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Abstract: The complexity of the public sector generated by the mobilisation and use of significant
financial resources, national cultural factors, the heterogeneity of the provision of public services, the
numerous interested parties, the increasing demand for the quality of public services, the information
asymmetry, require an actor to provide credible assurance regarding the proper management of
public financial resources. In this context, performance audits are the link between public sector
entities and stakeholders. The research has two components: the first component analyzes the
degree of harmonization of the regulations specific to the performance audit in Romania with the
International Standards of Supreme Audit Institutions (ISSAI); the second component analyses the
degree of transparency of performance audit information by the SAIs of the EU Member States,
through their official websites. In this regard, we have resorted to an in-depth longitudinal study,
content analysis and disclosure index. The research results highlighted that the Romanian SAI has
adopted in its normative framework the foremost ISSAI provisions on performance audit and the
harmonization degree has systematically improved correlative with the regulatory revisions. The
degree of disclosure for performance audit-specific information by the EU member state SAIs is high.

Keywords: performance audit; external public audit; supreme audit institutions; harmonisation;
International Standards of Supreme Audit Institutions (ISSAI); Romanian regulations; longitudinal
analysis; public sector performance; content analysis; disclosure index

1. Introduction

Our research approach is based on the importance of public sector performance
from the stakeholders’ perspective. Thus, the supreme audit institutions (SAIs) through
their performance auditing, deliver to stakeholders a credible assurance on the proper
management of public resources.

SAIs were subject to many research papers during the last decades due to their
importance in guaranteeing the correctitude of public money spending. The area of
research varies from involvement in diminishing corruption levels [1–3], to the evaluation
of the economic impact of SAIs [4] and to the transparency [5] and communication with
the stakeholders (especially citizens) through social media [6].

SAIs contribution is decisive for the quality and efficiency of public financial man-
agement of each country [7]. The importance of SAIs for public sector reform is also
emphasized by other authors, due to their surveillance role in the proper use of public
resources and in guaranteeing accountability [8].

Also, SAIs have the ability to augment the responsibility of state authorities towards
the citizens both for the used resources and the performance results [9].

In Romania, a former communist country till 1989, performance auditing has de-
veloped during the last decade, although the SAI, denominated as the Romanian Court
of Accounts (abbreviated RCoA), is over 150 years old. The inclusion of performance
auditing in 2008, in the portfolio of specific activities for the RCoA was the consequence of
Romania’s becoming a European Union full member state since 2007.
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The retrospective normative research of Romanian performance auditing reveals a
significant dynamic of legal regulations, due to Romania’s EU integration and the RCoA
rallying efforts to the SAIs international model promoted by the International Organiza-
tion of Supreme Audit Institutions (INTOSAI). Consequently, the dynamic of revising
and updating the Romanian regulations follows mainly the international influence and
knowledge [10,11].

Romanian regulations on performance audit have been developed based on the
International Standards of Supreme Audit Institutions (ISSAI). The objective of these
stand-ards is to provide homogeneity and credibility of external audits in public sector.
In this respect, the standards deal with issues concerning the quality of audit missions,
the consolidation of audit reports credibility for users, improvement of audit process
transparency, auditors’ responsibility towards other involved parties, definition of audit
missions’ typology and and the related set of concepts.

The INTOSAI standards encourage SAIs to acknowledge the value they provide
through their specific activities and to demonstrate it to citizens, Parliament and other
stakeholders [12]. Moreover, ISSAI are under a periodic revising process, which contributes
to transparency and allows stakeholders to be involved in the issuing process. On the other
hand, the purpose of using ISSAI is to maintain high quality control measures for ensuring
accountability and transparency [13].

Since the EU normative framework does not provide guidance regarding the auditing
standards applied by the Member States’ SAIs, we witness different audit standard-setting
approaches. While some EU SAIs enforced ISSAI based standards, others used International
Standards of Auditing (ISA) or a combination of ISSAI and ISA as a reference or developed
their own standards [14].

SAI have an important role in ensuring public sector accountability, their main activi-
ties consisting in auditing public entities’ periodic reports, assessing the degree of confor-
mity, advisory missions for Parliament’s commissions as well as performance audits [12].
Also, SAI deliver to the legislative and executive powers an independent analysis on public
finance management as well as on implementing the public policies by public administra-
tion, thus contributing to the continuous improvement of establishing and implementing
public policies [15].

As to the ISSAI adoption by SAIs, this is not mandatory and it involves voluntary
adoption and conformity in order to improve the audit practices [16].

According to the Romanian regulations in the field [17], performance auditing rep-
resents an audit of good financial management, its coordinates being as follows: the
evaluation of economies obtained in managing the allocated funds for performing the
audited activity, that is the measurement of how management principles and practices
ensure the diminishing of allocated resources’ costs without compromising the purposes’
achievement; the efficiency of using human, material, financial resources, including the ex-
amination of performance indicators system disclosure, of the internal control system and
the procedures followed by the audited entities, that is the maximization of an activity’s
results in relationship with the consumed resources and the report between the achieved
results and the cost of resources involved; the effectiveness of using public funds, respec-
tively the establishment of the degree of declared objectives’ fulfillment for an activity, as
well as the comparison between the effective impact and the desired one.

The conceptual equation of performance audit includes three elements: economy,
efficiency and effectiveness. Economy represents the minimization of allocated resources’
cost for achieving the estimated results of an activity or public entity with the maintenance
of the according quality of these results. Efficiency consists of maximizing the results of
an activity or of a public entity in relationship with the used resources for obtaining those
results. Effectiveness represents the degree of achievement of programmed objectives for
each of the activities and the relationship between the projected effect and the effective
results of that activity [17].
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Literature review provides multiple aspects on the conceptual approaches over per-
formance auditing. Public sector performance auditing has a significant role in evaluating
the governmental responsibility, through the monitoring of public power functioning and,
most important, the use of public resources [18].

The effectiveness of performance audits conducted by Latin America’ SAIs was stud-
ied, revealing that the recommendations formulated by auditors generated changes in the
auditees’ management and that the follow-up periodical missions represent a stimulus for
improving performance audits’ effectiveness [19]. Under the same perspective, studies
developed for the regional and the national SAIs in EU have disclosed two directions
for the impact of performance auditing’ recommendations, that is the Anglo-American
perspective and the Germanic one. The Anglo-American perspective is based on the actions
of the audited entities and the monitoring processes, while the Germanic one is based
on the Parliament’ reaction [20]. In Estonia, performance audits are considered useful
even if they do not generate specific changes of organizational policies and practices, and
the adoption of the audit’ recommendations is more probable when parliamentaries pay
significant attention to this type of audit and when mass-media’ involvement leads to
politicial debates [21]. In Belgium, studies performed on public administration revealed
that although performance audits have not led to significant changes in auditees’ organi-
zational pattern, however auditors’ intervention was visible more at the conceptual level,
than at the strategic or instrumental one [22].

Another study that questions the influence SAIs’ performance audits have on public
policies reveals that when performance audits generate debates, the influence of SAI’s
opinions depends mainly on how the auditors argue their findings [23].

In Romania, the quite recent adoption of performance auditing concept is reflected in
a scarcity of studies in the economic literature.

Considering the typology of the public external audit exercised by the SAIs in EU,
the results of studies performed revealed several aspects: the standard audit typology
(financial audit—performance audit—compliance audit and/or combined audits) is specific
for 52% of the SAIs in EU, respectively from Belgium, Croatia, Denmark, Estonia, France,
Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Czech Republic, Slovakia, Slovenia and Hungary;
30% of the SAIs in EU, respectively from Romania, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Finland, Germany,
Greece, Malta and Spain perform more types of audits than the standard typology (specific
audits or special investigations, technical, environmental, tax and budget policy, selective,
horizontal audits, exploration studies, follow-up audits, general or management audits,
real-time audits, ex ante and ex post audits, pre-contractual audits, IT audits as well as
European funds auditing); 18% of the SAIs in EU (Austria, Ireland, Luxemburg, Sweden
and The Netherlands) perform a more narrow typology of missions reported to the standard
one [24].

Also, the presence of performance audits in all the 27 SAIs from EU member states
reveals the major importance given to the public sector approach in terms of the economy,
efficiency and effectiveness [24]. Moreover, related to performance audit, a wide variety of
audit practices was highlighted at the level of public entities of the European countries [25].

Public sector managers consider of major importance the performance auditing of
RCoA argued by the added value on the activity of public institutions in terms of the
use of resources and their performance. Through its objectives, the performance audit is
shaped on the sensitive areas in public sector activities and its results provide a faithful
image on economy, efficiency and effectiveness in managing public financial resources for
achievement of the established purposes [26].

Considering the mobilization of significant financial resources in public sector entities
and the existence of an information asymmetry between public sector managers and the
stakeholders with respect to the use and management of public resources, performance
auditing delivers to stakeholders an independent and a reliable assurance for the economic,
efficient and effective use of public money and, consequently, of a good governance.
Complementary, other studies emphasized the value added by internet facilities to the
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improvement of interactivity, transparency and the openness of public sector entities in
order to promote new forms of accountability [27]. Also, transparency, respectively the
online accessibility is a component of a transparent management and of good governance as
well as an instrument focused on sustainability, value-added creator for stakeholders [28].

The purpose of this paper is two-dimensional. The first dimension of the research
deals with the degree of harmonization of Romanian performance auditing regulations to
ISSAI (ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000), for the period 2009–2022, respectively from the adoption
of performance auditing, as specific activity for RCoA, to present. The second dimension
of the research deals with the official website disclosure degree of performance auditing
information by the RCoA in comparison to the other SAIs of the EU member states.

The paper complements the specialized literature as it addresses the performance
audit in the public sector from a perspective that has not been addressed so far in Romania
and it is also quite limited at the international level. The added value of the research
must be addressed in relation to the importance of performance auditing activities in
ensuring the sustainability of public sector entities. Moreover, we must emphasize that
an adequately standardized performance audit approach among EU SAIs is paramount
to ensuring a coherent institutional response to new and complex challenges, allowing
stakeholders to properly assess the state’s response and its performance. The COVID-19
pandemic perfectly highlights the performance audit’s capacity to identify both weaknesses
and best practices by performing in-depth, multidisciplinary assessments, thus providing
stakeholders with valuable insights into the public management of resources aimed at
addressing such pivotal challenges and its results.

2. The Research Methodology

The first dimension of the research, respectively analyzing the degree of harmoniza-
tion between the Romanian performance audit regulatory framework and ISSAI, employs
a comprehensive longitudinal study on a 12-year timespan (2009–2021 period), starting
with the adoption and initial regulation of the performance audit as a specific activity
performed by the Romanian Court of Accounts, as the supreme audit institution of Roma-
nia, until nowadays. The chosen research period is relevant to reflect the evolution of the
performance audit in Romania and establish how the national regulatory framework was
adapted accordingly.

Concerning the performance audit specific regulations in Romania envisaged by the
research, we adopted an exhaustive temporal approach, as follows: Law no. 94/1992
on the organization and operation of the Romanian Court of Accounts, republished in
2009 [29]; Regulation on the organization and conduct of the Court of Accounts’ specific
activities as well as on their follow-up (abbreviated RODAS), in force in 2009 [30]; RODAS
in effect in 2011 [31]; Court of Accounts’ audit standards (since 2011) [17]; Performance
audit manual (since 2013) [32]; Law no. 94/1992 on the organization and operation of the
Romanian Court of Accounts, republished in 2014, with the subsequent amendments and
additions [33]; RODAS published in 2014 and its subsequent modifications [34].

The analysis is accomplished by reference to the specific matters comprised in ISSAI
300 Performance Audit Principles and ISSAI 3000 Performance Audit Standard, as generally
accepted international benchmarks standards on performance audit, as a specific Supreme
Audit Institutions’ engagement [35,36].

The first phase in researching the harmonization degree consists of identifying each
envisaged standard’s provisions in order to be compared with the provisions contained in
the Romanian normative framework.

For ISSAI 300, the following criteria were selected: the definition of performance
audit, the ways of providing added value through performance audit, the 3E definitions
(economy, efficiency and effectiveness), the objectives of performance auditing, audit type
overlaps (combined audits), the three parties involved in performane auditing, the subject
matter and criteria, confidence and assurance.
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Regarding the performance audit principles, as detailed in chapter 5 of ISSAI 300, the
comparison considered both the ten general principles (audit objective, audit approach,
criteria, audit risk, communication, skills, professional judgement and scepticism, quality
control, materiality and documentation) and also the principles related to the audit process
(planning—the selection of topics and the effective planning, conducting—evidence, find-
ings and conclusions, reporting—the content of the report, recommendations, distribution
of the report and also follow-up).

For ISSAI 3000, the selected research criteria are related to the 20 requirements (general
and requirements related to the performance auditing process) and the subsequent expla-
nations regarding independence and ethics, intended users and responsible parties, subject
matter, confidence and assurance, audit objective(s), audit approach, audit criteria, audit
risk, communication, skills, supervision, professional judgment and scepticism, quality
control, materiality, documentation, selection of topics, designing the audit, conducting,
reporting and follow-up.

Performing a content analysis on ISSAI and the Romanian SAI performance auditing
regulations, the convergence between the two frameworks is analyzed through an asso-
ciation coefficient, respectively the similarity one. Accounting literature frequently uses
the similarity coefficient to measure harmonization, as it offers relevant results [37]. Based
on the criteria established in previous research papers, it can be argued that we conduct a
formal harmonization study, as we considered only convergence between Romanian legal
provisions in performance auditing and ISSAI and not the actual good practices in filling
in the performance audit reports [38].

By recourse to the review of the previous research regarding formal harmoniza-
tion [39–41], we established the harmonization evaluation methodology, resulting the
scores to be utilized in the analysis, as presented in Table 1.

Table 1. The scores used to assess the degree of harmonisation between the Romanian regulations regarding the performance
audit and ISSAI provisions (ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000).

Score Associated Result Explanation

1 Full convergence Either no differences identified between the Romanian regulations and ISSAI, or wording
differences identified maintaining the same essence

0.7 Substantial convergence Minor differences between ISSAI provisions and Romanian regulations
0.3 Substantial divergence Significant differences between ISSAI provisions and Romanian regulations

0 Absolute divergence Either entirely divergent provisions or the
Romanian regulations do not encompass ISSAI provisions

The maximal score (1) was granted for either a full convergence and also if the national
regulations are more detailed than the ISSAI provisions and use a similar approach, consid-
ering that a more detailed normative framework can facilitate the harmonization process.

A 0.7 score is specific to the Romanian regulations identified as incomplete compared
to the ISSAI provisions, considering that a lack of details can hinder the performance audit
normative harmonization with ISSAI.

A 0.3 score was granted to substantially divergent or incomplete national provisions
correlated to ISSAI requirements.

Conversely, no score was granted if the Romanian regulations either do not encompass
ISSAI specifications or offer a completely divergent approach.

We admit that the scores revealed above comprise a certain degree of researcher’s
subjectivism when performing the text analysis, but this risk is inherent in this type
of research.

For each temporal milestone (2009, 2011 and 2014 to date), the ISSAI 300 and ISSAI
3000 convergence scores were calculated by reporting the sum of the harmonization scores
associated with the criteria, to the number of appraised criteria (25 criteria for ISSAI 300 and
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20 criteria for ISSAI 3000). Subsequently, the general convergence score was determined
as follows:

Gcs =
∑n

i=1 Hsi + ∑m
j=1 Hsj

n + m

where:

Gcs = general convergence score
HSi = harmonization score for ISSAI 300 criteria
n = number of ISSAI 300 appraised criteria
HSj = harmonization score for ISSAI 3000 criteria
m = number of ISSAI 3000 appraised criteria

The second research dimension, respectively the analysis of performance audit-related
information degree of dissemination by RCoA compared to the other 26 supreme au-
dit institutions (abbreviated SAI) pertaining to EU member states, is materialized in a
quantitative research.

In this regard, firstly, we defined nine specific variables (related to performance audit,
SAI legal framework, ISSAI, ISSAI 300, ISSAI 3000, the 3E and the performance audit
report). Using the content analysis method on the 27 EU member state SAI’s websites, we
utilized their search engines to identify relevant data/information/documents pertain-
ing to each defined variable, scoring 1 where such relevant elements were found and 0
conversely. Certain search outputs were disconsidered as not being relevant to the SAI’s
own activity (press briefings on international SAI gatherings, links to INTOSAI webpages),
pinpointing the research on the disclosure of each SAI’s performance audit statutory frame-
work and engagements. We employed the content analysis method both on the English
version of the websites, as well as the respective official language [42–68], using neural
machine translation services in cases where the English version did not yield sufficient
results to score a variable as 1. The data was collected manually until 31.01.2021 and was
electronically centralised. Certain limitations arise from some websites not containing
sufficient English content, thus making parts of the research dependent on the accurate
translation of other official EU languages to score each variable adequately.

Subsequently, in order to evaluate the degree of dissemination of performance audit-
specific information, we utilized the disclosure index (the information disclosure index),
by comparing the information effectively disclosed to the total possible disclosure.

From a mathematical standpoint, the disclosure index is calculated using the following
formula [69]:

DI = ∑m
i=1 di
n

(1)

where:

DI = disclosure index;
di = 1 if relevant information is identified, 0 conversely;
m = the number of items actually disclosed;
n = the maximum number of elements that can potentially be disclosed.

Consequently, the disclosure index can score between 0 and 1. Essentially, greater the
value, the more performance audit-specific information was found to be disclosed on the
websites managed by the EU27 SAIs.

The research will focus on three scientific research research questions (abbreviated
RQ). RQ1: Has the Romanian SAI adopted in its normative framework the foremost
ISSAI provisions on performance audit? RQ2: Has the harmonization degree with ISSAI
provisions been systematically improved since introducing performance audit in Romania,
correlative with the regulatory revisions? RQ3: To what extent is the RCoA disclosing
performance auditing information in comparison to the other SAIs of the EU member
states? The first two research questions will be addressed using the similarity coefficient
and the third one using the disclosure index method.
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3. Results and Discussion
3.1. The Degree of Harmonization of Romanian Performance Auditing Regulations with ISSAI

The research employed a longitudinal study of the Romanian regulatory framework
compared to the latest ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000 revisions as published on the INTOSAI
website, as internationally accepted performance audit standards.

Employing the methodology described in Section 2, firstly, we analyzed the content of
performance audit specific policies, as stated by the Romanian regulations and ISSAI 300.
For a more in-depth harmonization analysis, we firstly addressed eight ISSAI 300 criteria
regarding the performance audit framework and elements, as presented in Table 2, where
the Romanian normative framework convergence score was initially 0.7125, subsequently
improving to 0.8000 starting in 2011.

Table 2. Harmonization between Romanian performance audit regulations and ISSAI 300 Performance audit framework
and elements.

ISSAI
Criteria

Law no. 94/1992,
Republished in

2009, RODAS 2009

Law no. 94/1992,
Republished in 2009,

RODAS 2011, RCoA’s Audit
Standards (2011)

Law no. 94/1992,
Republished in 2014,

RODAS 2014, Performance
Audit Manual (2013)

Performance audit definition 0.7 0.7 0.7
The ways of providing added value

through performance audit 0.7 1 1

3E definitions (economy, efficiency
and effectiveness) 1 1 1

Objectives of performance auditing 1 1 1
Audit type overlaps (combined audits) 0 0 0

The three parties involved 0.3 0.7 0.7
Subject matter and criteria 1 1 1
Confidence and assurance 1 1 1

Subsequently, the research focused on the harmonization with the ISSAI 300 general
principles of performance audit (ten criteria) and the specific principles related to the audit
process (seven criteria), as presented in Table 3.

The research results illustrate the Romanian framework has continually improved
its approach to enforcing the general principles of performance audit, starting with a
convergence score of 0.39 in 2009 and improving to 0.57 in 2011 and respectively to 0.78
presently. Meanwhile, the convergence score for audit process-related principles improved
moderately, from 0.7143 in 2009 to 0.8143 in 2011 and 0.8714 presently.

Afterwards, the research focused on the harmonization with 20 criteria regarding
ISSAI 3000, as presented in Table 4. The results highlight that the convergence score with
ISSAI 3000 sistematically improved starting with 0.5250 in 2009 and improving to 0.7250 in
2011 and respectively to 0.8250 presently.

The research results illustrate that Romania follows a convergence process of its
national regulations regarding the performance audit with ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000.
Considering that this is an ongoing process, presently we cannot claim full conformity,
but rather a harmonization with ISSAI with regard to transposing most of the significant
ISSAI provisions into the Romanian regulatory framework, adapted to the national context,
even more as the content analysis of the two references has often revealed different ways
of expressing. Correlatively, the results pertaining to the general convergence score are
presented in Table 5.
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Table 3. Harmonization between Romanian performance audit regulations and ISSAI 300 Principles of performance audit.

ISSAI
Criteria

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2009,

RODAS 2009

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2009,
RODAS 2011, RCoA’s

Audit Standards (2011)

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2014,

RODAS 2014, Performance
Audit Manual (2013)

General principles
Audit objective 1 1 1
Audit approach 0 0 1

Criteria 0.7 0.7 0.7
Audit risk 0.3 0.3 0.7

Communication 0.3 0.3 0.7
Skills 0.3 0.7 0.7

Professional judgement
and scepticism 0.3 0.7 0.7

Quality control 0 1 1
Materiality 0 0 0.3

Documentation 1 1 1

Principles related to the audit process
Planning

Selection of topics 1 1 1
Effective planning 0.7 1 1

Conducting
Evidence, findings and conclusions 1 1 1

Reporting
Content of the report 0.7 0.7 0.7

Recommendations 1 1 1
Distribution of the report 0.3 0.7 0.7

Follow-up
Follow-up 0.3 0.3 0.7

Table 4. Harmonization between Romanian performance audit regulations and ISSAI 3000.

ISSAI
Criteria

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2009,

RODAS 2009

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2009,

RODAS 2011, RCoA’s Audit
Standards (2011)

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2014,

RODAS 2014, Performance
Audit Manual (2013)

Independence and ethics 0.3 1 1
Intended users and
responsible parties 0.7 1 1

Subject matter 0.3 0.7 1
Confidence and assurance 0 0 0

Audit objective(s) 1 1 1
Audit approach 0 0 1

Audit criteria 0.7 0.7 0.7
Audit risk 0.3 0.3 0.7

Communication 1 1 1
Skills 0.3 0.7 0.7

Supervision 1 1 1
Professional judgment

and scepticism 0.3 0.7 0.7

Quality control 0 1 1
Materiality 0 0 0.3

Documentation 1 1 1
Selection of topics 1 1 1

Designing the audit 1 1 1
Conducting 1 1 1
Reporting 0.3 0.7 0.7
Follow-up 0.3 0.7 0.7



Sustainability 2021, 13, 3673 9 of 18

Table 5. General convergence score.

ISSAI
Criteria

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2009,

RODAS 2009

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2009,

RODAS 2011, RCoA’s Audit
Standards (2011)

Law No. 94/1992,
Republished in 2014,

RODAS 2014, Performance
Audit Manual (2013)

ISSAI 300
convergence score 0.5840 0.7120 0.8120

ISSAI 3000
convergence score 0.5250 0.7250 0.8250

General
convergence score 0.5578 0.7178 0.8178

The harmonization scores indicate an overall convergence improvement between the
national audit performance regulatory framework and INTOSAI standards (both ISSAI
300 and ISSAI 3000) during the analyzed period. The evolution of the harmonization level
is presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Convergence evolution of the national performance audit regulations with ISSAI.

In essence, since the adoption of performance auditing in Romania, the convergence
score improved by 39% concerning ISSAI 300, respectively by 57% regarding ISSAI 3000,
while the general convergence score improved by 47%.

The results obtained enable us to conclude that the Romanian regulations on perfor-
mance audit transpose, by all significant aspects, ISSAI 300 provisions regarding the 3E
definitions, objectives of performance auditing, subject matter and criteria, confidence and
assurance, documentation, selection of topics, evidence, findings and conclusions, recom-
mendations and ISSAI 3000 requirements regarding the audit objective(s), communication,
supervision, documentation, selection of topics, designing and conducting the audit. All
these criteria scored 1 over the entire analyzed timespan.

The research results illustrate a substantial convergence (minor differences between
ISSAI provisions and the Romanian regulations) regarding the performance audit definition,
the audit criteria and the performance audit report’s content. Dissimilar with ISSAI, the
Romanian definition of performance audit does not encompass its objective and reliable
attributes nor its contribution to identifying improvement opportunities. However, we are
bound to point out that these attributes are promoted throughout the regulatory framework
although not expressly mentioned in the national definition of performance audit. As for
the audit criteria, ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000 provisions are transposed by all significant
aspects in the national regulations, except for providing means of discussing the audit
criteria with the auditee. While ISSAI suggests discussing the audit criteria with the auditee,
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underlining the auditor’s final responsibility for selecting suitable criteria, such an approach
is not provided by the Romanian regulations. With regard to the performance audit report
content, the Romanian regulations do not include reformulating the audit questions in
order to adapt to the obtained evidence and to be able to provide suitable answers.

From a diametrically opposite perspective, absolute and perpetual divergences be-
tween the Romanian regulations on performance audit and ISSAI 300 were identified
regarding combined audits. The national norms provide for conducting concomitant or
consecutive performance and other audit engagements without detailing in any meaningful
way the manner a combined mission can be planned, conducted, reported or followed-up.
Also, absolute divergence was noted between the Romanian regulations and ISSAI 3000
regarding confidence and assurance. While the Romanian norms aim for high-quality
performance audit reports, the auditor is not held to communicate such assurance in his
report, allowing us to conclude that the Romanian regulations are eminently geared for
quality control rather than quality assurance and communication.

Substantial divergence was highlighted between the ISSAI approach and the Roma-
nian regulations regarding materialit since RODAS and RCoA’s own audit standards do
not contain any mention of the specific concept of materiality in the performance audit.
However, some clarifications in this regard are presented in the Performance Audit Manual,
but the concept is not sufficiently detailed to ensure the transposition of the ISSAI 300 and
ISSAI 3000 provisions.

In the light of the other criteria envisaged, the research results indicate an improvement
over time in the harmonization degree.

The criteria for which the harmonization degree evolved over time from substantial
divergence to substantial convergence, by mitigating the differences in approach between
Romanian regulations and ISSAI, refer to the parties involved in performance auditing,
audit risk, communication, skills, professional judgement and scepticism, reporting, the
report dissemination and follow-up. With regard to the parties involved in performance
audit, they are not yet expressly presented in the Romanian regulations, but are inferred
from the content. The explicit nomination of the parties involved in the performance audit,
in the Romanian regulations, would be useful in order to enhance their due importance.

Regarding the audit risk, we identified some difference in approach, since ISSAI
3000 refers to “audit risk” as pertaining to the performance audit report quality, based on
the premise that audit evidence quality and the capacity to interpret them influences the
risk of reaching incorrect or incomplete conclusions, impacting the audit report’s added
value. Meanwhile, the Romanian regulations (RODAS and the Audit standards), except
for the Performance audit manual, offer a risk interpretation closer to the financial audit
and oriented predominantly on the audited entity/process/activity, and consequently,
classify it as inherent and control risk. However, the performance audit manual offers a
relatively adequate transposition of ISSAI 3000, thus filling the normative gap. It should
be noted, however, that the manual also presents the risks mentioned by RODAS and
the standards, respectively the audited entity-specific risks, that can impede the audited
activity/program/project/process to reach its objectives. Consequently, the Romanian
regulations recognize the importance of the audit risk, which is addressed in an exhaus-
tive manner.

Concerning communication, ISSAI 300 provisions are adequately transposed by the
Romanian regulations, except for obtaining stakeholders feedback ensuing the performance
audit report publication. The national norms allow only for obtaining feedback from
the auditee’s management (although this conduct was not regulated in 2009 or 2011) as
part of the quality control mechanism. This is a reminiscence of RCoA’s institutional
approach, oriented mainly towards communicating with public stakeholders and it should
be addressed in future norm reviews taking into consideration obtaining feedback from a
wider range of stakeholders.

With regard to auditors’ skills, ISSAI provisions are only partially implemented by
the Romanian regulations, since, although acquiring and maintaining the necessary skills
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is implied, the national norms do not catalog the skills specific to performance auditing
(research design, social science methods and investigation or evaluation techniques) nor
the manner of acquiring them. Furthermore, the 2009 Romanian norms did not provide
means for consulting external experts to complement the auditor’s expertise and acquire
performance audit evidence. Also, on the subject of professional judgment and scepticism,
the ISSAI provisions are partially translated by the Romanian norms because, although
professional scepticism, objectivity and professional conduct are fully detailed, attributes
such as innovative spirit, receptiveness to opinions and arguments, flexibility, curiosity
and creativity are not detailed. The lack of such qualities can also generate a rigid profes-
sional reasoning, caught up in certain thought-outs, which in value-for-money audit is
not desirable.

With regard to the reports’ dissemination, the Romanian performance audit reports
are not directly and widely available to all stakeholders. The performance audit report is
communicated to the auditee and transmitted to other public entities, the Government, the
Parliament’s committees, either in full or summarized, via the RCoA’s specialized Depart-
ment that oversees the audited domain. When such a Department centrally coordinates the
performance audit engagement, the significant aspects enclosed in locally conducted audit
reports are included in the central performance audit report and disseminated to its users.
The performance audit manual stipulates the publication of formally approved reports on
the Court’s website and subsequently presenting them in press briefings meant to increase
transparency, confirm the Court’s independence and objectivity, and bolstering its prestige.

The Romanian audit standards do not include specific follow-up standards for per-
formance audits. The procedural and methodological delimitations are prescribed in
RODAS, and several orientations substantial convergent with ISSAI are presented in the
Per-formance audit manual.

The criteria that have evolved over the analyzed period from absolute divergence
to convergence, by harmonizing all the significant Romanian provisions with ISSAI re-
quirements, are audit approach and quality control. The RCoA’s audit standards (2011)
do not encompass the audit approach, but subsequently, the Performance audit manual
(2013) transposes in all significant respects the respective ISSAI provisions. Regarding
quality control, the 2009 Romanian regulations did not include such provisions for the
audit engagements.

The criteria evolving from substantial divergence to convergence, by harmonizing all
the significant Romanian regulations with ISSAI provisions, are ethics and independence
requirements and subject matter. In the first case, the 2009 RODAS did not reference the
ethics and independence requirements. Secondly, the Performance audit manual (2013)
integrates the ISSAI 3000 approach, although the earlier national regulations did not fully
reflect these provisions and do not refer to the sensitive nature of performance audit from
a political standpoint when addressing government-prioritized public programs.

The criteria evolving from substantial convergence to full convergence, by harmo-
nizing all the significant aspects of the Romanian regulations with ISSAI provisions and
requirements, are the ways of providing added value through performance audit, the in-
tended users and responsible parties and effective performance audit planning. Regarding
the first two criteria, the initial substantial convergence score is associated with the 2009
norms, which did not expressly include taxpayers as performance audits stakeholders.
Concerning the effective planning of performance audit engagements, the 2009 Romanian
regulations did not provide for consulting external experts to complement the auditor’s
expertise and acquire audit evidence.

Also, the research conducted on the basis of the content analysis of the two sources
allowed us to ascertain that the Romanian performance audit manual (2013) boasts a higher
harmonization degree with ISSAI provisions than the RCoA’s Audit standards (2011).
Correlative, we must underline the fact that the RCoA’s Audit standards (2011) are already
a decade old and have not been updated since publication, and as such, they cannot keep
pace with ISSAI, which enjoy periodic reviews, as a strategic priority of INTOSAI.
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By validating the first research dimension, we have demonstrated that the RCoA has
adopted through its internal regulations the main coordinates of ISSAI on performance
auditing and we have also highlighted the systematic increase in the harmonisation degree
with ISSAI, related to the revision of the applicable regulations, from the adoption of the
performance audit in Romania to date.

3.2. The Dissemination Degree of Performance Audit-Specific Information by the RCoA Compared
to the Other Supreme Audit Institutions of the EU Member States

Correlatively, in the second research dimension, we considered useful and interesting
to investigate the dissemination degree of performance audit-specific information (includ-
ing the adopted and applied standards) by the RCoA compared to the other supreme audit
institutions of the EU Member States.

The disclosure index values, obtained through the official websites examination—
both the English and the native language versions, employing their content analysis in
correlation with the defined variables, are presented in Table 6 and transposed in Figure 2.

Table 6. Disclosure Index.

SAI’s Country Disclosure Index

Austria 0.5556
Belgium 0.5556
Bulgaria 0.7778
Croatia 0.8889
Cyprus 0.6667

Czech Republic 0.6667
Denmark 0.8889
Estonia 1.0000
Finland 1.0000
France 0.1111

Germany 0.5556
Greece *

Hungary 1.0000
Ireland 0.5556

Italy 0.5556
Latvia 1.0000

Lithuania 0.6667
Luxembourg 0.4444

Malta 0.7778
Netherlands 0.7778

Poland 0.8889
Portugal 0.5556
Romania 1.0000
Slovakia 0.6667
Slovenia 0.6667

Spain 1.0000
Sweden 0.5556
Average 0.7222

The research results emphasize significant differences between the SAIs belonging
to the EU member states regarding the disclosure degree for performance audit-specific
information. The Greek Court of Accounts is the only SAI for which the disclosure index
could not be calculated, since its website does not offer search functionality.

The disclosure index for the rest of EU SAIs varies between 0.1111 (France) and 1
(Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Romania, Spain). Consequently, the French Court of
accounts discloses the least performance audit-specific information. Conversely, the SAIs
that offer all the analyzed information types are the National Audit Office of Estonia, the
National Audit Office of Finland, the National Audit Office of Hungary, the National Audit
Office of Latvia, the Romanian Court of Accounts and the Spanish Court of Accounts.
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The results are converging with those of the empirical research carried out by Garde-
Sanchez et al. (2014) on using the official websites of the Spanish Court of Accounts and
the Spanish Regional SAIs, in order to improve the transparency of their actions and the
interaction with the stakeholders, revealing their efforts to provide relevant information on
the management of public financial resources and highlighting a strong commitment of the
Spanish SAI to the information disclosure practice towards transparency as a fundamental
principle promoted by INTOSAI [70]. The research results illustrate that RCoA, as well as
the majority of SAIs belonging to EU27 disclose information regarding the 3E—economy,
efficiency and effectiveness (25 SAIs) and publish online their organic laws (23 SAIs). Also,
as is the case with RCoA, 18 SAIs disclose information regarding the INTOSAI standards
(ISSAI), while only 9 SAIs refer to ISSAI 300 Performance audit principles and 7 refer to
ISSAI 3000 Performance audit standard. Only 12 SAIs disclose information regarding the
performance audit reports, along with RCoA.

Figure 2. Disclosure index regarding performance audit at the level of the EU27 SAIs.

While RCoA’s disclosure index is 1, the mean value for disclosure index for the
analyzed sample is 0.7222, suggesting that RCoa and EU member states’ SAIs manifest a
high level of disclosure for performance audit-related information.

An interesting ascertainment arose when grouping SAIs by the year of each state’s
gaining EU membership status (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. The average disclosure index regarding performance audit, relative to the EU enlargement stages.

By analyzing the grouping results, we can observe that the disclosure index for
performance audit-related information increases proportionally to the EU enlargement
stages (a 0.6000 mean for SAIs belonging to EU founding states, 0.7037 for SAIs of states
composing to the 1995 enlargement, 0.8000 for member states’ SAIs that adhered in 2004,
respectively 0.8889 for SAIs belonging to member states admitted in the latter enlargement
stages—2007 and 2013). Altogether, SAIs from the states that were part of the latter stages
of EU enlargement, as is the case with Romania, part of the 2007 EU enlargement, disclose
significantly more performance audit-specific information compared to those with earlier
membership status. From this standpoint, the results are convergent with those obtained
by Matiş et al. (2014), confirming that the SAIs of states with latter EU membership
manifest a greater interest in disclosing information to stakeholders and that the countries’
development does not significantly impact on the information presented by the SAIs. As
previous research highlight, a possible explanation can be found in stricter membership
adherence criteria for the latter stages of EU enlargement, enticing the candidate countries
to disclose more information with respect to their SAIs activities [69].

From another perspective, the conducted research allowed us to conclude that, in most
cases, the English version of SAIs’ websites offer little and sometimes outdated information
compared to the native language version. In our opinion this reality is explained by the fact
that the stakeholders for which the SAIs disseminate information come mainly from those
countries, making the information presented in the national language more useful to them.

Also, the research results indicate a weak SAI inclination to present information
regarding their performance audit standards. From this perspective, the research has
highlighted two approaches, respectively publishing, on the websites, the ISSAI standards
translated into native language (SAI Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Slovenia, Hungary)
or publishing their national standards in the native language (France, Czech Republic,
Romania, Spain). The English version of the websites often present brief information
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regarding the audit standards adopted. SAIs have manifested little interest in publishing
online their Performance audit manuals, only six instances of disclosure being identified
(Estonia, Finland, Portugal, Romania, Slovenia and Spain). The weak interest of the EU
Member States’ SAIs in presenting the English version of their audit standards, as well
as information related to processes and methods, has also been reflected by the research
results of Matiş et al. (2014) [69].

With regard to performance audit reports, the SAIs that use their websites to publish
individual performance reports, aggregated performance reports on each audit theme or
summarized reports belong to states such as Bulgaria, Croatia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Romania, Spain, Sweden and Hungary.

4. Conclusions

The performance audit plays an essential role in ensuring the sustainability and the
accountability of public sector entities. The performance audits’ importance is recognized
within the European Union, since they are among the specific external public audit compe-
tences of the SAIs from all the 27 EU Member States, as an essential demarche to enhance
the public sector performance, by improving the audited aspects and by monitoring the
public power from “the 3E” perspective.

Correlated with the importance of performance auditing in the public sector, the paper
provides interesting insights on it, revealing, on the one hand, the harmonization degree’s
evolutionof the Romanian performance audit regulations with ISSAI (ISSAI 300 and ISSAI
3000), from the adoption and regulation of performance audit, as a specific activity of the
RCoA, to date (period 2009 to 2021), and, on the other hand, the degree of performance
audit information’ disclosure by the RCoA in comparison to the other SAIs in the EU
Member States through their official websites.

In terms of the first research dimension, the results illustrate that Romania follows a
convergence process of its national regulations with ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000. Considering
that this is an ongoing process, presently we cannot claim full conformity, but rather
a harmonization with ISSAI with regard to transposing most of the significant ISSAI
provisions into the Romanian regulatory framework, adapted to the national context, even
more as the content analysis of the two references has often revealed different ways of
expressing. Therefore, the research results converge to the conclusion that the Romanian
SAI has adopted through its internal norms, the main coordinates of ISSAI regarding
performance audit.

The harmonization degree research has revealed a convergence improvement in time
between the Romanian regulations on performance audit and INTOSAI standards (both
ISSAI 300 and ISSAI 3000). In essence, since the adoption of performance auditing in
Romania, the harmonization degree with ISSAI has systematically improved, in correlation
with the national regulatory framework’s successive review.

Considering that disclosing rich information full of pragmatic potential regarding
the public sector’s performance ensures transparency in relation to the stakeholders, in
terms of the second research dimension, although the research results indicated variations
in disclosing performance audit-related information between SAIs from different EU
member states, the average disclosure index reflects a high degree of disclosure regarding
performance audit-specific information between SAI’s belonging to EU27.

The results obtained from grouping SAIs by the state’s EU membership year highlight
that states that were part of the latter stages of EU enlargement (including Romania) disclose
significantly more performance audit-specific information compared to those with earlier
membership status, and therefore tradition and prestige cannot serve as arguments against
modernity and its drive to evolve and adapt to public sector performance requirements, as
stringent needs of today’s society.

With respect to stakeholders’ information abundance for eminently native stakehold-
ers that find the information presented in their national language the most useful, the
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research highlighted that, in most cases, the English version of SAIs’ websites offer little
and sometimes outdated information compared to the native language version.

Furthermore, the research results reveal a weak SAI inclination to present information
regarding their performance audit standards. From this perspective, the research high-
lighted two approaches used by SAIs, respectively publishing the INTOSAI standards
(ISSAI) translated into native language on the website or publishing their national stan-
dards in the native language. SAIs have manifested little interest in publishing online their
Performance audit manuals, only six instances of disclosure being identified among the
EU27 SAIs.

Access to information regarding performance audit reports proved to be cumbersome.
However, for the SAIs that disclose through their web-sites information in this respect,
we have identified diverse practices, from publishing individual performance reports,
aggregated performance reports on each audit theme or summarized reports.

Our research revealed heterogeneous practices regarding the disclosure of perfor-
mance audit-specific information between SAIs belonging to EU27. This heterogeneity is
stemming from a diversity of constitutional and legal mandates, the presence or absence of
a jurisdictional function, their collegial or monocratic leadership and each country’s admin-
istrative heritage relative to public sector accountability, performance and transparency.
All this diversity was expressed in an uneven approach to the availability of SAI’s audit
standards and internal audit procedures, a somewhat lacking English language support,
and a myriad of SAI’s webpage design and content.

In the light of current global challenges, we must stress the need to align EU per-
formance audit practices regarding both conducting the audit and also disseminating its
results to stakeholders.

The main research limitations refer to a series of language constraints, due to the fact
that most websites offer detailed and exhaustive information only in the native language,
and also to the analyzed websites’ heterogeneity, that present different information in
different formats and for different timespans. Other research limitations are linked to the
manual data collection and processing and a certain degree of researchers’ subjectivity
when conducting content analysis, but this risk is inherent to this type of research.

In our opinion, it would be useful to establish express rules for disclosing performance
audit-specific information inside the EU in order to attenuate the SAIs’ heterogenous
approach in this field.

We consider the research results as relevant and useful both for the professional and the
socio-economic environment, preoccupied with the specifics of public sector performance
audit (stakeholders, decision factors, policymakers).

Public sector performance audit research is ample and thus future research directions
envisage extending the harmonization analysis of national performance audit regulations
with ISSAI for other EU member states, facilitating comparative studies among SAIs.
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