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Abstract

The aim of this study is to identify the reality of the internal administrative control in
governmental institutions, based on organizational structure, integrated accounting system,
internal oversight unit, internal monitoring, qualified staff section, performance norms and
standard, effective communication systems, control methods and tools, and its role in
improving work performance. The study has been done from the point of view of the state
audit and Palestinian administrative control bureau, and identification of their relationship
as well as detection whether there are differences in the average responses of respondents
about the reality of internal administrative control in governmental institutions depending
on its dimensions, in the light of each variant (qualifications, specialization, experience,
age and sector), and the justification of this study lies in the researcher's observations
during field visits and interviews of some of the problems and impediments in the
oversight units of Internal governmental institutions, and exploring views of the Office of
oversight of internal oversight role in Palestinian governmental institutions in improving
the performance of work.

The study was conducted during the period of October 2010 to May 2012. The study
population consisted of all auditors in Palestinian financial and administrative control who
were (50) auditor. The researcher took all members of society with a comprehensive
survey method due to its small size. (40) questionnaires suitable for statistical analysis
were recovered and were considered as a representative sample of the population, the
descriptive and analytical method were used, data were analyzed and conclusions were
drawn.The researcher developed a questionnaire which was consisted of (87) items that
enjoyed a degree of validity and constancy of (95%) which was good and fulfilling the
purposes of study.

The results of the study showed that the sample responses from the auditors about the
reality of the internal oversight in governmental institutions averaged (3.21) significantly
and in response reached (64.2%) distributed by the questionnaire's main topics at the level
of the existence of sound effective organizational structure with the statistical average
(3.02), and on the sound accounting system level that fits the overall oversight
requirements with an average of (4.09), and in the internal control systems with an average
of (3.26), and in the selection of qualified staff with an average of (3.26), and in the norms
and standards of the performance with an average of (2.68), and at the level of the
regulatory methods and tools an average of (3.01), and in the effective communication
systems with an average of (3.18), and the total focus on means of improving the
performance in governmental institutions with an average of (2.77) with little response.
The study also showed that there were no statistically significant differences at the level of

statistical significance (o < 0.05) between responses of respondents in the fact of internal
management oversight and its role in improving the performance of work in governmental



institutions according to its dimensions and the total degree of the variables of
qualification, experience and sector; while there were statistically significant differences in
the variables of specialization and age. The results showed that there was no statistical
significant correlation between internal administrative control and improving performance
in governmental institutions

The study also showed the most important constraints represented by the internal control in
the presence of plans unenforceable, and lack of administrative regulations in accordance
with modern management concepts, and the absence of clear reference of powers and
responsibilities. The study proposed to establish an internal oversight units in
governmental institutions, and adopting the principle of objectivity in regulatory reports,
and consistency between management oversight and financial control.

Finally, based on the results of the study, the researcher recommends the need for
strengthening the role of the organizational structures and flexibility in governmental
institutions to facilitate the observation process, and to develop effective performance
evaluation models by establishing specific criteria for the assessment of the performance,
and giving more attention to complaints as an instrument of control that detects any
deficiencies in work, and working to convince senior management of the importance of
oversight and support by all methods, particularly with regard to the observations and the
recommendations that are mentioned in regulatory reports.
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Reliability

Scale: ALL VARIABLES

Case Processing Summary

N %
Cases |Valid 40 100.0
Excluded® 0 0
Total 40 100.0

a. Listwise deletion based on all
variables in the procedure.

Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha  |N of Items

953 87
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