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Introduction
Benchmarking is an important practice for organizations in assessing their own structure, priorities, and 
performance. Management can use benchmarking data to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of 
various initiatives, as well as to identify areas for improvement, expansion, or investment. Traditionally, 
benchmarking has focused on financial performance and organizational growth, but it is also extremely 
valuable for examining organizations’ anti-fraud efforts.

To help organizations benchmark their fraud investigation teams’ operations and performance against 
those of other organizations, in 2019, we conducted our third In-House Fraud Investigation Team Survey. 
This report presents the results of that survey. The information provided herein can be used to compare 
fraud investigation teams with those at other organizations, as well as to help improve their processes 
and allocation of resources. We hope this information is helpful for company leaders and anti-fraud 
professionals in assessing their existing fraud investigation teams and for planning for their future anti-fraud 
initiatives.

Methodology

In March 2019, we sent a 30-question survey to 57,862 randomly selected ACFE members who work as part 
of an in-house team that performs fraud investigations for their employing organization. Survey responses 
were collected anonymously. We received a total of 1,697 survey responses, 886 of which were usable for 
purposes of this report.

Fraud examination is a methodology for resolving 
fraud allegations from inception to disposition. More 
specifically, fraud examination involves all activities 
pertaining to fighting fraud, including obtaining 
evidence and taking statements, writing reports, 
testifying to findings, and assisting in fraud prevention 
and detection efforts. Thus, the purview of the fraud 
examiner requires a marriage of financial expertise, 
investigative know-how, and an understanding of the 
nuanced complexities that are involved in preventing, 
detecting, and investigating fraud. 

In-house investigation teams play a vital role in 
the larger fraud examination profession. These 
teams not only collect evidence and shed light on 
potential wrongdoing against the company, but also 
increase the perception that their organizations 

are watching for and responding to fraud, which in 
itself can serve as a deterrent to future misconduct. 
Working in tandem with the organization’s audit, 
risk, legal, compliance, and accounting functions—as 
well as with corporate management—the in-house 
investigation team serves as a key element of the 
organization’s fraud examination efforts and of a 
holistic anti-fraud program. 

Although no specific authority is required to conduct 
a fraud investigation, you must be circumspect in 
holding yourself out as an “investigator,” since many 
jurisdictions require investigators to be licensed. 
Seek legal advice as necessary.
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Respondent Demographics
To get an understanding of the fraud investigation teams in our study, and to assist 
organizations with benchmarking their teams against their peers’, we asked respondents to 
identify their organization’s industry, geographic region, and size.
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Comparing organizations against their industry peers is a common benchmarking approach. Consequently, we asked respondents 
to identify their employer’s industry. More than a quarter of the fraud investigation teams in our study are in the banking and 
financial services industry, and another 13% are in the government and public administration sector. 

Industry

1+99+R1+99+R1+99+R1+99+R
1+99+R 1+99+R 1+99+R 1+99+R

8+92+R 7+93+R13+87+R26+74+R
InsuranceManufacturing
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4+96+R 4+96+R
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Energy
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and recreation

Services (other)
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Real estate Wholesale trade
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and publishing
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1%
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FIG. 1  Industry of respondents’ organizations
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The teams in our study are dispersed geographically. The regions most represented are the United States (43% of respondents), 
Sub-Saharan Africa (15% of respondents), and Western Europe (12% of respondents). 

FIG. 2  Region of respondents’ organizations

FIG. 3  Size of respondents’ organizations
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Organization Size

Organizations’ risks, resources, and 
structures often vary greatly by their 
size. As noted in Figure 3, two-thirds of 
respondents’ organizations have more 
than 1,000 employees, and more than 
a quarter have 10,000 employees or 
more. Only 11% of respondents in our 
study work for small companies (i.e., 
those with fewer than 100 employees). 
This stands to reason, as smaller 
organizations are less likely to have 
dedicated fraud investigation teams.
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Structure of Internal Fraud 
Investigation Teams
Recognizing how other organizations have structured their fraud investigation teams provides 
insight into trends and best practices in staffing and managing such a team. We asked 
participants to provide information on the number of fraud investigators their organizations 
employ, the professional designations and average years of experience of those investigators, 
and the overall reporting structure of the fraud investigation function.
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FIG. 4  How many fraud investigators do organizations have on staff?

Determining the ideal team size for any function can be an ongoing—and ever-changing—challenge. When assessing the staffing 
needs of an organization’s fraud investigation function, it can be helpful to know how many fraud investigators other organizations 
of similar size tend to employ. As reflected in Figure 4, the average number of fraud investigators on staff grows in tandem with 
the overall organizational staff size. Small companies employ 6 fraud investigators, on average, while the largest organizations 
in our study employ an average of 50 fraud investigators. The larger an organization gets, the more investigators it likely needs 
to efficiently and adequately respond to all allegations of fraud. Large organizations also typically tend to have more resources 
available for staffing the fraud investigation team. 

Number of Fraud Investigators

While looking at the raw number of investigators based on 
organization size can be helpful, we also calculated the ratio 
of fraud investigators per every 1,000 employees on staff. 
The median ratio of investigators to 1,000 employees in our 
study is 2.21. This means that, for every 1,000 employees an 
organization has, it typically employs 2.21 fraud investigators.

ORGANIZATIONS TYPICALLY EMPLOY

FRAUD INVESTIGATORS

EMPLOYEES THEY 
HAVE ON STAFF1,000

2.21 FOR EVERY
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When benchmarking internal fraud investigation teams, it can also be helpful to understand the experience and qualifications that 
the individuals on the team hold. Accordingly, we asked respondents to identify which professional designations members of their 
fraud investigation teams have obtained. As reflected in Figure 5, on average, 43% of fraud investigators on the teams in our study 
are Certified Fraud Examiners, making this the most common response by a large margin. In addition, one-fifth are Certified Public 
Accountants or Chartered Accountants, and 16% hold the Certified Internal Auditor designation. 

Professional Designations Held by Fraud Investigators

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

Certified Protection Professional (CPP)

Private Investigator (PI)

Certified Information Systems Security Professional (CISSP)

Certified Anti-Money Laundering Specialist (CAMS)

Certified Information Systems Auditor (CISA)

Certified Internal Auditor (CIA)

Certified Public Accountant (CPA)/Chartered Accountant (CA)

Certified Fraud Examiner (CFE) 43%

20%

16%

9%

5%

3%

2%

2%

What percentage of fraud investigators hold 
professional designations?FIG. 5  What percentage of fraud investigators hold professional designations?
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We also asked survey respondents to provide the average number of years 
of relevant experience per investigator on their fraud investigation teams. 
The average level of experience for the fraud investigators in our study is 
10.3 years of experience. However, this average varies by industry. Figure 6 
shows that, overall, the wholesale trade industry tends to employ the most 
experienced fraud investigators, with an average of 15.4 years of experience 
per investigator. On the opposite end of the spectrum, fraud investigators in 
the services industry (excluding professional services organizations) have 6.5 
years of experience on average.
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FIG. 6  How does the average level of experience of fraud investigators vary by industry?
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Reporting Structure

An important consideration when 
establishing or assessing a fraud 
investigation function is the 
most appropriate reporting and 
oversight line for the team. Many 
factors affect this determination, 
and our study shows that 
practices vary widely across 
organizations. The most common 
reporting lines are to the CEO 
or other senior management 
(22% of teams), to the board of 
directors or audit committee 
(21% of teams), or to the head of 
internal audit (20% of teams). 

FIG. 7  To whom does the fraud investigation team report?

FIG. 8  How do reporting lines vary by organization size?
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By Organization Size
We also found a disparity in 
reporting lines based on the 
size of the organization. Fraud 
investigation teams at small 
companies are most likely to 
report directly to the CEO or 
other senior management, but 
as the size of the organization 
grows, this structure becomes 
notably less common. In 
contrast, a reporting line directly 
to the board of directors or audit 
committee is most common 
with organizations that have 
100 to 999 employees, while 
organizations with 1,000 or 
more employees are more 
likely to structure their fraud 
investigation teams under the 
head of internal audit than their 
smaller counterparts.
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By Industry
To further help organizations benchmark their investigation team’s reporting structures, Figure 9 provides a heat map that 
illustrates reporting lines by industry. The boxes in this figure are shaded to denote the most common (darker) and least common 
(lighter) reporting structures for each industry. 

Number of 
responses

CEO or
other senior

 management

Board of 
directors 
or audit

committee
Head of 

internal audit
Head of 

compliance
Head of risk

management

In-house 
legal 

counsel

Head of loss 
prevention/
corporate 
security

Head of 
global 

investigations Other

All organizations 878 22% 21% 20% 9% 8% 5% 4% 3% 8%

Agriculture, forestry, 
fishing, and hunting 9 22% 44% 11% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 11%

Arts, entertainment, and 
recreation 22 18% 14% 0% 14% 5% 9% 14% 5% 23%

Banking and 
financial services 232 14% 23% 15% 12% 22% 2% 4% 1% 7%

Communications and 
publishing 8 25% 50% 0% 13% 0% 0% 0% 0% 13%

Construction 13 38% 38% 15% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8%

Education 36 19% 42% 31% 0% 3% 0% 0% 0% 6%

Energy 37 30% 22% 24% 8% 0% 3% 5% 3% 5%

Food service and  
hospitality 12 25% 33% 17% 0% 17% 0% 8% 0% 0%

Government and public 
administration 114 32% 17% 20% 2% 4% 4% 0% 8% 13%

Health care 36 19% 17% 31% 17% 0% 6% 0% 6% 6%

Insurance 62 21% 16% 11% 19% 13% 15% 0% 0% 5%

Manufacturing 66 26% 14% 39% 6% 0% 5% 3% 6% 2%

Mining 9 44% 0% 11% 22% 0% 0% 11% 0% 11%

Real estate 11 36% 36% 9% 0% 9% 0% 9% 0% 0%

Religious, charitable, or 
social services 16 44% 6% 6% 13% 6% 0% 0% 13% 13%

Retail 32 34% 9% 28% 3% 3% 3% 16% 3% 0%

Services (other) 6 0% 33% 33% 0% 0% 17% 17% 0% 0%

Services
(professional) 27 33% 26% 15% 7% 0% 11% 0% 4% 4%

Technology 25 16% 12% 28% 8% 0% 20% 0% 4% 12%

Telecommunications 31 10% 13% 26% 3% 3% 3% 19% 6% 16%

Transportation and 
warehousing 18 33% 22% 22% 6% 0% 6% 0% 0% 11%

Utilities 13 0% 23% 38% 8% 0% 8% 8% 8% 8%

Wholesale trade 9 11% 22% 0% 22% 11% 11% 11% 0% 11%

Less common More common

FIG. 9  How do reporting lines vary by industry?
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Fraud Investigation Team Workload
In-house investigation teams do not always perform solely fraud-related engagements, nor do 
they always handle all of the organization’s fraud cases. We asked survey respondents about 
the types of cases they investigate, how much time they devote to fraud investigations, how 
many cases they typically handle, and how long it usually takes to close a case, as well as how 
many of their fraud investigations they outsource.
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Types of Cases Investigated

The most common type of case investigated by the in-house investigation teams in our study is employee 
embezzlement; 72% of teams frequently or occasionally investigate this type of fraud, and only 7% never 
do. Other types of cases that are commonly investigated by these teams include frauds committed by the 
organizations’ customers, vendors, and contractors. Interestingly, 62% of the teams in our study also frequently or 
occasionally investigate HR issues, in addition to fraud-related cases. While cybersecurity issues are an increasing 
concern for many organizations, 27% of the teams in our study never investigate these cases, and 30% investigate 
them only rarely.

FIG. 10  How frequently do teams investigate different types of cases?
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Time Devoted to Fraud Investigations

Recognizing that many teams in our study 
investigate non-fraud-related issues and 
likely perform some other functions, such as 
internal audit or fraud prevention activities, 
we asked respondents to indicate how much 
of their overall work time is devoted solely 
to investigating fraud. From the responses, 
46% of the teams are primarily focused on 
fraud investigations, with 32% spending more 
than three-quarters of their time on these 
engagements, and another 14% spending 
between half and three-quarters of their time 
investigating fraud. On the other end of the 
spectrum, 29% of the teams focus much more 
on other areas, spending one-quarter or less 
of their time devoted to fraud investigations.

devote 0–25% of their time 
to fraud investigations

devote 26–50% of their time 
to fraud investigations

29%

25%

devote 76–100% of their time 
to fraud investigations

devote 51–75% of their time 
to fraud investigations

32%

14%

FIG. 11  How much time do teams devote to fraud investigations?

FIG. 12  How many cases, on average, do fraud investigators handle at any given time?

investigate <5 cases 
at any given time

53%

investigate 10–19 cases 
at any given time

investigate 5–9 cases 
at any given time

13%

19%

investigate 20–99 cases 
at any given time

13%
investigate 100+ cases 
at any given time

2%

Caseload per Investigator

Many organizations handle more than one 
fraud allegation at a time. Depending on the 
size and industry of the entity, there might be 
numerous fraud cases under investigation 
each day. We asked survey respondents 
about the average number of fraud cases 
each investigator on their team handles at 
any given time. More than half (53%) noted 
that each investigator has an average 
caseload of fewer than five cases. Only 28% 
of investigators typically handle ten or more 
cases at a time.



By Industry
Industries often vary in terms of the types and quantities of fraud investigations their teams handle. We analyzed the average 
caseload by industry to get a view into these differences. Fraud investigators in the insurance industry have the largest caseload, 
with an average of 17 cases at any given time, while those in the mining industry have the smallest average caseload of 2.
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Time to Close a Case

Many factors can affect how long it takes to complete a fraud investigation, including, but not limited to, the complexity of the 
case, how difficult it is to obtain evidence, the resources available, whether travel is involved, and how many other cases that 
investigator is handling at the same time. However, benchmarking the typical time to close a case can be helpful in assessing the 
efficiency of a fraud investigation team’s activities. Figure 14 shows that most teams (59%) typically close their fraud investigations 
within one month, with another 21% closing cases in one to two months on average. 
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FIG. 14  How many days, on average, does it take to close a fraud case? 
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FIG. 15  How does time to close a case vary by industry?

By Industry
Our study shows that there is a wide variation in time to close cases based on industry. Organizations in the government and 
public administration sectors typically have the longest fraud investigations, with teams taking an average of 94 days to close a 
case. The religious, charitable, or social services and the communications and publishing industries have the next longest cases, 
with an average of 80 days to complete an investigation. In contrast, fraud investigators in the retail and construction industries 
are able to close their cases much more quickly (23 days and 24 days on average, respectively).

Cases Closed Annually

We asked respondents for the average number of cases their fraud 
investigation team closes each year. When analyzed based on the number 
of investigators on the team, we found that, on average, the typical fraud 
investigator closes 39 cases annually, or 3.25 cases per month.

AVERAGE NUMBER OF  
CASES CLOSED ANNUALLY  

PER INVESTIGATOR:

39
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FIG. 16  What percentage of fraud investigations are outsourced?
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1%
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2%

Outsourcing of Fraud Investigations

Even in organizations with an in-house fraud investigation team, it might be beneficial to outsource a portion of the company’s 
fraud investigations to outside parties. This might be due to internal resource limitations, a need for specialized knowledge or 
skill sets, or geographical or language barriers. Of the internal fraud investigation teams in our study, 63% do not outsource 
any of their cases, while 29% outsource one-quarter or less. Only 2% of the teams outsourced more than half of their 
investigations to outside parties.
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FIG. 17  How does outsourcing of fraud investigations vary by organization size?

By Organization Size
Smaller organizations often have more limited resources and in-house skill sets than larger organizations and thus must often 
seek outside assistance with various functions. However, as noted in Figure 17, these organizations are actually less likely than 
their larger counterparts to outsource their fraud investigations. In our study, 71% of small companies do not outsource any of their 
cases, compared to 53% of the largest organizations.
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The investigation teams in the utilities industry outsource the greatest percentage of their fraud investigations (18% on 
average), followed by those in the technology, insurance, and religious, charitable, or social services sectors (12% each). In-
house investigation teams in the wholesale trade and real estate industries tend to outsource the least, at 1% and 2% of their 
cases on average, respectively. 

FIG. 18  How does outsourcing of fraud investigations vary by industry?
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Fraud Investigation Case Results

In addition to responding to allegations of fraud, investigation teams are also typically 
charged with preserving the integrity of the organization and mitigating losses due to fraud. 
To help organizations benchmark their success in achieving these objectives, we asked survey 
respondents about the typical outcome of their fraud investigations and how much of their 
organization’s fraud losses are usually recovered.
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Management and those charged with governance often 
monitor the results of the organization’s fraud investigations as 
one metric when assessing the company’s overall fraud risks 
and the effectiveness of its anti-fraud initiatives. In evaluating 
these results, it can be helpful to know the case outcomes 
that other organizations typically experience as a benchmark. 
Survey respondents provided information on the percentage of 
their investigations that are typically substantiated (i.e., result in 
credible evidence of wrongdoing), the percentage that result 
in internal disciplinary action against the perpetrator, and the 
percentage that are referred to law enforcement for criminal 
prosecution. 

As noted in Figure 19, most of the in-house teams in our study 
(55%) are able to substantiate more than half of their fraud 

investigations, with almost one-third substantiating 76% or 
more. Disciplinary action is slightly less likely, indicating that 
not all substantiated cases end with the perpetrator being 
disciplined. In the findings, 43% of investigation teams see 
disciplinary action as a result in more than half of their cases, 
while 7% indicated that their cases never result in disciplinary 
action.

Similarly, criminal prosecutions do not necessarily follow 
substantiated cases or internal discipline; the percentage 
of cases that result in referrals for prosecution is notably 
smaller than the other two categories. Most organizations 
(71%) see one-quarter or fewer of their cases referred to law 
enforcement, and 13% do not have any of their cases result in a 
criminal referral. 

Case Outcomes

FIG. 19  What is the typical outcome of a fraud investigation? 
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FIG. 20  How much of an organization’s fraud losses are usually recovered?

Following a fraud investigation, organizations might be able to recover some of their fraud losses through various means, 
such as restitution from the perpetrator or insurance proceeds. We asked survey respondents what percentage of their 
organization’s annual fraud losses the company is typically able to recover. Figure 20 shows that 15% of organizations 
typically do not recover any of their funds lost to fraud, and another 64% recover less than half of their losses. Only 12% of 
companies are able to recover a substantial portion (76% or more) of the amount lost to fraud.
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Evaluating the Effectiveness of 
Fraud Investigation Teams
While having an internal mechanism to respond to allegations of fraud is a vital part of a 
holistic anti-fraud program, simply having an in-house fraud investigation team does not 
necessarily mean this function is operating as effectively or efficiently as expected. As with 
all other components of the anti-fraud program, the performance of the investigation team 
should be evaluated and assessed to ensure that it is meeting the organization’s needs and 
its own strategic objectives. 
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Performance Metrics Used

We asked survey respondents which, if any, of several common metrics their investigation teams currently use to evaluate their 
performance. As shown in Figure 21, the most common metric is number of cases closed year-over-year, which is used by 57% of 
the teams in our study. Other frequently used metrics include amount of fraud losses prevented or diverted (51% of teams), amount 
of fraud losses recovered (48% of teams), and amount of time taken to close cases (45% of teams). 
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FIG. 21  How are fraud investigation teams evaluated?
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FIG. 22  How do performance metrics relate to fraud losses recovered?

Organizations tend to implement performance metrics that 
match their organizational or team goals. Recognizing that 
recovery of fraud losses is important to many organizations, 
we analyzed how the amount of fraud losses recovered 
at different organizations correlates with the specific 
performance metrics that are used to evaluate their 
investigation teams’ performance. Not surprisingly, the 
organizations that are able to recover the greatest amount of 
their fraud losses on average use performance metrics that 
focus on the pursuit of recovering those losses. As reflected 
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typically recover 39% of the actual losses they experience. 

Similar recoveries are noted for organizations that use 
amount of losses recovered, percentage of cases resulting 
in legal action, and amount of fraud losses prevented or 
diverted. 

It is interesting to note that organizations that do not use any 
metrics recover a slightly greater percentage of their fraud 
losses on average (30%) than those that focus on the speed 
or quantity of teams’ investigations, as measured by the 
amount of time to close cases (29% recovery on average) and 
the number of cases closed year-over-year (29% recovery on 
average). These two metrics are also among the most common 
used to evaluate the fraud investigation teams in our study.
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Building a Fraud Investigation Team
When building or expanding a fraud investigation team, it can be helpful to know what 
other organizations value in hiring investigators and how they are supporting their teams. 
Management can use this information both to ensure that they are competitive with 
hiring practices and to benchmark their own teams’ characteristics against those at other 
organizations. Consequently, we asked survey participants who have managerial oversight 
of their fraud investigation teams about the skill sets and qualifications they believe are most 
vital to an effective investigation team, as well as about their training budget to support the 
development of their investigators.
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FIG. 23  What skill sets are needed on fraud investigation teams?

To effectively investigate the spectrum of frauds that might 
occur at an organization, the investigation team typically 
needs to include a variety of skill sets. As shown in Figure 
23, 84% of the teams in our study currently have one or more 
investigators with interviewing skills, with another 9% currently 
seeking to add this skill set. While 63% of teams already have 
investigators with data analytics and data mining skills, this 
appears to be an area of potential opportunity for job-seekers; 
40% of teams are either currently seeking or expect to add 
this skill set to their teams in the near future, and only 4% of 

managers do not see the need to have this skill represented on 
their teams. 

Similarly, both computer/digital forensics and cybersecurity 
present opportunities, with 49% and 47% of managers, 
respectively, currently seeking or expecting to add these skill 
sets to their teams; however, such openings might be more 
limited, as 17% and 22% of managers, respectively, do not see 
the need for investigators with these skill sets on their in-house 
investigation teams.

Skill Sets of Fraud Investigators
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We also asked the managers in our study to identify the top three qualifications they prioritize when hiring new staff members 
for their fraud investigation teams. Figure 24 shows that 57% of managers focus on candidates’ professional licenses and 
certifications, and 55% seek candidates with prior investigation experience, making these the highest-priority qualifications. 
In addition, 45% of managers seek candidates with relevant education and degrees, and approximately one-third highly value 
prior fraud-related experience.

FIG. 24  What qualifications do managers look for when hiring fraud investigators?
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Because the landscape of fraud, and of fraud investigations, 
is ever-changing, it is important for organizations to invest 
in developing their fraud investigation teams’ skills and 
knowledge. Providing training for investigators helps ensure 
that they are educated on emerging fraud trends and risks, as 
well as able to apply the most current investigative techniques. 

To help organizations benchmark their spending on this 
type of professional development, we asked the managers 

in our study about their average annual training budget per 
fraud investigator. For all of the fraud investigation teams in 
our study, the median training budget per fraud investigator 
is $2,000 per year. However, there is some variation in this 
amount across industries. As noted in Figure 25, professional 
services firms tend to provide the greatest amount of funding 
for training their investigators, with a median of $5,000 per 
investigator per year. In contrast, retail organizations have the 
smallest annual training budget per investigator, at $1,500. 

Training Budgets for Fraud Investigation Teams

FIG. 25  How does the average annual training budget per fraud investigator vary by industry?*
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Organizational Trends
In addition to benchmarking actual performance, it can be helpful to gain an understanding of 
overall trends pertaining to fraud at other organizations. 

Organizational Trends
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An effective in-house fraud investigation team is one part of a comprehensive fraud risk management program; together with 
proactive preventive and detective measures, the investigation team helps reduce the organization’s overall risk of fraud. To help 
organizations understand how their peers are viewing their fraud risks, we asked survey respondents how susceptible they believe 
their organizations are to both occupational frauds (i.e., those committed by employees) and external frauds compared to two 
years ago. The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 26. Interestingly, organizations appear to be more optimistic about their 
ability to combat occupational fraud than external frauds. In the survey, 49% of respondents believe their organizations are more 
vulnerable to external frauds now than in the past, compared to 38% of respondents who note the same about occupational fraud. 
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FIG. ?: How susceptible to fraud are organizations 
compared to two years ago?
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FIG. 26  How susceptible to fraud are organizations compared to two years ago?

Management’s Understanding of Fraud Risk

Obtaining management’s buy-in and support for anti-fraud efforts is an 
essential part of an effective fraud risk management program. Getting 
full support from those who oversee the organization requires ensuring 
that they fully understand the fraud risks that the organization faces. We 
asked survey respondents whether they believe management at their 
organizations has an adequate understanding of their fraud risks. The 
results of this, as shown in Figure 27, are encouraging. More than 60% of 
the investigation teams in our study work under leadership that understands 
their organizations’ fraud risks. However, 38% of teams do not have the 
same experience, meaning they are more likely to experience additional 
roadblocks and challenges in getting sufficient resources, prioritization, and 
acceptance of initiatives from management.

No
38% 62%

Yes

FIG. 27   Does management have an adequate 
understanding of fraud risk?
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One way that management demonstrates its commitment to combating fraud is by devoting appropriate resources to anti-fraud 
initiatives. As noted in Figure 28, 58% of the investigation teams in our study believe that the current levels of staffing and resources 
for their anti-fraud programs are inadequate—with 20% being much too low. Just over one-third of the teams have sufficient 
resources and staffing, and 8% state that they have better than adequate staffing and resources.

Investment in Anti-Fraud Resources

FIG. 28  How adequate are organizations’ anti-fraud staffing and resources?
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Looking forward, most teams (60%) expect to see their organizations increase their investments in anti-fraud programs in the near 
future. 43% of respondents indicated that they believe their anti-fraud budgets will slightly increase, and another 17% anticipate a 
significant increase in anti-fraud investment. Only 4% expect their organizations to reduce the amount of funding for their anti-fraud 
programs in the next two years.

FIG. 29  How are organizations’ investments in anti-fraud programs expected to change in the next two years?
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ABOUT THE ACFE

Founded in 1988 by Dr. Joseph T. Wells, CFE, CPA, the ACFE is the world’s largest anti-fraud 
organization and premier provider of anti-fraud training and education. Together with more than 
85,000 members in more than 150 countries, the ACFE is reducing business fraud worldwide 
and providing the training and resources needed to fight fraud more effectively. 

The positive effects of anti-fraud training are far-reaching. Clearly, the best way to combat 
fraud is to educate anyone engaged in fighting fraud on how to effectively prevent, detect and 
investigate it. By educating, uniting and supporting the global anti-fraud community with the 
tools to fight fraud more effectively, the ACFE is reducing business fraud worldwide and inspiring 
public confidence in the integrity and objectivity of the profession. The ACFE offers its members 
the opportunity for professional certification. The Certified Fraud Examiner (CFE) credential is 
preferred by businesses and government entities around the world and indicates expertise in 
fraud prevention and detection.

MEMBERSHIP
Immediate access to world-class anti-fraud knowledge and tools is a necessity in the fight 
against fraud. Members of the ACFE include accountants, internal auditors, fraud investigators, 
law enforcement officers, lawyers, business leaders, risk/compliance professionals and 
educators, all of whom have access to expert training, educational tools and resources. Members 
from all over the world have come to depend on the ACFE for solutions to the challenges they 
face in their professions. Whether their career is focused exclusively on preventing and detecting 
fraudulent activities or they just want to learn more about fraud, the ACFE provides the essential 
tools and resources necessary for anti-fraud professionals to accomplish their objectives. 

CERTIFIED FRAUD EXAMINERS
Certified Fraud Examiners (CFEs) are anti-fraud experts who have demonstrated knowledge 
in four critical areas: Financial Transactions and Fraud Schemes, Law, Investigation, and Fraud 
Prevention and Deterrence. In support of CFEs and the CFE credential, the ACFE:

• Provides bona fide qualifications for CFEs through administration of the CFE Exam

• Requires CFEs to adhere to a strict code of professional conduct and ethics

• Serves as the global representative for CFEs to business, government and academic 
institutions

• Provides leadership to inspire public confidence in the integrity, objectivity and 
professionalism of CFEs

For more information, visit ACFE.com.

GLOBAL HEADQUARTERS • THE GREGOR BUILDING
716 West Ave • Austin, TX 78701-2727 • USA
Phone: (800) 245-3321 / +1 (512) 478-9000
Web: ACFE.com • info@ACFE.com
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