are differences in perception of risk 
management practices only in early- and mid-level 
experience groups, but not in senior experience 
groups. 

 
Table 33. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple 

comparisons of risk management practices based on 
years of experience 

(I) 

Years 
Of 
Experie

nce 

(J) 

Years 
Of 
Experie

nce 

Mean 

Differe

nce (I-

J) 

Std. 

Err

or 

Si

g. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Low

er 

Bou

nd 

Upp

er 

Bou

nd 

Less 
than 5 
years 

From 5 
to less 
than 10 
years 

.405* .115 .00
2 .12 .69 

10 years 
and 
above 

.222 .109 .12
7 −.05 .49 

From 5 
to less 
than 10 
years 

Less 
than 5 
years 

−.405* .115 .00
2 −.69 −.12 

10 years 
and 
above 

−.183 .099 .18
3 −.43 .06 

10 years 
and 
above 

Less 
than 5 
years 

−.222 .109 .12
7 −.49 .05 

From 5 
to less 
than 10 
years 

.183 .099 .18
3 −.06 .43 

Source: created by the author 

 

Table 34. Chi-squared test of the relationship 
between age and gender 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

175.504a 3 .000 

Likelihood 
ratio 

204.045 3 .000 

N of valid 
cases 

384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 

Table 34 reports the results of the chi-squared 
test examining the relationship between age and 
gender. 

The results of a chi-squared test indicate a 
statistically significant relationship between age and 
gender. The Pearson chi-squared value is 175.504 
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with 3 degrees of freedom and a significance level of 
p = .000, which is less than .05, indicating a 
significant association between the two variables in 
the study sample. The likelihood ratio (204.045, df = 
3, p = .000) supports the same conclusion, 
confirming the robustness of the relationship. Table 
35 reports the results of the chi-squared test 
examining the relationship between education level 
and gender. 
 

Table 35. Chi-squared test of the relationship 
between education level and gender 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

11.732a 2 .003 

Likelihood 
ratio 

15.770 2 .000 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
The results of a chi-squared test indicate a 

statistically significant relationship between 
education level and gender. The Pearson chi-squared 
value is 11.732 with 2 degrees of freedom and a 
significance level of p = .003, which is less than .05, 
suggesting a significant association between the two 
variables within the study sample. The likelihood 
ratio (15.770, df = 2, p = .000) supports the same 
conclusion, confirming the presence of a statistically 
significant relationship. Table 36 reports the results 
of the chi-squared test examining the relationship 
between job position and gender. 

 
Table 36. Chi-squared test of the relationship 

between job position and gender 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

13.685a 3 .003 

Likelihood 
ratio 

14.812 3 .002 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
The results of a chi-squared test indicate a 

statistically significant relationship between job 
position and gender. The Pearson chi-squared value 
is 13.685 with 3 degrees of freedom and a 
significance level of p = .003, which is less than .05, 
showing a significant association between the two 
variables in the study sample. The likelihood ratio 
(14.812, df = 3, p = .002) confirms the result, further 
supporting the presence of a statistically significant 
relationship. Table 37 reports the results of the chi-
squared test examining the relationship between 

years of experience and gender. 
 
Table 37. Chi-squared test of the relationship 

between years of experience and gender 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

79.268a 2 .000 

Likelihood 
ratio 

78.164 2 .000 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
The results of a chi-squared test indicate a 

statistically significant relationship between years of 
experience and gender. The Pearson chi-squared 
value is 79.268 with 2 degrees of freedom and a 
significance level of p = .000, which is less than .05, 
indicating a significant association between the two 
variables in the study sample. The likelihood ratio 
(78.164, df = 2, p = .000) confirms the result, 
supporting the presence of a statistically significant 
relationship. Table 38 reports the results of the chi-
squared test examining the relationship between 
education level and age. 

 
Table 38. Chi-squared test of the relationship 

between education level and age 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

59.999a 6 .000 

Likelihood ratio 72.124 6 .000 
Linear-by-linear 
association 

5.518 1 .019 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
The results of a chi-squared test indicate a 

statistically significant relationship between 
education level and age. The Pearson chi-squared 
value is 59.999 with 6 degrees of freedom and a 
significance level of p = .000, which is less than .05, 
suggesting a significant association between the two 
variables. The likelihood ratio (72.124, df = 6, p = 
.000) confirms the result, reinforcing the statistical 
significance of the relationship. Moreover, a linear-
by-linear association test (5.518, df = 1, p = .019) 
indicates a significant linear trend between education 
level and age. Table 39 reports the results of the chi-
squared test examining the relationship between job 
position and age. 

The chi-squared test results show a significant 
relationship between job position and age. The 
Pearson chi-squared is 96.186 with 9 degrees of 
freedom and a significance value (p = .000) less than 
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.05, showing a significant relationship between job 
position and age. The likelihood ratio (110.594, df = 
9, p = .000) and the linear-by-linear association 
(51.214, df = 1, p = .000) also show a significant 
relationship between job position and age.  Table 40 
reports the results of the chi-squared test examining 
the relationship between years of experience and age. 

 
Table 39. Chi-squared test of the relationship 

between job position and age 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-

sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

96.186a 9 .000 

Likelihood ratio 110.594 9 .000 
Linear-by-linear 
association 

51.214 1 .000 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
Table 40. Chi-squared test of the relationship 

between years of experience and age 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-

sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

231.584a 6 .000 

Likelihood ratio 229.663 6 .000 
Linear-by-linear 
association 

38.504 1 .000 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
The results of a chi-squared test indicate a 

statistically significant relationship between years of 
experience and age. The Pearson chi-squared value is 
231.584 with 6 degrees of freedom and a 
significance level of p = .000, which is less than .05. 
This finding demonstrates a strong association 
between the two variables. The likelihood ratio 
(229.663, df = 6, p = .000) confirms the robustness 
of this relationship, and the linear-by-linear 
association test (38.504, df = 1, p = .000) indicates a 
statistically significant linear trend between years of 
experience and age. Table 41 reports the results of 
the chi-squared test examining the relationship 
between job position and education level. 

The results of a chi-squared test indicate a 
statistically significant relationship between job 
position and education level. The Pearson chi-
squared value is 64.790 with 6 degrees of freedom 
and a significance level of p = .000, which is less 
than .05, showing that job position is significantly 
associated with education level among the 
participants. 

Table 41. Chi-squared test of the relationship 
between job position and education level 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 

Pearson chi-
squared 

64.790a 6 .000 

Likelihood ratio 69.588 6 .000 
Linear-by-linear 
association 

32.833 1 .000 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
The likelihood ratio (69.588, df = 6, p = .000) 

confirms the robustness of this relationship, and the 
linear-by-linear association test (32.833, df = 1, p = 
.000) indicates a significant linear trend between the 
two variables. Table 42 reports the results of the chi-
squared test examining the relationship between 
years of experience and education level. 

 
Table 42. Chi-squared test of the relationship 

between years of experience and education level 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 
Pearson chi-
squared 

17.932a 4 .001 

Likelihood ratio 21.622 4 .000 
Linear-by-linear 
association 

2.550 1 .110 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
The findings of a chi-squared test reveal a 

statistically significant association between years of 
experience and education level. The Pearson chi-
squared value of 17.932 (df = 4, p = .001) indicates 
an overall significant association between the two 
variables. The finding of the likelihood ratio (21.622, 
df = 4, p = .000) validates the conclusion of a 
statistically significant relationship between the two 
variables. However, the linear-by-linear association 
(2.550, df = 1, p = .110) shows that although an 
association exists between the variables, there is no 
significant linear association between them. Table 43 
reports the results of the chi-squared test examining 
the relationship between job position and years of 
experience. 

According to the output of a chi-squared test, 
there is a statistically significant association between 
job position and years of experience. The Pearson 
chi-squared value is 70.758 with 6 degrees of 
freedom and a significance level of p = .000, which 
is less than .05, showing a statistically significant 
association between job position and years of 
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experience. The likelihood ratio (75.459, df = 6, p = 
.000) also shows a statistically significant 
association, and the linear-by-linear association test 
(31.014, df = 1, p = .000) shows a strong linear 
association between job position and years of 
experience. 

 
Table 43. Chi-squared test of the relationship 
between job position and years of experience 

 Value df 
Asymptotic 

significance (2-sided) 

Pearson chi-
squared 

70.758a 6 .000 

Likelihood ratio 75.459 6 .000 
Linear-by-linear 
association 

31.014 1 .000 

N of valid cases 384 - - 
Source: created by the author 

 
 

5  Conclusion 
Internal auditors offer recommendations and 
advisory services to assist an organization in 
sustainably enhancing its internal control systems. 
Their effectiveness also depends on having a 
comprehensive governance structure that facilitates 
the organization’s tracking and reacting to 
fluctuations in its operating environment [2], [13]. 
The study findings indicate that internal auditing is a 
pillar of implementing good governance principles 
and improving the efficacy of risk management 
systems in private sector institutions in Saudi Arabia. 
Based on statistical analysis of field data, the 
findings prove that effective internal auditing directly 
contributes to the establishment of transparency and 
accountability and enhances the quality of corporate 
control and the soundness of administrative 
decisions. Independent professional IA based on risk 
assessment and international standards is crucial to 
enabling organizations to proactively address threats. 
The present study verifies that this is indeed the 
benchmark of professional competence that ensures 
organizational stability and the reduction of risks in 
all their facets. 

The study shows that it is only the level of 
professional competence that ensures the stability of 
an organization and the minimization of all aspects 
of risk. This indicates that, according to these results, 
the function of internal auditing is not only based on 
the usual supervisory role but is also a strategic part 
of governance systems and enhances the embedding 
of control mechanisms and risk management. This 
finding also supports Agency Theory, which posits 
that effective IA reduces information asymmetry, 

enhances accountability, and mitigates agency 
conflicts between management and stakeholders 
through independent monitoring and assurance. 
Ultimately, this increases institutional efficacy and 
sustainability and gives institutions a competitive 
advantage in today’s business world. The study 
highlights the importance of focusing on the IA 
function, enhancing the professional skills of IA 
members, and improving the internal functional 
connection with audit committees and the board of 
directors, as it is one of the more effective methods 
of promoting good governance and effective risk 
management under current challenges. 
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APPENDIX 

 
Table 4. Arithmetical means and standard deviations of the first axis 

No. Items Mean Standard 

deviation 
Response 

score 
1 Internal auditors have full access to the necessary information. 3.90 1.069 High 
2 IA operates with complete independence from management. 3.77 1.455 High 
3 Audit activities are conducted without any interference from other 

departments. 
4.23 1.122 Very high 

4 IA reports are free from any influence by management. 3.80 1.472 High 
5 Risk assessment is used to prioritize audit activities. 4.10 1.078 High 
6 Audit activities cover all critical areas of the organization. 3.93 1.484 High 
7 Internal auditing follows a clear annual audit plan. 3.90 1.470 High 
8 Audit plans are aligned with the organization’s objectives. 3.81 1.512 High 
9 Auditors effectively apply professional judgment in their work. 4.19 1.145 High 
10 Internal auditors possess the required professional qualifications. 3.40 1.500 High 
11 The audit team possesses sufficient technical skills. 4.03 1.206 High 
12 Auditors receive training on the latest auditing standards. 3.39 1.482 Moderate 
13 Audit findings include actionable recommendations. 3.80 1.281 Moderate 
14 Reports are submitted to management and the board of directors on time. 4.07 1.152 High 
15 Audit reports contribute to decision-making processes. 4.16 1.134 High 
16 Audit reports are clear and concise. 4.13 1.095 High 
Overall mean 3.912 .854 High 

Source: created by the author 

 
 

Table 13. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple comparisons of internal audit efficacy based on age 

(I) Age (J) Age 
Mean Difference 

(I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Less than 30 years 
From 30 to 40 years .892* .175 .000 .40 1.38 
From 41 to 50 years .818* .178 .000 .32 1.32 
51 years or more .655* .192 .009 .12 1.19 

From 30 to 40 years 
Less than 30 years −.892* .175 .000 −1.38 −.40 
From 41 to 50 years −.074 .098 .902 −.35 .20 
51 years or more −.237 .121 .281 −.58 .10 

From 41 to 50 years 
Less than 30 years −.818* .178 .000 −1.32 −.32 
From 30 to 40 years .074 .098 .902 −.20 .35 
51 years or more −.163 .126 .646 −.52 .19 

51 years or more 
Less than 30 years −.655* .192 .009 −1.19 −.12 
From 30 to 40 years .237 .121 .281 −.10 .58 
From 41 to 50 years .163 .126 .646 −.19 .52 

Source: created by the author 
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Table 15. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple comparisons of corporate governance implementation based on 
age 

(I) Age (J) Age 
Mean Difference 

 (I-J) 
Std. Error Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower Bound Upper Bound 

Less than 30 years 
From 30 to 40 years .972* .179 .000 .47 1.47 
From 41 to 50 years 1.046* .183 .000 .53 1.56 
51 years or more .886* .197 .000 .33 1.44 

From 30 to 40 years 
Less than 30 years −.972* .179 .000 −1.47 −.47 
From 41 to 50 years .073 .100 .911 −.21 .35 
51 years or more −.087 .124 .921 −.43 .26 

From 41 to 50 years 
Less than 30 years −1.046* .183 .000 −1.56 −.53 
From 30 to 40 years −.073 .100 .911 −.35 .21 
51 years or more −.160 .130 .677 −.52 .20 

51 years or more 
Less than 30 years −.886* .197 .000 −1.44 −.33 
From 30 to 40 years .087 .124 .921 −.26 .43 
From 41 to 50 years .160 .130 .677 −.20 .52 

Source: created by the author 

 
 

Table 24. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple comparisons of internal audit efficacy based on job position 

(I) Job 

Position 

(J) Job 

Position 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% 

Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

IA manager 

Risk 
management 
manager 

−.171 .113 .517 −.49 .15 

IA officer .358* .116 .025 .03 .69 

Risk 
management 
officer 

−.177 .120 .538 −.51 .16 

Risk 
management 
manager 

IA manager .171 .113 .517 −.15 .49 

IA officer .529* .125 .001 .18 .88 
Risk 
management 
officer 

−.006 .128 1.000 −.37 .35 

IA officer 

IA manager −.358* .116 .025 −.69 −.03 
Risk 
management 
manager 

−.529* .125 .001 −.88 −.18 

Risk 
management 
officer 

−.535* .131 .001 −.90 −.17 

Risk 
management 
officer 

IA manager .177 .120 .538 −.16 .51 

Risk 
management 
manager 

.006 .128 1.000 −.35 .37 

IA officer .535* .131 .001 .17 .90 
Source: created by the author 
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Table 26. Post hoc Scheffé’s test for multiple comparisons of corporate governance implementation based on 
job position 

(I) Job Position (J) Job Position 
Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 
Sig. 

95% Confidence Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

IA manager 

Risk management 
manager −.435* .116 .003 −.76 −.11 

IA officer .249 .119 .224 −.08 .58 
Risk management 
officer −.099 .123 .883 −.44 .25 

Risk management 
manager 

IA manager .435* .116 .003 .11 .76 
IA officer .685* .128 .000 .33 1.04 
Risk management 
officer .336 .131 .090 −.03 .70 

IA officer 

IA manager −.249 .119 .224 −.58 .08 
Risk management 
manager −.685* .128 .000 −1.04 −.33 

Risk management 
officer −.349 .134 .081 −.73 .03 

Risk management 
officer 

IA manager .099 .123 .883 −.25 .44 
Risk management 
manager −.336 .131 .090 −.70 .03 

IA officer .349 .134 .081 −.03 .73 
Source: created by the author 
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