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INTRODUCTION 
 
A December 2009 survey conducted by Compliance Week found that while many organizations still have 
very young compliance programs, many are actively pursuing a more mature state for their programs and 
processes. The survey, which quizzed executives about how mature their compliance functions are and 
what processes they use to manage specific risks, found that chief compliance officers still have a lot of 
work ahead to turn their compliance efforts into strong, mature programs that can handle a broad range of 
risks. 

Although most compliance executives know where they want to take their programs, they are still 
operating in a reactive mode, unsure of how much time it will take or the steps needed to reach a 
proactive and mature state of compliance.  

These survey results will help you understand how your compliance initiatives align with your peers. The 
following document contains: 

• A survey overview   
• The survey methodology 
• The survey data  
• An article published by Compliance Week discussing the results 
• Access to view a webcast where the results were discussed and the webcast supporting 

materials  
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SURVEY OVERVIEW – FUNCTIONAL MATURITY 
 
The first question asked about functional maturity; namely, whether respondents’ compliance function 
was immature (i.e., siloed and inconsistent) or mature (fully integrated and embedded) (see Figure 1). 
The four options provided to respondents: 
 

• Siloed & Inconsistent (least mature) 
• Organized but Reactive  
• Actively Managed & Proactive  
• Fully Integrated & Embedded (most mature) 

 
Only 3.1 percent described their compliance function as “fully integrated and embedded,” which was the 
most mature selection available. The few selecting that option believed their programs are fully 
coordinated, orchestrated, and managed in unison, offering complete visibility across the global 
enterprise.  
 
A plurality of respondents (44 percent), selected the second “least mature” option available, describing 
their compliance function as “organized but reactive,” meaning the programs are centralized and 
ubiquitous, but may lack proactive efforts or coordination.  
 
A smaller number (32.6 percent), described their compliance function as slightly more mature, or “actively 
managed and proactive,” meaning the programs are optimized and prioritized, and can anticipate risks 
and exposures. 
 
Interestingly, 20.2 percent selected the least-mature description for their compliance function: siloed and 
inconsistent. Those respondents felt their compliance programs might be active and documented, but 
were typically compartmentalized or isolated. 
 
 
Figure 1: Functional Maturity

Organized but reactive 
     44.0 % 
 

Siloed & inconsistent 
     20.2 % 

 Managed & proactive 
     32.6 % 

Integrated & embedded 
     3.1 % 
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SURVEY OVERVIEW – HISTORICAL MATURITY 
 
The second question asked respondents how long they have had a compliance function (see Figure 2). 
Demonstrating the relatively recent innovation of the compliance function, 82 percent of respondents said 
their compliance function was five years old or less. 
 
Another 11.4 percent of respondents said their compliance function was six to ten years old and only 6.2 
percent of respondents said their compliance function was more than ten years old. 
 
 
Figure 2: Historical Maturity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 3-5 years old 
     57.5 % 

0-1 year old 
     3.1 % 

2 years old 
     17.1 % 

Not launched yet 
    4.7 %

10+ years old 
      6.2 % 

 5-10 years old 
     11.4 % 
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SURVEY OVERVIEW – PROGRAM MATURITY 
 
A large portion of the survey asked respondents to rate the maturity of their specific programs, such as 
those for the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act, import-export controls, labor-law compliance, and the like. 
Respondents were asked to describe their programs using the same scale listed above for functional 
maturity (see Figure 3). 
 
On average, 18.3 percent of respondents described their programs as the least mature (“siloed and 
inconsistent”). Another 28.4 percent described their programs at the next level of maturity (“organized but 
reactive”).  
 
The largest percentage (34.6 percent) described their programs at the next level (“actively managed and 
proactive”). Only 12 percent described their programs as fully mature (“fully integrated and embedded”). 
 
Programs related to FCPA and securities laws generally appeared to be the most “mature” of companies’ 
programs. While direct comparisons are difficult, those two programs appeared to be the ones that had 
the fewest number of respondents selecting the least-mature option (“siloed & inconsistent”), and a far 
greater number of respondents selecting more mature options. Insider trading and fair-employment 
practices also fared well. 
 
 
Figure 3: Program Maturity  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Actively managed & proactive 
     34.6 % 

 Integrated & embedded 
      12 % 

Siloed & inconsistent 
     18.3 % 

Organized but reactive  
    28.4 %
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SURVEY OVERVIEW – PROCESS MATURITY 
 
For each program, respondents were asked about the maturity of related processes. For example, 
respondents were asked if they had a policy, whether that policy was documented, whether the policy 
was ubiquitously distributed, whether the policy was certified by employees, and whether compliance with 
the policy was audited (see Figure 4).  
 
On average, respondents noted that 22.4 percent of their programs had a documented policy; only 16.6 
percent (on average) of programs had no policy. The program with the highest percentage of “no policy” 
responses was anti-money laundering (35.5 percent); that may be because financial-services firms 
accounted for only 10.9 percent of respondents. 
 
An additional 18.5 percent of companies noted that their policies, on average, were ubiquitously 
distributed and 24.3 percent stated their policies were certified by employees. Insider-trading programs 
ranked highest here, with 46.6 percent of respondents stating that insider trading policies are certified by 
appropriate individuals. Charitable and political contribution policies also had high certification rates (31.1 
percent), as did policies regarding supplier relationships (26.4 percent). 
 
On average, respondents stated that 13.8 percent of programs were audited for compliance. FCPA 
programs were at the top of the list: compliance with FCPA policies were audited at 21.8 percent of 
respondents’ companies. Fraud prevention also ranked highly (18.7 percent), as did compliance with 
securities laws (20.2 percent). 
 
 
Figure 4: Process Maturity  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Policy certified 
     by employees 
      24.3 % 
 

 Policy documented & distributed  
    18.5 % 

 Compliance audited 
     13.8 % 
 

 No response  
      4.4 % 

 No policy 
     16.6 % 
 

Policy documented 
     22.4 % 
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SURVEY OVERVIEW – SYSTEM MATURITY 
 
Respondents were also asked about the technology systems they use to monitor issues such as 
documentation, communication, sign-off, workflow, reporting, and risk assessments. Respondents were 
asked to select whether they used Microsoft Word, Microsoft Office, an internally developed tool, a 
purchased software tool, or nothing (see Table 1). 
 
On average, 12.8 percent of respondents had no systems in place to track key processes, and the 
majority used basic word processing (37.9 percent) or spreadsheet applications (21.3 percent).  
 
Another 17.2 percent used software tools that were purchased from vendors. The largest function for 
which a tool was purchased was “policy communication & signoff” (26.4 percent). Still, a much greater 
percentage (43.8 percent) used Microsoft Word for that same function. 
 
A relatively small group (10.8 percent, on average) used custom-developed tools that had been created 
internally. 
 
 
Table 1: System Maturity 
 

 MS Word MS Excel In-House Tool Vendor Tool None

Policy Documentation 60.6% 6.2% 11.1% 14.0% 8.0%

Policy Communication, 
Sign-off 

43.8% 6.2% 17.4% 26.4% 6.2%

Policy Lifecycle Workflow 38.9% 14.5% 8.0% 15.3% 23.3%

Management Reporting 28.0% 34.5% 6.5% 17.1% 14.0%

Compliance Risk  
Assessments 

18.4% 45.3% 10.9% 13.0% 12.4%

Average 37.9% 21.3% 10.8% 17.2% 12.8%
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APPENDIX 1: METHODOLOGY & OVERVIEW 
 
During the month of September, Compliance Week conducted the Compliance Maturity Survey. The goal 
of the survey was to ascertain the functional, historical, process, and system maturity of companies’ 
compliance programs.  
 
The survey was conducted online at www.complianceweek.com from Tuesday, September 1 to 
Wednesday, September 30. In total, 426 executives responded. Of those, 386 (90.1 percent) were 
deemed complete and usable; those eliminated were unfinished or duplicate responses. 
 
The majority of respondents were compliance executives (56 percent). Audit executives made up the 
second-largest group of respondents (21.8 percent); legal and risk executives comprised 6.2 percent and 
4.7 percent of respondents, respectively. 
 
The 386 respondents came from a diverse group of industries, including industrial manufacturing (14 
percent), retail (12.4 percent), computer hardware & software (11.1 percent), and financial services (10.9 
percent). 
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APPENDIX 2: SURVEY DATA 
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APPENDIX 3: COMPLIANCE WEEK ARTICLE 
 
(SEE NEXT PAGE) 
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Survey: How Mature Is Your 
Compliance Function?
By Jaclyn Jaeger — November 10, 2009 

Chief compliance officers apparently still have lots 
of work ahead to turn their compliance efforts into 
strong, mature programs that can handle the broad 
range of risks.

That’s according to the findings of a joint study 
conducted by Compliance Week and Paisley, which 
polled 386 compliance, legal, and audit executives on 
the subject. The survey quizzed executives about how 
mature their compliance functions are, what processes 
they use to manage specific risks, and more. 

Overall, a plurality of respondents (44 percent) de-
scribed their compliance function as “organized but re-
active”— that is, compliance exists as its own function 
and has visibility throughout the company, but it still 
mostly reacts to problems as they occur rather than 
prevents them in the first place. Another 20.2 percent 
described the worst-case scenario of “siloed and incon-
sistent,” where compliance is largely isolated from the 
company’s daily operations. 

Mike Rost, Paisley’s vice president for marketing, 
says those numbers are probably indicative of how 
little time companies have to plan a coherent compli-
ance strategy, rather than a willful decision to make 
compliance a secondary priority. “What we’ve seen 
is that many organizations find themselves, at best, in 
a reactive mode and are seeking to take it to the next 

level and looking for ways to go about doing that,” 
he says. 

Another telling sign on the state of corporate compli-
ance programs: 82 percent of respondents said their 
compliance function is less than five years old. Eleven 
percent said their function was 6 to 10 years old, and 
only 6.2 percent reported a compliance program more 
than 10 years old. 

Often times, Rost says, compliance professionals know 
where they want to take their compliance programs, 
but aren’t sure how much time they’ll need to get there 
nor all the steps involved. But, he adds, “there is this 
pursuit of that more mature state.”

“When compliance becomes a core compo-
nent of your overall business operations … 

it forces you down the path of maturity much 
faster than those that are just preventing civil 

or criminal penalties.”

— Mike Rost 
Vice President of Marketing, Paisley 

Slightly more than one-third of respondents ranked 
their compliance functions at the higher end of the 
scale. Thirty-two percent described their function 
as “actively managed and proactive,” and a slim 3.1 
percent answered “fully integrated and embedded”—
where all compliance efforts are coordinated, orches-
trated, and managed in unison, offering complete 
visibility across the global enterprise.

Program vs. Process 

Interestingly, while many companies reported an 
immature compliance program overall, a significant 
number did say they had strong programs to address 
specific types of threats. 

Mike Rost 
Vice President of Marketing
Paisley
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For the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act, for example 
— a risk that has become one of the top priorities for 
compliance officers in the last five years — only 9.6 
percent described their compliance efforts as “siloed 
and inconsistent,” and 17 percent gave the highest 
answer, “fully integrated.” (Respondents were asked 
to describe their programs on numerous specific risks, 
using the same scale as they did to describe their 
compliance program overall.) 

Examples such as FCPA aren’t surprising, Rost says, 
since stringent enforcement and regulatory climates 
have forced companies to pay more attention to it. 
“When compliance becomes a core component of your 
overall business operations … it forces you down the 
path of maturity much faster than those that are just 
preventing civil or criminal penalties,” he says. 

Zealous enforcement of the FCPA (which prohibits 
bribery of foreign government officials to win busi-
ness) has forced multi-national companies to under-
stand that compliance with it is a core requirement of 
doing business overseas, Rost says. That reality, in 
turn, has driven them to embed FCPA compliance into 
daily operations 

Not surprisingly, the problems that most companies 
worry about most often—the FCPA, securities law, 
insider trading, and employment—all had much higher 
levels of maturity. Lagging areas included anti-trust 
(27.2 percent reporting “siloed and inconsistent” com-
pliance), money laundering (26.4 percent), and import-
export law (26.4 percent). 

Those weak spots could serve as a roadmap for where 
compliance departments should turn their attention 
next. Already the Justice Department has stepped up 
anti-trust enforcement, for example, and many legal 
experts say import-export law is likely to be next. 
Companies not in highly regulated industries could be 
particularly vulnerable, since compliance efforts there 
typically struggle to win support from top management 
until something bad happens.

Compliance officers looking to beef up their efforts 
should try to leverage the experience of peers or the 

enforcement actions taken against them, Rost says. 
He cited the $2.3 billion judgment against drug maker 
Pfizer in September for illegal prescription drug mar-
keting as an example. 

THE DATA

Below are some of the main findings of the 
Compliance Week-Paisley survey examining the 
current state of corporate compliance programs.

Functional Maturity: I would describe our
compliance program as...

Historical Maturity: In terms of age, our compliance 
program is...

CW/Paisley Compliance Maturity Survey (Nov. 10, 2009) 
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“Where we see a lot of activity now is when people 
see bad things happening to other people,” he says. 
“[I]t just takes a couple of those to get the board’s 
attention, which then drives a lot more activity.” 

The survey also polled companies about the specific 
processes they had in place to enforce compliance 
with various policies: Does a policy exist? Is the 
policy documented? Is it widely distributed? Do 
employees certify their awareness of it, and do 
auditors confirm that? 

Those results painted a mottled picture. Predictably, 
for example, the program with the highest percentage 
of audited policies was FCPA (21.8 percent)—but 12.4 
percent of companies also said they had no FCPA pol-
icy at all. Overall, the topics with the highest number 
of companies admitting no policy at all were money 
laundering (35.5 percent), enterprise risk management 
(29.5 percent) and customs import/export laws (29.3 
percent). 

On average, 24.3 percent of respondents said their 
policies were drafted, distributed, and certified by 
employees. The specific programs ranking highest 
on employee certification were insider trading (46.6 
percent), privacy (29.5 percent), and anti-trust 
(28 percent). 

Tools and Technology 

The survey also gauged what technology companies 
use to monitor tasks such as documentation, commu-
nication, sign-off, workflow, reporting, and even risk 
assessments. 

Again to little surprise, the most common IT tools 
were simple Microsoft applications such as Word 
(37.9 percent) or some other Microsoft tool (21.3 
percent). Another 17.2 percent used software pur-
chased from a compliance software vendor, and 10.8 
percent used an internally developed tool. An alarming 
12.8 percent said they used no technology at all. 

On a somewhat troublesome note, 77.3 percent did not 
respond when asked what tools they used for a variety 
of additional specific functions, such as controls docu-
mentation, compliance management, risk assessments, 
ERM, GRC management, and business intelligence. 
The findings imply that no tools were used at all for 
those functions. 

The lack of software tools reflects a business process 
that is “somewhat organized but still reactive,” Rost 
says. Typically, a company begins to use more struc-
tured productivity tools as its compliance function 
evolves. 

“At some point you need to look at more of a purpose-
filled solution rather than just an ad hoc approach to 
getting it done,” Rost says. Technology plays an im-
portant role in providing the infrastructure around the 
data that drives the business process. 
 
When you look at the evolution of financial report-
ing, the evolution of planning and budgeting, or the 
evolution of recruiting employees, Rost says, technol-
ogy has played a “significant role in the maturation of 
all those processes and the optimization of all those 
processes. The same could hold true for compliance.”
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APPENDIX 4: WEBCAST PRESENTATION 
 
On December 3, 2009, Compliance Week conducted a webcast, Special Report: The Corporate 
Compliance Maturity Survey, to discuss the survey findings. The featured speakers included Matt Kelly, 
editor-in-chief, Compliance Week; Bruce McCuaig, vice president of risk and compliance – Paisley, 
Thomson Reuters; and Mike Rost, vice president of marketing – Paisley, Thomson Reuters. An archived 
recording of the event is available on the Compliance Week website at 
http://video.webcasts.com/events/pmny001/viewer/index.jsp?eventid=32965. 
A copy of the webcast presentation is available on next page. 
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The Compliance Maturity Survey: 
A Special Report from Thomson Reuters and Compliance Week

You can submit 
questions to Mike 
Rost and Bruce 
McCuaig by using 
the “Ask a 
Question” button on 
the left side of your 
screen.

Welcome to Compliance Week’s special Webcast reviewing 
results of the 2009 Compliance Maturity Survey: a study 
conducted by Compliance Week and sponsored by Paisley, 
a Thomson-Reuters Company. 

The Webcast will feature Mike Rost, vice president of 
marketing - Paisley, Thomson Reuters and Bruce McCuaig, 
vice president, risk and compliance - Paisley, Thomson 
Reuters. 

The discussion will be hosted by Compliance Week editor-
in-chief Matt Kelly.

(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com

Sponsored by 

This Webcast will last for one hour.

2:00 p.m. – Introduction: Matt Kelly, Compliance Week;

2:05 p.m. – Presentations: 

Discussion with Mike Rost and Bruce McCuaig, 
Thomson Reuters

2:45 p.m. – Q&A: Will be kept anonymous; 

3:00 p.m. – Closing Remarks: From Compliance Week. 

Agenda for Today’s Webcast

You can submit 
questions to Mike 
Rost and Bruce 
McCuaig by using 
the “Ask a 
Question” button on 
the left side of your 
screen.
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Upcoming Webcasts:

Dec. 17 Protect Your Organization From Fraud Risk 
While Enhancing Operational Performance 

http://events.complianceweek.com

Instructions:

Use the “Ask A Question” function (left side of your screen)

All questions will be kept anonymous

Introduction: The Series, Schedule & Instructions

You can submit 
questions to Mike 
Rost and Bruce 
McCuaig by using 
the “Ask a 
Question” button on 
the left side of your 
screen.

(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com

Sponsored by 

The Compliance Maturity Survey

• Sponsored by Paisley, conducted by Compliance Week;

• To collect benchmarking data on the structure, design of 
compliance efforts overall and across 13 major compliance 
topics specifically;

• Poll of 386 compliance, risk, governance and audit 
executives at large companies;

• Data collected in September 2009.
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Bruce McCuaig

• 30+ years in field of risk and control management;

• Help clients establish GRC initiatives, improve existing risk 
management processes;

• Experienced speaker, presenter and award-winning author.

Mike Rost

• 20+ years experience corporate finance, marketing                                                   
and managing financial software applications;

• Marketing, product management roles with Xiotech and 
Lawson Software;

• Accounting, financial management positions with Pillsbury 
and Rollerblade. 

A Few Words on Today’s Presenter

You can submit 
questions to Mike 
Rost and Bruce 
McCuaig by using 
the “Ask a 
Question” button 
on the left side of 
your screen.

(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com
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Participants by Job Description

• Compliance

• Audit

• Legal

• Finance

• Risk

• Other

• DNR

56.0 %

21.8 %

6.2 %

3.6 %

4.7 %

6.2 %

1.6 %



(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com

Sponsored by 

Participants by Industry

• Manufacturing

• Retail

• Computer Hardware, Software

• Financial Services

• Business Services

• Energy & Utilities

• Healthcare

• Pharmaceuticals

• Telecom

• Other (15 sectors)

14.0 %

12.4 %

11.1 %

10.9 %

6.7 %

6.2 %

6.2 %

6.0 %

4.7 %

21.8 %
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Functional Maturity
I would describe the overall state of our compliance program as …

Organized but reactive
44.0%

Siloed & Inconsistent
20.2%

Actively Managed
& Proactive

32.6%

Fully Integrated & Embedded
3.1%
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Historical Maturity
In terms of age, our compliance program is …

3-5 years old
57.5 %

0-1 years old
3.1 %

2 years old
17.1 %

Not launched yet
4.7%

10+ years old
6.2 %

5-10 years old
11.4 %
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Mature Example: FCPA, Improper Payments
The structure of our compliance program for the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act and for 
improper payments is …

Managed & proactive
37.0 %

Organized
But reactive

28.5 %

Embedded
& integrated

17.1 %

No response 
7.8 %

Siloed &
Inconsistent

9.6 %
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Immature Example: Import-Export Controls

The structure of our compliance program for import-export controls is …

Managed & proactive
20.7 %

Organized
But reactive

29.5 %

Embedded
& integrated

12.4 %

No response 
10.9 %

Siloed &
Inconsistent

26.4 %

(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com
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Other Weak Programs, Strong Programs

Siloed, Inconsistent

• Anti-Trust

• Import-Export Controls

• Anti-Money Laundering

• Enterprise Risk Management

• Environmental

• Privacy, Data Security

Integrated, Embedded

• Securities Law

• Insider Trading

• FCPA, Improper Payments

• Fair Employment Law

• Privacy, Data Security

• Import-Export Controls

19.9 %

18.7 %

17.1 %

17.1 %

17.1 %

12.4 %

27.2 %

26.4 %

26.4 %

23.6 %

23.3 %

20.5 %
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Process Maturity: FCPA, Improper Payments

The current state of our compliance processes for the Foreign Corrupt Practices Act 
and for improper payments is …

Policy certified
by employees

21.8 %
Policy documented

& distributed 
18.4 %

Compliance audited
21.8 %

No response 
6.5 % No policy

12.4%

Policy documented
19.2 %

(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com

Sponsored by 

Process Immaturity: Import-Export control
The current state of our compliance processes for import-export controls is …

Policy certified
by employees

7.8 %

Policy documented
& distributed 

22.3 %

Compliance audited
10.9 %

No response 
4.9 %

No policy
29.3%

Policy documented
24.9 %



(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com

Sponsored by 

Weak Programs, Strong Programs by Process

No Policy at All

• Anti-Money Laundering

• Enterprise Risk Mgmnt.

• Import-Export Controls

• Environmental

• Anti-Trust

• Securities Laws

Distributed, Certified, Audited

• FCPA, Improper Payment

• Securities Laws

• Fraud Prevention

• Environmental Laws

• Privacy, Data Security

• Fair Employment Practices

21.8 %

20.2 %

18.7 %

17.6 %

17.1 %

15.5 %

35.5 %

29.5 %

29.3 %

21.5 %

19.2 %

13.7 %

(888) 519-9200www.complianceweek.com
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IT Tools
To what extent is technology used for the following …

12.8 %17.2 %10.8 %21.3 %37.9 %Average

12.4 %13.0 %10.9 %45.3 %18.4 %Compliance Risk 
Assessments

14.0 %17.1 %6.5 %34.5 %28.0 %Management Reporting

23.3 %15.3 %8.0 %14.5 %38.9 %Policy Lifecycle Workflow

6.2 %26.4 %17.4 %6.2 %43.8 %Policy Communication, 
Sign-off

8.0 %14.0 %11.1 %6.2 %60.6 %Policy Documentation

NoneVendor 
Tool

In-House 
Tool

MS ExcelMS Word
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Closing Points

• Many companies still have immature systems.

• Understand what to do, how to respond, but only after
regulatory risk has come home to roost; ‘embedded, 
integrated’ ideal remains elusive.

• Specific instances of strong, mature compliance usually 
driven by what industry regulations demand.

• Persistent uncertainty about how a dedicated GRC software 
system might help; sticking with Microsoft despite security 
risks, other shortcomings.
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ABOUT PAISLEY GRC SOLUTIONS 
 
About Thomson Reuters - paisley.thomsonreuters.com 
Thomson Reuters is an industry leading provider of solutions for governance, risk and compliance (GRC) 
including comprehensive software solutions, training, and expert GRC professional services. The 
company’s portfolio of software solutions includes Paisley Enterprise GRC® and GRC on Demand® which 
support the business processes of financial controls management, internal audit, operational risk 
management, compliance, IT governance, and enterprise risk management. Paisley GRC solutions are 
utilized by more than 1,400 large enterprise and mid-market organizations including 30% of the Fortune 
500. For more information, call 763.450.4700, email paisleyinfo@thomsonreuters.com or visit 
paisley.thomsonreuters.com. 
 
Learn More 
Call: 320.286.5870 
Email: paisleyinfo@thomsonreuters.com 
Website: paisley.thomsonreuters.com 
Blog: http://inside-grc.com  
Twitter: http://twitter.com/paisleygrc  
Facebook: http://www.facebook.com/pages/Paisley-GRC-Software/155135048692 
 
 




