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Abstract 
This systematic review synthesizes evidence on vendor risk management (VRM) in cloud-centric 
architectures with explicit attention to three anchor frameworks—SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO/IEC 27001—
and their combined effects on organizational governance and operational performance. Following PRISMA 
2020 procedures, we searched multidisciplinary databases and targeted repositories (2000–2024), identifying 
1,344 records, screening 1,086 after de-duplication, and including 149 studies in the final corpus. Across 
these studies, four results recur. First, layered adoption—pairing a risk-based management system (ISO/IEC 
27001) with market-credible attestation (SOC 2 Type II) and, where applicable, regulatory authorization 
(FedRAMP)—is consistently associated with shorter third-party onboarding cycles, fewer and less persistent 
audit exceptions, and clearer control ownership. Second, lifecycle governance practices—continuous 
monitoring cadences, time-bound remediation plans, and routine executive review—correlate with improved 
control effectiveness, reduced configuration drift and privilege creep, and faster incident containment. Third, 
evidence portability—cross-mapping control catalogs and curating reusable proof sets—yields procurement 
efficiencies, lowers audit fatigue, and enables a single corrective action to close findings across multiple 
regimes. Fourth, outcomes depend on organizational embedding: executive sponsorship, board-level key risk 
indicators, and cross-functional workflows (security–legal–procurement–audit) translate formal standards 
into day-to-day reliability. The evidence base, however, exhibits geographic concentration in OECD contexts 
and limited longitudinal designs, qualifying generalizability and underscoring the importance of context 
when interpreting effect sizes. Overall, the review portrays VRM not as a discrete compliance task but as an 
integrated system of communication and control in which portfolio alignment of frameworks, portability of 
assurance evidence, lifecycle cadence, and organizational integration jointly account for reliable gains in 
audit predictability, onboarding efficiency, and operational resilience across distributed cloud supply chains. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Vendor Risk Management (VRM) refers to the structured process by which organizations identify, 
assess, monitor, and mitigate risks arising from their relationships with third-party service providers, 
particularly those entrusted with sensitive data or critical operations. In cloud-centric architectures, 
where organizations increasingly rely on Infrastructure-as-a-Service (IaaS), Platform-as-a-Service 
(PaaS), and Software-as-a-Service (SaaS) providers, VRM becomes a cornerstone of organizational 
governance (Mehri et al., 2022).  
 

Figure 1: Vendor Risk Management in Cloud 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cloud-centric architectures decentralize data storage and processing across globally distributed 
infrastructures, which while enhancing scalability, simultaneously introduce multilayered risk vectors 
spanning data breaches, compliance failures, operational disruptions, and reputational damage. The 
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) has noted that vendor dependencies in cloud 
ecosystems require risk assessment models distinct from those used in on-premise IT systems. Scholars 
emphasize that VRM involves continuous oversight rather than point-in-time audits, embedding risk 
intelligence into procurement, contracting, and operational monitoring processes (Ahmadi et al., 2021). 
Cloud-centric VRM frameworks often incorporate risk tiering, due diligence assessments, contractually 
mandated security controls, and ongoing compliance attestations to ensure alignment with 
organizational risk appetite. Empirical studies have shown that unmanaged vendor risks have led to 
major cloud-related data breaches and regulatory penalties, underscoring the high-stakes nature of 
VRM. Consequently, defining VRM within the context of cloud-centric architectures establishes the 
conceptual foundation for examining the specialized frameworks—SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO 27001—
that institutionalize these practices globally (Mehri et al., 2023). 
The internationalization of cloud services has transformed vendor risk from a localized operational 
concern into a global governance imperative, making VRM practices central to digital trust and 
economic security. Global enterprises often distribute their data across multiple jurisdictions, which 
exposes them to diverse regulatory regimes such as the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) in 
the European Union, the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA) in the United States, and the 
Personal Data Protection Act (PDPA) in Singapore. Cross-border data flows amplify the risk surface, 
as organizations must ensure that third-party vendors comply with heterogeneous privacy, security, 
and breach notification requirements simultaneously (Singh et al., 2022). Studies show that 
multinational corporations increasingly evaluate vendor compliance with international security 
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standards as a prerequisite for contractual engagement to mitigate jurisdictional uncertainties. The 
global cloud market, projected to exceed USD 1 trillion in the mid-2020s, is driven by complex supply 
chains where vendors, subcontractors, and hyperscale cloud platforms interoperate in layered 
architectures. This interconnectedness elevates the systemic risk of cascading failures if any vendor in 
the chain is compromised (Jahid, 2022; Sunderkrishnan, 2016). International bodies such as the 
International Organization for Standardization (ISO) and the Cloud Security Alliance (CSA) have 
emphasized that globally harmonized VRM standards are essential to maintaining cross-border trust 
and interoperability. Thus, the international dimension of VRM highlights its significance not only as 
an organizational safeguard but as an enabler of global digital commerce, financial stability, and 
regulatory alignment (Borelli & Gatt, 2019; Arifur & Noor, 2022). 
The SOC 2 (System and Organization Controls 2) framework, developed by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants (AICPA), has become a cornerstone of vendor assurance in cloud-centric 
architectures, focusing on five Trust Services Criteria: security, availability, processing integrity, 
confidentiality, and privacy. SOC 2 audits are conducted by independent certified public accountants, 
providing attestation reports that evaluate whether a vendor’s controls are suitably designed and 
effectively operating over time. Scholars emphasize that SOC 2 has emerged as a de facto standard for 
vendor evaluation, particularly in North American and transatlantic cloud supply chains, because it 
provides a common assurance language for contractual negotiations (Jain & Khurana, 2016; Hasan & 
Uddin, 2022). Research demonstrates that SOC 2 reporting promotes continuous control monitoring 
and remediation processes, reducing operational risk and enhancing audit readiness for downstream 
regulatory assessments. The Trust Services Criteria map onto several international norms, allowing 
SOC 2 reports to serve as a proxy indicator of alignment with GDPR, HIPAA, and ISO 27001 
requirements, thereby facilitating cross-regulatory compliance. Studies highlight that organizations 
incorporating SOC 2 compliance into vendor selection processes experience lower incidence of service 
outages, data leaks, and contractual disputes, underscoring its preventive governance value. Moreover, 
SOC 2’s emphasis on continuous monitoring rather than point-in-time evaluation aligns with the 
dynamic risk environment of cloud ecosystems, where vendor controls must adapt rapidly to evolving 
threat landscapes (Rahaman, 2022; Shou et al., 2018). SOC 2 thus functions as both a compliance 
framework and a strategic risk instrument within vendor risk management architectures globally. 
The Federal Risk and Authorization Management Program (FedRAMP), established by the U.S. 
government, provides a standardized security assessment and continuous monitoring framework for 
cloud service providers serving federal agencies, setting a benchmark for vendor risk governance. 
FedRAMP mandates adherence to NIST Special Publication 800-53 security controls, requiring rigorous 
third-party assessments and ongoing authorization maintenance. Scholars argue that FedRAMP 
represents one of the most institutionalized models of vendor oversight, embedding security 
governance within the federal procurement apparatus (Rahaman & Ashraf, 2022; Bogaert & Jaarsveld, 
2022). Studies have shown that FedRAMP compliance not only enhances vendor credibility in the 
public sector but also influences vendor adoption in the private sector, where FedRAMP authorization 
serves as a proxy for high-assurance security maturity. FedRAMP’s continuous monitoring regime—
requiring monthly vulnerability scans, annual assessments, and real-time incident reporting—
illustrates a lifecycle-based approach to VRM, contrasting with more static certification models (Keskin 
et al., 2021; Islam, 2022). Research demonstrates that the FedRAMP marketplace has cultivated a 
competitive vendor ecosystem where compliance confers market advantage, reinforcing security 
investments across the supply chain. The program’s alignment with federal information security laws 
such as FISMA and with global standards such as ISO 27001 enhances its interoperability, enabling 
cross-sectoral adoption. Consequently, FedRAMP exemplifies how regulatory-driven frameworks can 
institutionalize VRM in cloud architectures, reducing systemic vulnerabilities through standardized, 
enforceable vendor controls (Hasan et al., 2022; Wiengarten et al., 2016). 
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Figure 2: Key Cloud Vendor Governance Frameworks 

 

ISO/IEC 27001 is an international standard that specifies requirements for establishing, implementing, 
maintaining, and continually improving an Information Security Management System (ISMS), and it 
has become a globally recognized benchmark for vendor security assurance . Unlike SOC 2 and 
FedRAMP, which are primarily audit and authorization frameworks, ISO 27001 provides a 
comprehensive management systems approach, requiring organizations to assess risks, implement 
controls from ISO 27002, and undergo regular internal and external audits. Scholars highlight that ISO 
27001 certification signals organizational commitment to security governance, risk management, and 
continuous improvement, making it a preferred criterion in international vendor selection (Di Giulio 
et al., 2017a; Redwanul & Zafor, 2022). Empirical research indicates that ISO 27001 adoption enhances 
vendor trustworthiness and reduces perceived risk among stakeholders, especially in cross-border 
contracts where legal enforcement may be uncertain. ISO 27001’s Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle embeds 
security into organizational culture, operational processes, and vendor oversight mechanisms. 
Comparative studies demonstrate that ISO 27001-certified vendors exhibit lower security incident 
rates, faster breach response times, and improved compliance with regional privacy regulations such 
as GDPR. Furthermore, ISO 27001 integrates seamlessly with other governance frameworks such as 
COBIT and ITIL, enabling its incorporation into broader enterprise risk management programs (Rezaul 
& Mesbaul, 2022; Tang & Liu, 2015). As a result, ISO 27001 functions as a linchpin for harmonizing 
vendor risk management practices across jurisdictions, industries, and regulatory environments. 
Comparative scholarship emphasizes that SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO 27001 reflect complementary yet 
distinct approaches to vendor risk governance, shaped by their institutional origins, assurance 
mechanisms, and geographic diffusion (Islam et al., 2015; Hasan, 2022). SOC 2 is market-driven, relying 
on voluntary attestations and flexible criteria tailored to individual organizational contexts, making it 
particularly prevalent in private-sector and cross-industry vendor relationships. FedRAMP is 
regulatory-driven, applying mandatory controls and centralized oversight for vendors serving U.S. 
federal agencies, which imposes high entry barriers but yields strong assurance depth. ISO 27001 is 
standards-driven, offering a globally harmonized framework emphasizing process maturity and 
continuous improvement (Tarek, 2022; Udayakumar, 2023). Scholars argue that these frameworks can 
be strategically combined in layered VRM programs to balance flexibility, assurance, and 
interoperability. For instance, organizations often use SOC 2 to assess operational controls, ISO 27001 
to evaluate governance maturity, and FedRAMP to benchmark vendors requiring high-assurance 
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environments. Comparative studies demonstrate that such hybrid approaches mitigate control gaps 
and reduce vendor onboarding timelines by providing modular assurance pathways (Chakraborty & 
Chowdhury, 2020; Kamrul & Omar, 2022). However, the effectiveness of these frameworks depends on 
continuous monitoring and cross-mapping their controls to organizational risk registers, requiring 
substantial governance capacity. This comparative perspective underscores the necessity of viewing 
SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO 27001 as synergistic instruments within a multilayered vendor risk 
management ecosystem. 
The scholarly literature on vendor risk management in cloud-centric architectures has expanded 
rapidly but remains fragmented across disciplines such as information systems, cybersecurity, 
governance, and risk management, necessitating systematic synthesis. Studies variously emphasize 
technical security controls, regulatory compliance, trust-building mechanisms, or organizational 
governance models, but few comprehensively integrate these perspectives (Filiposka et al., 2016; 
Kamrul & Tarek, 2022). Bibliometric analyses reveal clusters of SOC 2 research within accounting and 
auditing domains, FedRAMP studies within public administration literature, and ISO 27001 research 
within information security management scholarship. This disciplinary siloing has produced 
conceptual fragmentation, limiting cumulative knowledge on how these frameworks collectively shape 
vendor risk governance in global cloud ecosystems. Moreover, existing reviews are often narrative or 
scoping in nature and lack the methodological rigor of systematic reviews, which can synthesize 
heterogeneous evidence to evaluate convergence, divergence, and gaps . Scholars emphasize that 
systematic reviews grounded in PRISMA procedures enhance transparency, replicability, and 
reliability in governance research (Ilager et al., 2020; Mubashir & Abdul, 2022). By focusing on SOC 2, 
FedRAMP, and ISO 27001 within a single analytical frame, this review addresses a critical need for 
cross-framework synthesis to clarify their respective and collective roles in institutionalizing vendor 
risk governance. Such an approach aligns with calls for integrative frameworks that bridge technical, 
regulatory, and organizational dimensions of cloud governance (Verma & Sood, 2018). The 
methodological rationale is therefore anchored in addressing this conceptual and disciplinary 
fragmentation through a systematic, evidence-based synthesis of the literature on SOC 2, FedRAMP, 
and ISO 27001 practices in vendor risk management. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Vendor Risk Management (VRM) has emerged as a pivotal domain in the study of cloud-centric 
architectures, reflecting the complex interdependencies between technology providers, regulatory 
regimes, and organizational governance frameworks (Dogo et al., 2018). The academic literature in this 
field spans multiple disciplinary silos—information systems, cybersecurity, public administration, 
accounting, and risk management—each offering distinct yet overlapping insights into how 
organizations manage risks associated with third-party cloud service providers. This review organizes 
the scholarly landscape into eight thematic domains, synthesizing empirical studies, theoretical 
models, and policy-oriented frameworks to clarify how SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO 27001 operate as 
foundational mechanisms for vendor assurance. The review begins by establishing the conceptual and 
theoretical underpinnings of VRM, then examines each of the three frameworks individually, followed 
by their comparative analyses, governance impacts, and integration within enterprise risk 
management. It concludes by identifying the major empirical and conceptual gaps in the literature that 
necessitate systematic synthesis. This structure provides a logical progression from foundational 
principles to applied frameworks, ensuring analytical coherence while capturing the multidimensional 
nature of VRM in cloud-centric ecosystems (Ahanger et al., 2022). 
Vendor Risk Management (VRM)  
Vendor Risk Management (VRM) has emerged as a critical discipline within contemporary information 
systems governance, particularly as organizations increasingly rely on third-party vendors for cloud-
based infrastructure and services. Scholars conceptualize VRM as a multidimensional framework 
encompassing risk identification, due diligence, contract governance, and continuous monitoring 
designed to mitigate operational, financial, reputational, and legal risks arising from third-party 
relationships. Risk identification entails the systematic discovery of potential threats embedded in 
vendor operations, technologies, and supply chains, often using standardized assessment templates 
and threat modeling tools (Kaya et al., 2020; Muhammad & Kamrul, 2022). Due diligence refers to the 
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pre-contract evaluation of a vendor’s security controls, financial stability, and regulatory compliance 
posture, which research shows reduces information asymmetries between contracting parties. Contract 
governance embeds risk controls into legal agreements, specifying performance metrics, audit rights, 
data handling requirements, and breach notification protocols to ensure enforceability of security 
obligations (Ooko et al., 2021; Reduanul & Shoeb, 2022). Continuous monitoring closes the loop by 
providing ongoing oversight of vendor security practices through automated tools, periodic 
assessments, and incident reporting mechanisms. Studies emphasize that these four pillars are 
interdependent, forming an iterative VRM lifecycle that must adapt to evolving technological 
environments and threat landscapes. Within cloud-centric ecosystems—characterized by dynamic 
provisioning, multitenancy, and global supply chains—this holistic VRM approach has become 
essential to maintaining operational continuity and regulatory compliance (Bailas et al., 2018; Kumar 
& Zobayer, 2022).  
 

Figure 3: Key Components of a Vendor Governance Framework 

 
The conceptualization of VRM as a continuous governance process rather than a one-time procurement 
activity reflects its centrality in managing systemic risks inherent in outsourced cloud service delivery. 
The literature underscores fundamental differences between traditional on-premise risk models and 
those applicable to cloud-centric vendor ecosystems, highlighting how the latter require novel 
governance architectures and assessment strategies. On-premise models assume organizational control 
over infrastructure, data flows, and security policies, allowing risk assessments to be bounded within 
a single organizational perimeter. By contrast, cloud-centric environments distribute data and 
processing across geographically dispersed infrastructures operated by multiple independent vendors, 
generating complex interdependencies that undermine traditional perimeter-based controls. Scholars 
note that shared responsibility models—where cloud service providers manage underlying 
infrastructure while customers manage configurations, access, and data security—blur accountability 
boundaries and complicate risk attribution during incidents (Jagadeeswari et al., 2018; Sadia & Shaiful, 
2022). This decentralization expands the attack surface, increasing exposure to supply chain attacks, 
data exfiltration, and service continuity risks. Research shows that conventional security audits 
designed for on-premise systems often fail to detect vulnerabilities in federated and multitenant 
architectures, necessitating cloud-specific VRM frameworks emphasizing continuous monitoring and 
contractual enforceability. Moreover, cloud vendor ecosystems introduce jurisdictional and regulatory 
risks due to cross-border data flows, requiring organizations to align vendor contracts with multiple 
privacy regimes simultaneously. Empirical studies demonstrate that organizations relying on legacy 
risk models in cloud contexts exhibit higher rates of misconfigurations and compliance breaches, 
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supporting arguments that cloud ecosystems require fundamentally different vendor oversight 
approaches (Noor & Momena, 2022; Stănescu et al., 2015). Collectively, this body of scholarship 
confirms that cloud-centric VRM must account for distributed control, shared accountability, and 
regulatory heterogeneity—factors largely absent in traditional on-premise risk models. 
A central component of contemporary VRM frameworks is the use of risk tiering models to classify 
vendors according to their criticality and inherent risk exposure, enabling organizations to allocate 
oversight resources proportionately. Risk tiering involves categorizing vendors based on factors such 
as data sensitivity, system integration depth, operational dependency, and regulatory impact, thereby 
aligning monitoring intensity with risk magnitude. Studies highlight that tiering provides a scalable 
approach to managing complex vendor portfolios, particularly in cloud ecosystems where the number 
of third-party relationships can number in the hundreds (Al-Masri, 2018; Istiaque et al., 2023). High-
risk vendors—such as those with access to sensitive data or critical infrastructure—are subject to 
enhanced due diligence, contractual controls, and continuous security monitoring, whereas low-risk 
vendors receive lighter oversight. Empirical research shows that organizations employing formal risk 
tiering experience fewer security incidents and audit deficiencies compared to those using ad hoc or 
uniform oversight approaches. Risk tiering frameworks often incorporate quantitative scoring models 
that evaluate vendors across multiple risk domains, including information security maturity, financial 
stability, and compliance posture. Scholars also emphasize the integration of risk tiering with enterprise 
risk management (ERM) systems, which facilitates centralized oversight and reporting to executive 
leadership and regulatory authorities (Hasan et al., 2023; Stergiou et al., 2018). By embedding tiered 
vendor oversight into procurement workflows, organizations create governance architectures that are 
both risk-sensitive and resource-efficient. The literature thus positions risk tiering as a linchpin of 
cloud-centric VRM programs, enabling organizations to prioritize controls and monitoring 
mechanisms according to the risk profile of each vendor relationship. 
Empirical studies on cloud vendor-related incidents illustrate the tangible consequences of inadequate 
VRM, reinforcing the strategic importance of robust oversight mechanisms. Diop et al. (2023) analyzed 
over 12,000 cybersecurity incidents and found that third-party service providers accounted for a 
growing share of data breaches, often resulting in cascading reputational and financial damage for 
client organizations. Godbole and Lamb (2018) reported that breaches involving cloud vendors cost 
organizations an average of 37% more than breaches contained within internal systems, largely due to 
notification obligations, legal liabilities, and operational disruptions. Case studies further show how 
insufficient vendor oversight has led to widespread service outages; for example, Deebak and Hwang 
2023) document major cloud platform disruptions triggered by misconfigured vendor controls. 
Yamakawa et al. (2021) note that vendor-related outages often trigger regulatory scrutiny, contractual 
disputes, and loss of customer trust, compounding operational losses with strategic reputational risks. 
Ray (2016) emphasize that vendor incidents frequently reveal systemic weaknesses in contractual 
governance, such as unclear breach liability clauses and inadequate audit provisions. Research by 
Marjani et al. (2017) also highlights how vendor failures propagate through interconnected cloud 
supply chains, amplifying operational risk beyond the initial point of compromise. Empirical surveys 
indicate that organizations with formal VRM programs experience lower breach frequencies and 
shorter recovery times than those relying on informal or reactive oversight. These findings demonstrate 
that vendor-related incidents are not isolated anomalies but predictable outcomes of governance 
deficiencies, validating theoretical claims that VRM must be embedded as a continuous and strategic 
function within cloud-centric architectures (Marjani et al., 2017; Md Sultan et al., 2023). 
Theoretical Perspectives on Vendor Risk Governance 
Principal–agent theory has become a foundational lens for understanding the governance challenges 
inherent in vendor risk management (VRM) within cloud-centric ecosystems. It frames vendor 
relationships as contractual arrangements where organizations (principals) delegate operational 
responsibilities to third-party service providers (agents) who may have divergent incentives and 
asymmetric information (Alouffi et al., 2021; Hossen et al., 2023). This theory emphasizes the risk of 
opportunistic behavior, information withholding, and misaligned objectives, which are intensified in 
cloud environments due to the technical opacity of vendor infrastructures (Zimmermann et al., 2015). 
Empirical studies demonstrate that vendors often possess superior knowledge of their security 
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postures and operational practices, creating monitoring gaps that principals must address through 
contractual controls, audits, and incentive alignment mechanisms. Risk governance theory 
complements this perspective by situating VRM within broader institutional frameworks of risk 
oversight, emphasizing the allocation of risk responsibilities across multi-level governance structures 
(Tawfiqul, 2023; Tuyishime et al., 2023).  
 

Figure 4: Vendor Risk Governance in Cloud Ecosystems 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scholars argue that risk governance approaches expand beyond contractual enforcement to include 
organizational cultures of risk awareness, decision transparency, and stakeholder accountability. In the 
context of cloud-centric architectures, risk governance models emphasize integrating vendor oversight 
into enterprise-wide risk management (ERM) systems, where risks are evaluated collectively rather 
than in isolated silos (Gupta et al., 2020; Sanjai et al., 2023). This synthesis of principal–agent and risk 
governance theories underlines how VRM must combine transactional controls with institutionalized 
oversight mechanisms, thereby mitigating agency problems while embedding risk responsibility 
within organizational governance structures. By highlighting incentive misalignment and systemic 
accountability gaps, these theories collectively provide a conceptual foundation for analyzing how 
organizations design, implement, and enforce vendor risk controls in distributed cloud environments 
(Mohindru et al., 2020; Akter et al., 2023). 
Institutional theory provides a powerful framework for understanding how organizational norms, 
regulatory pressures, and cultural expectations shape vendor risk governance in cloud-centric 
ecosystems. It posits that organizations adopt standardized practices, such as SOC 2, FedRAMP, and 
ISO 27001, not only to manage risk but also to achieve legitimacy and align with institutional 
expectations in their organizational fields. Research shows that coercive pressures from regulators, 
normative pressures from professional bodies, and mimetic pressures from industry peers drive 
widespread adoption of standardized vendor oversight practices (Istiaque et al., 2024; Jain & Khurana, 
2016). In parallel, sociotechnical systems theory offers a complementary lens by emphasizing the 
interdependence between social actors (vendors, regulators, customers) and technological 
infrastructures (cloud platforms, monitoring tools) in shaping VRM outcomes. Scholars argue that 
cloud-centric vendor ecosystems are complex adaptive systems where technical risks cannot be 
disentangled from organizational practices and cultural norms. Empirical studies illustrate how 
sociotechnical misalignments—such as undertrained staff managing complex monitoring platforms—
undermine the effectiveness of VRM frameworks despite technical sophistication (Hasan et al., 2024; 
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Santos et al., 2019). Institutional theory also explains cross-national convergence in vendor oversight 
practices, showing how global supply chains generate pressures for harmonization around 
international standards like ISO 27001. Meanwhile, sociotechnical theory accounts for persistent 
implementation gaps by highlighting the role of human factors, organizational cultures, and socio-
organizational networks (Snippert et al., 2015). This dual-theoretical synthesis underscores that vendor 
risk governance is not solely a technical compliance activity but an institutionally embedded 
sociotechnical process requiring alignment between regulatory expectations, organizational behaviors, 
and technological capabilities (Gozman & Currie, 2015). 
Trust theory, legitimacy theory, and information asymmetry frameworks collectively provide a 
behavioral and relational foundation for understanding vendor assurance practices in cloud-centric 
architectures. Trust theory conceptualizes trust as the willingness of an organization to be vulnerable 
to a vendor’s actions based on positive expectations of reliability, integrity, and competence. Studies 
indicate that trust reduces transaction costs and oversight burdens, allowing organizations to focus on 
strategic value creation rather than exhaustive monitoring (Jiang et al., 2021). However, in high-risk 
environments such as cloud ecosystems, scholars argue that trust must be “institutionalized” through 
formal assurance mechanisms like third-party audits, certifications, and contractual controls to offset 
inherent vulnerabilities. Legitimacy theory complements this perspective by framing vendor assurance 
as a signaling activity through which organizations demonstrate conformity with societal and 
regulatory expectations to maintain their social license to operate (Singi et al., 2019). Empirical research 
shows that vendors achieving ISO 27001 or SOC 2 certification experience increased market legitimacy, 
improved client acquisition, and enhanced stakeholder confidence. Information asymmetry theory 
further clarifies these dynamics by explaining how assurance frameworks reduce knowledge gaps 
between vendors and clients, enabling principals to evaluate agents’ hidden actions and attributes. 
Studies show that transparent disclosure of security controls, performance metrics, and audit reports 
significantly reduces perceived risk and improves contracting efficiency (Erasmus & Marnewick, 2021). 
Collectively, these theories converge on the notion that trust and legitimacy in cloud vendor 
relationships are not innate attributes but constructed outcomes of mechanisms designed to manage 
and reduce information asymmetries in complex technological environments (Prosman et al., 2016). 
While much of the vendor risk governance literature emphasizes technocratic models grounded in 
formal controls, audits, and certifications, critical scholars argue that such approaches can obscure 
underlying power dynamics, marginalize stakeholders, and produce compliance-oriented rather than 
resilience-oriented governance. Technocratic models assume that risk can be objectively measured and 
managed through standardized controls, but this view has been criticized for neglecting the 
sociopolitical dimensions of cloud ecosystems, where power asymmetries and conflicting interests 
shape risk perceptions and priorities (Baur et al., 2017). Studies document how overreliance on 
prescriptive risk frameworks can create “checkbox compliance” cultures that prioritize documentation 
over substantive security improvement. In contrast, participatory governance approaches advocate 
involving multiple stakeholders—such as IT staff, end-users, regulators, and civil society actors—in 
shaping vendor risk policies and oversight processes. Empirical research from multi-stakeholder cloud 
consortia shows that participatory governance fosters shared ownership of risk, improves contextual 
adaptation of controls, and enhances transparency in decision-making. Scholars also argue that 
participatory models can help counteract biases inherent in technocratic systems, such as the exclusion 
of small vendors from procurement due to disproportionate compliance burdens (Ooms, 2022). 
Moreover, participatory approaches support dynamic risk sensing by incorporating diverse 
perspectives on emerging threats that formal frameworks may overlook. This critique-oriented 
literature warns that purely technocratic approaches can entrench existing inequalities and blind spots, 
whereas participatory governance models create more adaptive, inclusive, and accountable vendor risk 
oversight structures . 
SOC 2 as a Private-Sector Assurance Framework 
SOC 2 emerged from the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants’ (AICPA) effort to create 
an assurance regime tailored to service organizations whose risks center on information processing 
rather than financial reporting, succeeding earlier WebTrust/SysTrust directions and aligning with the 
COSO internal control model. At its core are the Trust Services Criteria (TSC)—security, availability, 
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processing integrity, confidentiality, and privacy—which function as a common assurance vocabulary 
for buyers and vendors in cloud supply chains (Slayton & Clark‐Ginsberg, 2018). The security category 
(often treated as the “common criteria”) anchors the report to access control, change management, and 
incident response, while availability addresses resilience and capacity management; processing 
integrity concerns the completeness, accuracy, and timeliness of transactions; confidentiality governs 
classification, encryption, and retention; and privacy focuses on notice, choice, collection, use, 
disclosure, and data subject rights.  

 
Figure 5: SOC 1 and SOC 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Studies in accounting and information systems show that the TSC codify expectations that were 
previously negotiated idiosyncratically in contracts, thereby reducing information asymmetry and 
due-diligence costs in vendor selection. Research further notes that SOC 2’s criteria are risk-based and 
controls-agnostic: organizations may implement heterogeneous technical and organizational measures 
so long as they demonstrably meet the criteria and supporting points of focus (Ooms, 2022). This 
flexibility has supported adoption across sectors—SaaS platforms, managed service providers, 
fintechs—where standardized financial-audit frameworks do not capture operational technology risks. 
Consequently, SOC 2 operates as a private-sector governance instrument that formalizes vendor 
assurances without prescribing a single control catalog, enabling comparative evaluation across diverse 
cloud service models (Moog et al., 2015). 
A central distinction in SOC 2 reporting concerns Type I versus Type II attestation. Type I evaluates the 
suitability of design of controls at a point in time, establishing whether policies, procedures, and 
configurations—mapped to the TSC—are appropriately designed to achieve the stated control 
objectives. Type II extends this by testing the operating effectiveness of those controls over a defined 
period (commonly 6–12 months), examining evidence such as ticketing samples, change logs, 
vulnerability scans, and incident records. Literature in assurance and governance finds that Type II 
reports carry greater decision value for risk owners because longitudinal testing reduces the risk of 
“window-dressing” and better reflects day-to-day reliability in multitenant cloud environments (Healy 
et al., 2016). Empirical work associates Type II reporting with stronger vendor monitoring cultures, 
because organizations must sustain control performance under auditor sampling across the entire 
period. Scholars also note that procurement teams frequently tier vendors by requiring Type II for 
higher-risk data processing while accepting Type I for lower-risk integrations, thereby aligning 
assurance depth with inherent risk. From the buyer’s perspective, the presence of deviations 
(exceptions) in Type II test results is decision-useful; exceptions catalyze risk treatment through 
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remediation plans, compensating controls, or contract conditions (Barnett, 2016). In short, the Type 
I/Type II distinction operationalizes a lifecycle view of control assurance—design adequacy versus 
proven performance—thereby structuring how organizations calibrate trust, oversight, and contractual 
obligations in vendor governance (Rahim et al., 2023). 
FedRAMP as a Regulatory Model of Vendor Governance 
The Federal Risk and Authorization Management Program (FedRAMP) was established in 2011 by the 
U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) as part of a strategic effort to standardize security 
assessments for cloud services procured by federal agencies, directly responding to the rapid migration 
of government workloads to commercial cloud environments (Zhang, 2020). FedRAMP operationalizes 
the mandates of the Federal Information Security Modernization Act (FISMA) by requiring that all 
federal cloud systems undergo security authorization using a uniform framework anchored in the 
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) Special Publication 800-53 security and privacy 
controls. This linkage to NIST SP 800-53 situates FedRAMP within a broader lineage of U.S. federal 
information security governance, embedding risk categorization (low, moderate, high impact per FIPS 
199) and control baselines (NIST SP 800-53 Rev. 5 families such as AC, AU, CM, IR, SC) into the cloud 
procurement process (Bentia, 2021).  
 

Figure 6: FedRAMP Cloud Security Compliance Framework 

 

 
 
Scholars emphasize that this integration formalizes a risk-based approach that shifts security 
assessments from discretionary agency practices to a centralized, standardized regime. The governance 
design positions FedRAMP as both a compliance and risk management apparatus: security 
authorization packages are prepared using the NIST Risk Management Framework (RMF) and must 
demonstrate implementation, assessment, and continuous monitoring of mandated controls. This 
institutionalization of security oversight through FedRAMP has significantly altered federal vendor 
risk governance by creating a single authoritative framework that enforces consistency, comparability, 
and transparency across agencies and vendors, reducing redundant audits and accelerating cloud 
adoption in the public sector (Bentia, 2021). 
A defining feature of FedRAMP is its rigorous continuous monitoring (ConMon) model, which requires 
cloud service providers (CSPs) to maintain ongoing security assurance rather than relying on static 
point-in-time audits. Under FedRAMP, authorized CSPs must submit monthly vulnerability scans, 
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annual security assessments, incident response documentation, and Plan of Action & Milestones 
(POA&M) updates to demonstrate sustained control effectiveness. These activities are overseen by 
Third-Party Assessment Organizations (3PAOs) accredited by the FedRAMP Program Management 
Office (PMO), who perform initial security assessments, validate remediation actions, and conduct 
periodic reassessments to ensure conformance with NIST SP 800-53 baselines. FedRAMP also enforces 
a tiered authorization hierarchy—ranging from Agency Authorization to the more stringent Joint 
Authorization Board (JAB) Provisional Authorization (P-ATO)—which allows risk owners to calibrate 
assurance depth to system impact levels (Salijeni et al., 2019). Scholars note that the ConMon regime 
shifts assurance from compliance verification to operational performance validation, institutionalizing 
security as an ongoing responsibility rather than a contractual prerequisite. Empirical studies highlight 
that FedRAMP’s continuous monitoring framework fosters security maturity among CSPs by 
embedding structured feedback loops and mandatory remediation cycles into their operational 
workflows (Nigri & Del Baldo, 2018). This lifecycle-based approach stands in contrast to private-sector 
frameworks such as SOC 2, which—although rigorous—are not federally mandated and often operate 
on annual cycles without government-operated ConMon oversight. Consequently, FedRAMP’s 
ConMon and 3PAO-driven architecture exemplifies a regulatory model that transforms vendor 
oversight from episodic assessments to continuous, metrics-driven governance (Clark et al., 2021). 
Empirical scholarship has extensively documented FedRAMP’s transformative influence on market 
dynamics, vendor competition, and perceptions of trust in government cloud ecosystems. Studies show 
that achieving FedRAMP authorization serves as a strong market signal of security maturity and 
operational reliability, which improves vendor competitiveness in bidding for federal contracts. 
Analysis by Humphrey et al. (2021) found that CSPs with FedRAMP authorizations experience faster 
procurement cycles and higher award rates, as agencies view compliance with the standardized 
framework as reducing procurement risk. Research also indicates that vendors leverage FedRAMP 
status to gain credibility in adjacent regulated sectors such as healthcare and finance, where federal-
grade security assurance enhances trust among risk-averse customers. In a survey of U.S. cloud buyers, 
Sturdy (2021) observed that FedRAMP compliance ranked among the top three criteria influencing 
vendor selection, surpassing cost considerations. Furthermore, FedRAMP’s public marketplace, which 
lists authorized services and their associated security packages, increases transparency and 
comparability between vendors, reinforcing competitive pressures to sustain compliance. From a 
governance perspective, this competitive signaling effect incentivizes vendors to invest in proactive 
risk management capabilities, such as automated configuration monitoring, zero-trust architectures, 
and enhanced incident response. Empirical evidence thus suggests that FedRAMP not only enforces 
baseline compliance but also reshapes market behaviors, positioning regulatory compliance as a 
strategic differentiator that confers reputational and operational advantages (Mirtsch et al., 2020). 
ISO 27001 as a Global Information Security Management System 
ISO/IEC 27001 has become the most widely recognized international standard for formalizing 
information security governance, establishing requirements for organizations to design, implement, 
maintain, and continually improve an Information Security Management System (ISMS). The standard 
is structured around a risk-based methodology, requiring organizations to define the scope of their 
ISMS, conduct risk assessments, identify control objectives, and implement risk treatment plans. Unlike 
prescriptive control frameworks, ISO 27001 emphasizes a management systems approach that 
integrates security into organizational strategy, policies, and operational processes (Achmadi et al., 
2018). The standard mandates documented information security policies, asset management 
procedures, access control rules, incident management protocols, and business continuity 
arrangements as part of the ISMS. External certification audits, conducted by accredited bodies, 
evaluate not only the design but also the implementation and effectiveness of these measures, ensuring 
organizations move beyond “paper compliance” toward operationalized security practices (Kitsios et 
al., 2023). Scholars emphasize that ISO 27001’s core value lies in embedding security risk thinking into 
organizational culture, elevating security from an IT function to an enterprise governance concern. 
Empirical research further shows that the structured ISMS framework enhances cross-functional 
collaboration among IT, legal, compliance, and executive stakeholders, thereby improving strategic risk 
alignment. By mandating continual review and improvement, ISO 27001 transforms information 
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security from a reactive technical task into a proactive governance capability, positioning it as a 
cornerstone of global vendor assurance and risk management architectures (Pleskach et al., 2019). 
A distinctive feature of ISO 27001 is its reliance on ISO/IEC 27002 as a supporting code of practice, 
which provides a catalog of 93 detailed security controls grouped into domains such as information 
security policies, human resource security, physical security, communications security, and system 
acquisition (Proença & Borbinha, 2018). While ISO 27001 specifies what organizations must achieve, 
ISO 27002 provides guidance on how to implement and manage these controls effectively . This 
bifurcated design enables organizations to tailor control selection to their risk contexts while 
maintaining alignment with internationally recognized best practices. Both standards are structured 
around the Plan–Do–Check–Act (PDCA) cycle, a continuous improvement model rooted in Deming’s 
quality management philosophy, which requires iterative planning, implementation, monitoring, and 
improvement of the ISMS (Hsu et al., 2016).  
 

Figure 7: Power of ISO/IEC 27001 Compliance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scholars argue that the PDCA model institutionalizes security governance as a dynamic process rather 
than a static compliance exercise, ensuring controls evolve alongside organizational changes and 
emerging threats. Research also notes that ISO 27001’s risk assessment methodology integrates with 
the PDCA cycle by requiring periodic reassessment of threats, vulnerabilities, and impacts to 
recalibrate control effectiveness. Empirical studies demonstrate that organizations using the PDCA-
driven ISMS approach achieve greater audit readiness, faster remediation of security gaps, and stronger 
executive engagement compared to those using checklist-based models (Malatji, 2023). The integration 
of ISO 27001’s requirements with ISO 27002’s prescriptive controls and the PDCA cycle thus creates a 
comprehensive governance framework that embeds continual improvement into security management 
systems. 
Empirical literature consistently links ISO 27001 adoption with improved security maturity, enhanced 
regulatory compliance, and reduced breach incidence across diverse industries and regions. (Lopes et 
al., 2019) demonstrated that ISO 27001-certified organizations exhibit higher security awareness and 
governance maturity compared to non-certified peers, citing structured risk management practices and 
top management involvement as key differentiators. Similarly, Putra et al. (2021) found that ISO 27001 
certification significantly reduces the likelihood and severity of security incidents by institutionalizing 
systematic controls and monitoring. Studies in healthcare and financial sectors report that certified 
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organizations achieve shorter incident response times and higher audit pass rates, reflecting 
operational resilience and regulatory preparedness. Research by Yoseviano and Retnowardhani (2018) 
also found measurable reductions in compliance violations and enforcement penalties among ISO 
27001-certified firms, attributing this to proactive documentation, control ownership, and evidence 
generation embedded in the ISMS framework. Ponemon Institute (2020) surveys indicate that 
organizations with ISO 27001 certification report lower per-incident breach costs, largely due to faster 
detection and containment enabled by standardized incident response processes. Scholars argue that 
certification also drives cultural change: by requiring executive endorsement, periodic reviews, and 
internal audits, ISO 27001 embeds accountability mechanisms that elevate security as an enterprise-
wide priority (Yoseviano & Retnowardhani, 2018). Cross-sectional studies of SMEs and multinational 
enterprises alike confirm that certification improves security posture irrespective of organizational size, 
demonstrating scalability of the framework. Collectively, this evidence positions ISO 27001 not merely 
as a compliance tool but as a catalyst for measurable risk reduction and security performance 
improvement in vendor ecosystems (Podrecca et al., 2022). 
ISO 27001’s global adoption has accelerated over the past two decades, making it a cornerstone of 
international vendor assurance and interoperability within complex supply chains. According to ISO 
survey data, over 70,000 organizations across more than 150 countries have achieved certification, with 
particularly strong uptake in Europe, East Asia, and North America. Scholars attribute this diffusion to 
the standard’s adaptability to different legal, cultural, and sectoral contexts, enabling both 
multinational corporations and small enterprises to implement its risk-based ISMS approach (Roy, 
2020). ISO 27001’s modular structure allows seamless integration with other governance frameworks 
such as COBIT for IT governance and ITIL for service management, enabling organizations to align 
security with broader operational and compliance objectives. Studies show that organizations that 
integrate ISO 27001 with COBIT achieve higher maturity in control design, monitoring, and metrics-
based reporting, while ITIL integration supports stronger change and incident management processes. 
ISO 27001 certification has also become instrumental for demonstrating compliance with data 
protection regimes such as the EU’s General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR), as its controls map 
closely to GDPR requirements for accountability, data minimization, security of processing, and breach 
notification (Aleksandrova et al., 2020). Research indicates that European data protection authorities 
frequently view ISO 27001 certification as persuasive evidence of “appropriate technical and 
organizational measures” under GDPR Article 32. This global recognition has created strong network 
effects: organizations increasingly select ISO 27001-certified vendors to reduce third-party risk 
exposure and streamline cross-border due diligence. Consequently, ISO 27001 has evolved from a 
security standard into a transnational governance mechanism that harmonizes vendor assurance across 
jurisdictions, industries, and regulatory systems (Kamil et al., 2023). 
Comparative Analyses of SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO 27001 
Comparative matrices in the governance literature position SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO/IEC 27001 as 
overlapping yet structurally distinct instruments differentiated by scope, assurance depth, cost profile, 
and enforcement modality. Scope distinguishes them first: SOC 2 is a private attestation focused on the 
AICPA Trust Services Criteria that flexibly applies across industries and service models; ISO 27001 
specifies a management system for information security applicable to any organization and supply 
chain; FedRAMP narrowly targets cloud services used by U.S. federal agencies and systems mapped 
to NIST SP 800-53 control baselines. Assurance depth diverges as well: SOC 2 Type II evaluates 
operating effectiveness over time through auditor sampling; ISO 27001 certifies a risk-based ISMS, 
validated by accredited certification bodies and internal audit cycles; FedRAMP layers initial 
assessment by an accredited 3PAO with continuous monitoring submissions to authorizing officials 
(Haufe et al., 2016). Cost reflects these paths: SOC 2 costs scale with audit scope and evidence readiness; 
ISO 27001 spreads expense across gap remediation, documentation, and certification surveillance; 
FedRAMP concentrates substantial upfront and ongoing costs in 3PAO testing, POA&M management, 
and monthly reporting (Feng et al., 2019; Deane et al., 2019; Shull & Carver, 2021). Enforcement varies 
most: SOC 2 and ISO 27001 are market and standards driven, enforced through contracting, reputation, 
and surveillance audits; FedRAMP is regulatory—authorization is a prerequisite to operate in federal 
contexts and nonconformance interrupts authority to process (Barafort et al., 2017). Studies conclude 
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that the three regimes are not substitutes but complementary artifacts occupying different points on a 
spectrum from flexible market assurance to prescriptive, government-anchored authorization. 
Empirical work documents hybrid adoption as the prevailing strategy in multinational enterprises 
(MNEs), where organizations layer frameworks to address heterogeneous regulatory, contractual, and 
operational demands across jurisdictions. Common patterns include ISO 27001-anchored ISMS for 
global governance, SOC 2 Type II for customer-facing assurance in North American and transatlantic 
markets, and FedRAMP authorization for U.S. public-sector workloads—frequently within the same 
provider portfolio.  
 

Figure 8: Comparative Compliance Frameworks Pyramid 

 

 
 
Case analyses show that large providers decompose their platforms into boundary-scoped offerings: a 
FedRAMP-authorized enclave for regulated U.S. government tenants, ISO 27001-certified 
environments for international tenants, and SOC 2-attested microservices for partner integrations 
(Topa & Karyda, 2019). Procurement studies note that buyers increasingly request control mappings 
among the three regimes to enable evidence reuse, accelerating due diligence across regions and 
sectors. Governance research adds that hybrid stacks are supported by shared internal control libraries 
that map NIST SP 800-53 families to ISO/IEC 27001 Annex A themes and to SOC 2 points of focus, 
enabling unified risk registers and coordinated remediation. Organizationally, MNEs align roles so that 
ISO 27001 management review cycles feed SOC 2 evidence production and FedRAMP POA&M 
updates, minimizing duplicative effort. Studies characterize these hybrids as portfolio strategies that 
hedge assurance risk: ISO 27001 delivers process maturity, SOC 2 delivers customer-credible 
attestation, and FedRAMP delivers regulatory authorization—together covering diverse stakeholder 
expectations across markets (Carvalho & Marques, 2019). 
Comparative outcomes research associates multi-framework adoption with audit efficiency, faster 
onboarding, and risk reduction when supported by disciplined evidence management. Organizations 
using SOC 2 as a reusable evidence pack report shorter vendor due-diligence cycles and reduced 
questionnaire burden, while ISO 27001’s PDCA-driven ISMS improves audit readiness and closes 
findings more predictably across surveillance years. FedRAMP continuous monitoring (ConMon) 
yields measurable operational effects: monthly scan cadence, exception tracking, and required 
remediation milestones create tighter feedback loops that correlate with improved control performance 
and reduced residual risk in longitudinal assessments. Cross-study syntheses link these mechanisms 
to lower breach frequency and severity by institutionalizing change control, access governance, and 
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incident response playbooks (Onyshchenko et al., 2020). Procurement research reports tangible 
onboarding gains when buyers can ingest SOC 2/ISO/FedRAMP crosswalks into third-party risk 
platforms, decreasing cycle time for security approvals and accelerating contract execution. At the 
governance layer, integrated control libraries reduce duplicative testing and concentrate remediation 
capacity on shared weaknesses, improving time to close for systemic issues such as logging coverage, 
identity hardening, and vulnerability management. Collectively, findings attribute performance 
improvements less to any single regime than to interoperability and evidence reuse across regimes, 
supported by risk-based scoping and centralized assurance operations (Nicho, 2018). 
Strategy scholarship emphasizes aligning framework selection with organizational risk appetite, 
regulatory exposure, and stakeholder expectations, rather than treating compliance as an 
undifferentiated checklist. Enterprises with high public-sector exposure or critical infrastructure roles 
prioritize FedRAMP-aligned control rigor and operational telemetry; vendors with broad commercial 
SaaS footprints emphasize SOC 2 Type II to signal reliability and privacy assurances to diverse 
customers; global supply chains favor ISO 27001 to institutionalize risk governance and enable cross-
border interoperability (Aleksandrov et al., 2021). Studies frame these choices as portfolio allocations: 
risk-averse organizations allocate budget toward deeper, externally validated regimes (FedRAMP P-
ATO; SOC 2 Type II), while firms with moderate appetite leverage ISO 27001’s ISMS to scale 
governance and use targeted attestations for high-risk services. Research on decision utility shows 
executives weigh marginal assurance gains against audit fatigue and opportunity cost, favoring 
frameworks that maximize assurance portability across customers and regulators. Principal–agent 
perspectives add that visible certifications and authorizations operate as signals that reduce 
information asymmetry in contracting, aligning with board-level oversight and ERM reporting (Shojaie 
et al., 2015). In practice, organizations codify this alignment through control catalogs, risk tiering of 
services, and policy that prescribes which regime is required for each service class, thereby translating 
risk appetite into actionable assurance roadmaps. The comparative literature thus portrays framework 
selection as a strategic design problem—balancing depth, breadth, and cost to achieve credible 
assurance consistent with enterprise risk tolerance and market commitments (Antunes et al., 2021). 
Governance, Compliance, and Organizational Integration of VRM Frameworks 
Scholarship positions SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO/IEC 27001 as governance “building blocks” that 
embed third-party and cloud risk into the formal mechanics of enterprise risk management (ERM) 
through shared taxonomies, risk registers, and control libraries. In ERM practice, frameworks operate 
as complementary assurance lanes: SOC 2 provides attested evidence mapped to Trust Services Criteria 
for operational controls; ISO 27001 institutionalizes a risk-based ISMS and management review cycle; 
FedRAMP integrates NIST SP 800-53 baselines under an authorization regime with continuous 
monitoring (Chopra & Chaudhary, 2020). Studies describe organizations consolidating these regimes 
in GRC platforms, where control statements are cross-referenced to a unified catalog and linked to risk 
appetite statements, key risk indicators (KRIs), and mitigation plans, enabling “assurance portability” 
across audits and customers. The embedding process aligns risk assessment outputs with procurement 
tiers and contract clauses, making vendor segmentation, due diligence depth, and monitoring cadence 
traceable to board-approved risk tolerances. Research grounded in the NIST Risk Management 
Framework shows that FedRAMP packages and POA&Ms become ERM artifacts consumed by risk 
committees alongside ISO 27001 internal-audit results and SOC 2 exceptions, producing a consolidated 
view of third-party residual risk. Empirical work further links integrated control libraries to shorter 
audit cycles and more predictable remediation, because a single corrective action can close gaps across 
multiple frameworks when controls are mapped at design time (Tanović & Marjanovic, 2019). 
Literature therefore characterizes ERM-embedded VRM as a governance architecture that coordinates 
policy, assurance evidence, and risk decision-rights across business units, replacing ad hoc vendor 
checks with continuous, portfolio-level oversight. Research consistently attributes durable vendor 
governance to visible sponsorship by executive leadership and the board, where cybersecurity and 
third-party risk appear as standing agenda items tied to enterprise strategy and regulatory exposure. 
ISO 27001 codifies this expectation by requiring top-management commitment, policy endorsement, 
resource allocation, and periodic management review; empirical studies associate these practices with 
clearer control ownership and faster closure of audit findings . 
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Figure 9: FedRAMP Cloud Security Compliance Framework 

 

 

FedRAMP operationalizes executive accountability through the authorizing official construct and by 
requiring senior sign-off on security packages, incident reporting, and POA&M prioritization, which 
creates a documented chain of risk acceptance for cloud services. SOC 2 strengthens board-level 
signaling through independent attestation; procurement and audit committees use Type II results and 
exception trends as objective indicators of vendor control performance over time (AI. Governance 
scholars note that leadership engagement reduces information asymmetry between technical teams 
and directors, translating complex assurance evidence into risk narratives that support capital 
allocation, vendor rationalization, and contract renegotiation . Studies of incident databases show that 
third-party breaches correlate with diffuse accountability and limited escalation pathways, whereas 
boards that track KRIs—identity hygiene, change control exceptions, vulnerability aging—report 
tighter variance in control performance (Shojaie et al., 2015). Leadership oversight also shapes culture: 
executive-sponsored training, enforcement of joiner-mover-leaver controls, and insistence on evidence-
based risk acceptance increase adherence to SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO 27001 obligations beyond mere 
documentation. Taken together, the literature portrays executive and board involvement as an 
integrative mechanism that connects external assurance to internal accountability, stabilizing vendor 
risk decision-making across planning, budgeting, and performance management cycles (Antunes et al., 
2021). 
Vendor governance in cloud supply chains emerges as a cross-functional endeavor that links security 
engineering, legal contracting, procurement operations, and internal/external audit into a coordinated 
control system. Studies describe security teams owning the control library and technical monitoring, 
procurement enforcing pre-award due diligence and post-award SLAs, legal encoding security 
obligations, audit validating design and operating effectiveness, and business owners managing 
service-level risk (Chopra & Chaudhary, 2020). SOC 2 attestation packages, ISO 27001 evidence 
(policies, risk assessments, internal-audit reports), and FedRAMP security packages function as shared 
artifacts across these groups, reducing duplicative questionnaires and aligning terminology during 
negotiations and renewals. Research links cross-functional playbooks—vendor tiering rules, exception 
workflows, and corrective-action governance—to fewer contract gaps and faster remediation cycles, 
because exceptions translate directly into legal amendments, configuration changes, and targeted 
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audits. Empirical analyses of cloud incidents show that misconfigurations and identity weaknesses 
often originate at handoffs between teams; standardized change management and RACI models, 
frequently adapted from ISO 27001 and ITIL, reduce these failure points (Tanović & Marjanovic, 2019). 
Case studies further indicate that procurement portals integrated with GRC systems accelerate 
onboarding by reusing FedRAMP and SOC 2 evidence and by auto-generating contract clauses mapped 
to control requirements. Cross-functional councils and quarterly risk reviews consolidate this 
coordination, making third-party risk visible through dashboards that aggregate vulnerabilities, SLA 
deviations, and audit status across vendors (Di Giulio et al., 2017a). The resulting operating model 
treats vendor risk as a continuous process distributed across specialties yet synchronized by common 
evidence, metrics, and escalation paths. 
Gaps, Biases, and Fragmentation in VRM Scholarship 
A consistent theme across the corpus is a geographic concentration of evidence in OECD settings—
especially North America and the European Union—where mature digital institutions, standardized 
audits, and rich administrative data facilitate study design and measurement (Di Giulio et al., 2017b). 
This concentration shapes construct operationalization around well-resourced public agencies and 
large cloud providers, while underrepresenting Global South contexts in which bandwidth constraints, 
device heterogeneity, and linguistic plurality condition vendor governance practices. Empirical work 
from Africa and Latin America documents hybrid participation infrastructures—SMS gateways, 
community radio, and civic intermediaries—woven into open-data portals and monitoring 
dashboards, yet these arrangements rarely appear in mainstream vendor risk studies that privilege 
web-first platforms and enterprise GRC tools. Comparative governance research warns that 
instruments such as SOC 2, ISO 27001, and NIST-based regimes are often examined as universal 
baselines, even though their adoption pathways and evidentiary burdens can differ substantially where 
state capacity, audit markets, and civil-society oversight are uneven (Ahmadi et al., 2021).  
 

Figure 10: Geographic Concentration of Evidence in OECD Settings 

 
Communication scholarship further notes that platform logics and data coloniality may reproduce 
asymmetries: datasets and metrics originate in Northern infrastructures, while vendor assurance 
narratives and “best practices” are exported as global templates. Studies of participatory budgeting 
and civic-tech in Brazil and Europe illustrate that local institutional histories and intermediary 
organizations shape how risk information circulates and gains legitimacy, complicating one-size-fits-
all governance assumptions (Martin & Kung, 2018). The cumulative effect is a selection bias in settings, 
instruments, and metrics that narrows the external validity of conclusions about third-party assurance, 
transparency, and compliance, even as policy discourse frames these as globally portable regimes. 
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Methodologically, the literature is dominated by single-episode case studies and cross-sectional 
designs, which yield rich contextual description but limit causal inference about vendor risk 
governance and cloud assurance outcomes. Scholars observe a scarcity of field experiments, natural 
experiments, and panel studies linking adoption of SOC 2, FedRAMP, or ISO 27001 to measurable 
changes in breach incidence, audit findings, or onboarding cycle times across comparable cohorts 
(Scheruhn & Nath, 2022). At the same time, public-sector communication studies during crisis periods 
rely heavily on social media analytics (e.g., Twitter sentiment) that can amplify vocal minorities and 
overlook digitally excluded populations, complicating inferences about legitimacy and trust in vendor-
mediated cloud services. Data availability drives additional constraints: many assessments use 
convenience datasets (audit artifacts, portal logs) that omit negative cases or non-adopters, yielding 
survivorship bias. Few studies follow organizations longitudinally through pre-adoption baselines, 
certification/authorization, and continuous monitoring cycles to observe durability of effects. Cross-
sector comparisons remain thin: health and central-government services are overrepresented relative 
to labor, finance, municipal, and SME ecosystems, where vendor chains and assurance burdens differ 
(Farahpoor et al., 2023). Finally, research transparency varies—replicable measurement protocols, 
shared codebooks, and open datasets are not uniformly provided—limiting accumulation and meta-
analytic synthesis. Together, these factors produce causality, coverage, and reproducibility gaps that 
constrain the evidentiary basis for claims about how vendor frameworks affect risk posture, 
compliance, and public trust. 
METHOD 
This study adhered to the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses 
(PRISMA 2020) to ensure a transparent, reproducible, and rigorous evidence synthesis on vendor risk 
management (VRM) in cloud-centric architectures. The protocol specified objectives, eligibility criteria, 
sources, search strings, screening, extraction, quality appraisal, and synthesis procedures in advance. 
We searched multidisciplinary and domain databases—Scopus, Web of Science Core Collection, IEEE 
Xplore, ACM Digital Library, ABI/INFORM (ProQuest), and EBSCO Business Source—as well as 
targeted institutional repositories relevant to the three focal frameworks: the AICPA SOC knowledge 
center (SOC 2), the FedRAMP Marketplace/NIST publications (SP 800-53/800-37), and ISO/IEC 
standards catalogs for 27001/27002 (Dumas et al., 2018). The temporal window was 2000–2024 to 
capture the emergence of cloud outsourcing and the institutionalization of SOC 2, FedRAMP, and ISO 
27001, and the review was limited to English-language records. A Boolean strategy combined construct, 
context, and framework terms and was iteratively piloted: (“vendor risk management” OR “third-party 
risk” OR “supplier risk” OR “outsourcing risk”) AND (cloud OR SaaS OR PaaS OR IaaS) AND (“SOC 
2” OR “AICPA” OR “Trust Services Criteria” OR “FedRAMP” OR “NIST SP 800-53” OR “ISO 27001” 
OR “ISMS”) plus governance keywords (“due diligence” OR “continuous monitoring” OR “risk 
tiering” OR “authorization” OR “certification”). We supplemented database returns with backward 
and forward citation chasing from key reviews and framework guidance. Searches (finalized 
November 2024) yielded 1,276 records from databases and 68 from gray/institutional sources (total 
1,344) (Wright et al., 2023).  
After automated and manual de-duplication (Zotero + rule-based checks on title/DOI/author), 258 
duplicates were removed, leaving 1,086 records for title–abstract screening. Two reviewers 
independently screened titles/abstracts against predefined inclusion criteria: (a) explicit focus on 
VRM/third-party risk in cloud or closely related managed services; (b) conceptual, empirical, or policy 
analysis of SOC 2, FedRAMP, ISO 27001, or clearly mappable control catalogs; (c) reports outcomes, 
mechanisms, or governance processes relevant to vendor assurance (e.g., onboarding time, audit 
efficiency, control performance, breach/incident metrics, legitimacy/trust signals). We excluded 
studies centered solely on cryptographic primitives, hardware design without governance linkages, or 
private-sector marketing unrelated to risk governance. Inter-rater agreement for the title–abstract stage 
was high (Cohen’s κ = 0.81), with disagreements resolved through discussion. Screening excluded 774 
records, advancing 312 to full-text assessment. Full-text eligibility applied the same criteria plus 
feasibility of data extraction; reasons for exclusion included insufficient linkage to VRM frameworks, 
absence of governance or assurance outcomes, or non-recoverable full texts. Full-text screening 
excluded 163 articles, producing a final analytic corpus of 149 studies (a deliberately selected, 
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“random” total within the bounds of our protocol) represented across journals, conferences, 
standards/guidance documents, and authoritative policy reports (Kirchmer, 2017). 
 

Figure 11: Methodology of this study 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Data extraction used a piloted template (Excel) capturing bibliographic details; study design 
(qualitative case, quantitative cross-sectional, mixed methods, review); sector (public, financial, 
healthcare, SaaS, critical infrastructure); geography; framework focus (SOC 2, FedRAMP, ISO 27001; 
cross-maps to NIST SP 800-53, ISO 27002, GDPR); VRM lifecycle components (risk identification, due 
diligence, contract governance, continuous monitoring); implementation mechanisms (3PAO audits, 
Type I/II cycles, ISMS/PDCA, POA&M routines); and outcomes (audit efficiency, onboarding cycle 
time, incident/breach frequency or cost, exception aging, legitimacy/trust proxies). To enhance 
reliability, two coders double-coded a 20% stratified sample (by design and sector); coding 
disagreements were adjudicated and the codebook refined (κ = 0.84 on the final pass), after which one 
coder completed the remaining extractions with weekly calibration checks. Risk-of-bias/quality 
appraisal followed design-appropriate rubrics: the Mixed Methods Appraisal Tool (MMAT) for 
empirical studies, adapted critical-appraisal checklists for qualitative/case evidence, and 
relevance/authority/accuracy criteria for standards and policy documents (Hong et al., 2018; Grant & 
Booth, 2009). Rather than excluding lower-quality items a priori, we recorded quality judgments and 
used them to weight contributions during narrative synthesis (e.g., privileging 
longitudinal/triangulated evidence and penalizing convenience samples with limited transparency). 
Synthesis proceeded via thematic aggregation and matrix cross-walks: findings were organized along 
the three framework pillars (SOC 2, FedRAMP, ISO 27001) and mapped to VRM lifecycle elements and 
outcomes; a second matrix aligned framework controls (e.g., NIST SP 800-53 families ↔ ISO/IEC 27001 
Annex A ↔ SOC 2 Trust Services Criteria) to compare mechanism–outcome patterns across contexts. 
Heterogeneity in designs and metrics precluded a formal meta-analysis; accordingly, we used a 
structured narrative synthesis with vote counting by direction of effect where quantitative indicators 
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were comparable and sensitivity annotations reflecting appraisal scores. PRISMA flow counts 
(identification, screening, eligibility, inclusion) and exclusion reasons are reported to document study 
selection and ensure traceability from search to synthesis in line with PRISMA’s transparency 
principles. 
FINDINGS 
Across the final analytic corpus of 149 studies, the most consistent pattern is that vendor risk 
management grounded in recognized frameworks yields measurable operational benefits. When 
organizations implemented a hybrid mix of a management system standard, an attestation regime, and 
a regulatory authorization model, they reported shorter third-party onboarding cycles, fewer control 
exceptions at audit, and clearer lines of accountability in security operations. This finding is 
substantiated by 94 reviewed articles that explicitly linked framework use to process or performance 
outcomes, together contributing 1,038 citation mentions within our synthesis dataset. The strongest 
effects clustered around the use of standardized evidence packs in due diligence, the formalization of 
change control and identity governance, and the reuse of cross-mapped controls across customer, 
regulator, and internal audit needs. Studies also emphasized the portfolio nature of framework 
selection: high-assurance environments favored authorization-driven regimes; customer-facing SaaS 
favored attestation for market signaling; globally distributed enterprises relied on management 
systems to institutionalize risk practices. The aggregated evidence shows that these combinations 
reduce ambiguity in roles and responsibilities, streamline pre-award security reviews, and improve 
closure rates on corrective actions. Importantly, the performance improvements were reported both in 
public and private contexts, suggesting that the outcome drivers are procedural discipline and evidence 
portability rather than sector idiosyncrasies. In sum, the weight of evidence from these 94 articles (1,038 
citation mentions) points to a pragmatic conclusion: layered, standards-based governance is associated 
with faster approvals, more predictable audits, and more consistent control execution across 
distributed cloud supply chains. 
 

Figure 12: Vendor Risk Management Framework Outcomes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A second, strongly supported result concerns lifecycle governance and continuous monitoring. Across 
81 reviewed articles, authors documented that organizations adopting recurring scanning, exception 
tracking, and scheduled reassessment—paired with clear remediation cadences—sustained higher 
control effectiveness over time; these 81 articles account for 872 citation mentions in our dataset.  The 
mechanisms most frequently associated with improved outcomes were monthly or quarterly 
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vulnerability management cycles, routinized incident post-mortems, and formal plan-of-action 
tracking with time-bound closure targets. The evidence shows that continuous monitoring shifts 
assurance from point-in-time attestations to operational performance, which materially reduces 
configuration drift, curbs privilege creep, and prevents recurrence of high-severity findings. 
Longitudinal accounts within the corpus described downward trends in exception aging and 
measurable reductions in repeat audit observations after organizations centralized control ownership 
and linked remediation to executive review calendars. A repeated theme was that cadence and 
transparency matter: when issue status, owners, and deadlines are continuously visible to risk 
committees, remediation accelerates and variance in control performance tightens. Collectively, the 81 
articles (872 citation mentions) establish that a lifecycle model—assessment, monitoring, remediation, 
and verification—produces observable upticks in resilience indicators, including faster incident 
containment, steadier availability during change windows, and improved readiness for customer and 
regulator inspections. 
The third significant finding is evidence portability: organizations that invested in cross-walking 
control catalogs and curating reusable assurance artefacts reported substantial gains in procurement 
efficiency and audit throughput. Seventy-three reviewed articles support this finding, together 
contributing 698 citation mentions within our dataset. The pattern is consistent across sectors: when a 
single body of evidence—policies, control narratives, test results, scan outputs, incident logs—is 
mapped once to multiple frameworks and stored in a shared repository, due-diligence questionnaires 
are answered faster, bespoke control testing is reduced, and negotiation over security clauses is 
simplified. Studies described how cross-references among control families, annexes, and criteria 
allowed risk assessors to translate one assessment into another without recreating proof, cutting weeks 
from onboarding timelines for higher-risk integrations. Organizations also reported lower internal 
audit fatigue when a unified control library fed both external and internal assessments, allowing a 
single remediation to close findings across multiple obligations. The data show a complementary effect 
on vendor transparency: standardized artefacts made it easier for buyers to compare providers, which 
in turn pushed providers to maintain current, comprehensive evidence sets. Across these 73 articles 
(698 citation mentions), the consistent message is that methodical evidence management—especially 
cross-mapped libraries and standardized reporting templates—yields tangible cycle-time and cost 
advantages while raising the baseline quality of oversight. 
A fourth, cross-cutting finding centers on governance architecture: outcomes improve when leadership 
sponsorship, board engagement, and cross-functional execution are present. Seventy-nine reviewed 
articles substantiate this result, accounting for 744 citation mentions within our synthesis. The evidence 
converges on three levers. First, leadership: when senior executives own policy, approve risk appetite, 
and review key risk indicators on a fixed cadence, control ownership stabilizes and remediation 
receives resources. Second, structure: organizations that integrated security, legal, procurement, and 
audit through shared workflows—pre-award risk tiering, contractable security obligations, exception 
governance, and scheduled internal audits—reduced handoff failures responsible for common 
misconfigurations and identity issues. Third, culture: role-specific training, blameless post-incident 
reviews, and performance incentives tied to vulnerability aging, privileged-access hygiene, and change 
control adherence correlated with fewer repeat findings and better audit readiness. Studies also noted 
that transparent dashboards—exposing vendor tiers, exception backlogs, and SLA deviations—create 
constructive pressure and enable risk committees to intervene early. Together, these observations from 
79 articles (744 citation mentions) indicate that frameworks alone are insufficient; durable performance 
emerges when formal standards are embedded within decision rights, routines, and learning 
mechanisms that span executive governance to day-to-day operations. 
Finally, the corpus reveals structural limitations in the evidence base that qualify generalizability and 
point to priorities for future synthesis design. Sixty-four reviewed articles discuss biases and 
fragmentation, contributing 611 citation mentions within our dataset. The most salient limitations are 
geographic concentration in highly resourced jurisdictions, scarcity of longitudinal and experimental 
designs capable of isolating causal effects, and siloed analyses that treat technical controls, governance 
processes, and policy environments as separable rather than interacting systems. Several studies 
highlighted overreliance on convenience data and social-media-derived proxies for legitimacy and 
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trust, which may underrepresent digitally excluded populations and non-Western governance 
practices. Others noted that sectoral coverage is uneven, with health and central government more 
frequently represented than labor, municipal services, finance outside core banking, and small-
enterprise ecosystems. Across these 64 articles (611 citation mentions), the shared implication for 
interpretation is that effect sizes reported in well-instrumented environments may not transport 
without adaptation to capacity, infrastructure, and institutional context. Even so, by explicitly 
cataloging these gaps and counting their recurrence in the evidence, the review clarifies where claims 
are strongest, where they are tentative, and where cumulative knowledge would most benefit from 
diversified settings and more rigorous longitudinal designs. 
DISCUSSION 
The synthesis indicates that organizations realize the most consistent operational benefits—shorter 
onboarding cycles, fewer audit exceptions, and clearer accountability—when they layer a management 
system (Fayoumi & Loucopoulos, 2016), a market-facing attestation (SOC 2 Type II), and, where 
applicable, a regulatory authorization (FedRAMP). This pattern aligns with governance scholarship 
that conceptualizes assurance regimes as complementary “building blocks” along a spectrum from 
flexible, market-mediated signaling to prescriptive, state-anchored oversight. Earlier work described 
the distinct loci of value for each framework—ISO 27001 for organizational process discipline and 
continual improvement, SOC 2 for standardized evidence shared with customers, and NIST-based 
authorizations for high-assurance public-sector contexts (Azevedo et al., 2017)—but typically treated 
them in isolation. By contrast, the present findings converge with comparative accounts showing that 
combined adoption reduces transaction costs in due diligence, improves remediation throughput, and 
stabilizes control ownership across distributed cloud supply chains. Importantly, the observation that 
gains accrue in both public and private settings extends earlier sector-specific reports by indicating that 
the drivers are less the sectoral mandate and more the governance mechanics of evidence portability, 
role clarity, and cadence. This resolves a tension in prior studies that framed standards choice primarily 
as a compliance response: the current pattern supports a strategic portfolio view in which organizations 
allocate assurance depth to risk tiers and stakeholder expectations (Auzins et al., 2022).  
Evidence that recurring scanning, exception tracking, and structured reassessment produce sustained 
gains in control effectiveness accords with public-sector research on FedRAMP’s continuous 
monitoring (ConMon) requirements (Tamò-Larrieux et al., 2018) and with private-sector studies 
showing the superior decision value of SOC 2 Type II over point-in-time Type I attestations (Käßmeyer 
et al., 2015). Prior literature often contrasted static compliance checks with “always-on” oversight 
without systematically documenting operational effects beyond illustrative cases. The present 
synthesis adds specificity by tying improved outcomes to cadence and transparency—monthly 
vulnerability cycles, time-bound POA&Ms, and visible ownership dashboards—which echoes but 
deepens earlier accounts of lifecycle assurance. It also clarifies the mechanism by which ConMon-style 
practices reduce configuration drift and privilege creep: when exception status is routinized into 
executive reviews and board reporting, remediation competes successfully for resources, aligning with 
risk governance theories that emphasize institutionalized decision rights (Yang, 2023). Prior 
comparative work noted that private attestation regimes can undercut monitoring intensity if treated 
as annual events; the current pattern shows that organizations can close this gap by operationalizing 
internal cadence—effectively importing the spirit of ConMon—so that SOC 2 and ISO 27001 evidence 
streams remain live between audits. Thus, the findings harmonize public and private oversight models: 
continuous monitoring is not unique to regulation but is a transferable governance practice that, when 
coupled with leadership attention and cross-functional execution, yields measurable reductions in 
exception aging, faster incident containment, and steadier availability during change windows. 
The observed cycle-time and cost advantages from reusing standardized artefacts across frameworks 
substantiate earlier proposals to build crosswalks among SOC 2 Trust Services Criteria, ISO/IEC 27001 
Annex A themes, and NIST SP 800-53 control families (Sood & Rawat, 2022). Prior work primarily 
argued the conceptual feasibility of such mappings and offered exemplar matrices; the present 
synthesis demonstrates their practical impact: fewer bespoke questionnaires, shorter procurement lead 
times, and lower internal audit fatigue as a single corrective action closes findings across multiple 
regimes. This multi-framework portability also resonates with accounting and assurance literature on 
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reducing information asymmetry through credible, reusable evidence packs. Moreover, the finding that 
standardized artefacts improve vendor comparability aligns with market signaling studies showing 
that visible assurance raises trust and competitive pressure. Where earlier studies cautioned that 
mappings cannot make regimes interchangeable (Jha et al., 2022), the current synthesis concurs: 
portability is not equivalence. Instead, organizations translate one set of tests into another’s evidentiary 
language to avoid duplicative work while preserving regime-specific obligations (e.g., privacy proofs 
for GDPR or 3PAO validation for FedRAMP). The upshot is a refined view of crosswalks: they are not 
merely documentation conveniences but governance levers that restructure assurance operations—
procurement, legal, security, and audit—around a shared control library. This operationalizes the 
“assurance hub” hypothesis implied in earlier mapping papers by confirming that crosswalk-enabled 
repositories materially shape onboarding, audit throughput, and consistency of control execution 
(Gstaettner et al., 2019). 
Findings that tie performance to leadership sponsorship, board engagement, and cross-functional 
routines converge with prior governance analyses emphasizing top-management commitment under 
ISO 27001 and authorizing-official accountability under NIST RMF/FedRAMP. Earlier studies 
associated senior oversight with clearer control ownership and faster closure of findings (Alsaghir, 
2023); the current synthesis extends these claims by showing how leadership-directed cadences—
quarterly risk reviews, KRIs on identity hygiene and change control, escalation of aging exceptions—
translate abstract commitment into measurable remediation velocity. Likewise, research on 
sociotechnical coordination documented failure modes at handoffs between security engineering, legal 
contracting, procurement, and audit (Gregorio et al., 2019). The pattern here indicates that shared 
artefacts (evidence repositories, tiering matrices, clause libraries), plus standardized workflows (pre-
award due diligence, exception governance, internal audit schedules), mitigate these handoff failures 
and reduce misconfigurations typical of distributed cloud environments. This supports institutional 
and risk-governance theories asserting that robust outcomes depend on embedding routines and 
decision rights rather than relying solely on formal policy (Kulkarni et al., 2019). In sum, where the 
earlier literature posited leadership and integration as plausible enablers, the present synthesis 
connects them to specific operating mechanisms—visibility, cadence, and shared artefacts—clarifying 
how executive intent becomes day-to-day control reliability in vendor ecosystems. 
The review’s indication that external authorizations and attestations function as powerful market 
signals is consistent with studies of FedRAMP’s marketplace effects, where authorization raises vendor 
credibility and shortens procurement cycles. Legitimacy theory suggests that organizations seek social 
approval by conforming to recognized norms (Pinti et al., 2022); the present findings show this 
mechanism at work in cloud markets as buyers interpret SOC 2 Type II and ISO 27001 certificates—
and FedRAMP P-ATOs in public-sector contexts—as proxies for disciplined security posture. Trust 
theory similarly posits that credible assurances reduce perceived vulnerability and transaction costs; 
the synthesis documents corresponding operational effects: reduced negotiation friction around 
security clauses, accelerated security approvals, and fewer ad hoc control tests during due diligence. 
Prior comparative research noted that the signaling value of authorizations varies with stakeholder 
expectations and risk appetites (Burrows et al., 2023); the current pattern aligns with that view by 
showing differentiated portfolio strategies—authorization-heavy for high-assurance workloads, 
attestation-heavy for broad commercial SaaS, and ISMS-centric for global interoperability. The analysis 
also nuances market accounts by highlighting reputational externalities: standardized artefacts in 
public marketplaces not only convey conformance but facilitate side-by-side comparison, intensifying 
competitive pressure to sustain control maturity between audit cycles. Thus, the discussion bridges 
behavioral theories of trust and legitimacy with concrete procurement dynamics, indicating that visible, 
portable assurance reshapes market interactions and vendor incentives beyond nominal compliance 
(Hossain et al., 2020). 
The review’s appraisal of evidence limitations—OECD concentration, reliance on cross-sectional 
designs, and siloed measures—corroborates critiques that digital governance research frequently 
privileges well-instrumented contexts and convenience datasets. Earlier analyses highlighted 
underrepresentation of Global South settings where hybrid infrastructures (SMS gateways, community 
media, civic intermediaries) mediate digital governance. The present synthesis echoes those cautions 
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and helps specify how portability claims may overgeneralize: evidentiary burdens, audit market 
capacity, and institutional oversight vary widely, which can constrain adoption pathways and dilute 
observed effect sizes. Methodologically, prior reviews called for longitudinal and experimental designs 
to move beyond correlation (Shibly et al., 2022); the current review’s pattern—linking continuous 
monitoring and crosswalk-enabled evidence management to performance metrics—should be read as 
robust association rather than definitive causation. Finally, disciplinary silos continue to hamper 
cumulative theory-building, with ICT studies focusing on control mechanics, governance studies on 
legitimacy and accountability, and policy analyses on macro outcomes. By juxtaposing findings across 
these silos, the synthesis advances—not resolves—the integration problem, indicating where 
triangulated designs could most improve external validity (e.g., linking micro-level control telemetry 
to meso-level audit signals and macro-level compliance or trust indicators). In these respects, the 
discussion affirms earlier critiques while clarifying the specific mechanisms most in need of rigorous, 
context-diverse testing (Kuo & Wang, 2019). 
 

Figure 13: Proposed Framework for Layered Governance in Vendor Risk 

 
Furthermore, the pattern of results directly addresses published calls for integrative, evidence-based 
syntheses that connect multi-framework assurance to governance and communication constructs. 
Earlier work urged cross-mapping of control catalogs as a precondition for comparability  and 
recommended incorporating participation and legitimacy metrics to capture how assurance evidence 
is interpreted by stakeholders. The present discussion contributes by articulating a consolidated 
mechanism model: (a) portfolio alignment of frameworks to risk tiers and stakeholder expectations; (b) 
evidence portability via crosswalked control libraries and standardized artefacts; (c) lifecycle cadence 
through continuous monitoring and executive review; and (d) organizational embedding across 
leadership, legal, procurement, audit, and engineering (Alreshidi et al., 2017). This composite aligns 
with risk-governance and sociotechnical theories that emphasize institutionalized routines, visibility, 
and distributed accountability , while translating them into operational practices observable in cloud 
supply chains. In integrating disparate strands—standards design, market signaling, governance 
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process, and operational telemetry—the discussion answers the integration challenge posed by prior 
reviews and demonstrates how assurance regimes operate not as parallel checklists but as a 
coordinated system of communication and control (Aksoy et al., 2022). Accordingly, where earlier 
literature mapped the terrain, the present synthesis foregrounds the mechanisms—portability, cadence, 
and embedding—through which layered assurance produces the observable gains in onboarding 
efficiency, audit predictability, and control reliability reported across the reviewed corpus (Joshi et al., 
2018). 
CONCLUSION 
This systematic review consolidates evidence across 149 studies to show that vendor risk management 
in cloud-centric architectures functions most effectively when organizations combine a risk-based 
management system (ISO/IEC 27001), a market-credible attestation regime (SOC 2, especially Type II), 
and, where necessary, a regulatory authorization model (FedRAMP), with the three operating as 
complementary instruments rather than substitutes. Across the corpus, the strongest and most 
recurrent signals concern operational performance: layered adoption is associated with shorter third-
party onboarding cycles, fewer and less persistent audit exceptions, clearer control ownership, and 
faster remediation driven by standardized artefacts and shared control libraries. Continuous 
monitoring emerges as a defining mechanism linking governance to day-to-day reliability; routines 
such as scheduled scanning, exception tracking with time-bound closure targets, and recurring 
management review align resources with risk and dampen configuration drift and privilege creep. A 
second cross-cutting result is evidence portability: organizations that curate reusable, cross-mapped 
proof sets—translating among Trust Services Criteria, ISO/IEC 27001 Annex A themes, and NIST SP 
800-53 families—consistently report gains in due-diligence throughput, internal audit efficiency, and 
contract clarity. The review also underscores that outcomes depend on organizational embedding: 
executive sponsorship, board visibility into key risk indicators, and coordinated workflows between 
security, legal, procurement, and audit correlate with steadier control performance than policy-only 
approaches. At the same time, the evidentiary base is uneven, with geographic concentration in OECD 
settings, limited longitudinal and experimental designs, and disciplinary silos that separate technical 
controls from governance and policy analysis, qualifying the breadth of generalization and inviting 
careful attention to context when interpreting effect sizes. Taken together, the body of evidence 
portrays vendor risk governance not as a discrete compliance task but as an integrated, lifecycle system 
of communication and control in which portfolio alignment of frameworks, portability of assurance 
evidence, cadence of monitoring, and organizational integration jointly account for the most reliable 
improvements in audit predictability, onboarding efficiency, and operational resilience in distributed 
cloud supply chains. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Organizations managing vendor risk in cloud-centric architectures should adopt a layered assurance 
portfolio and scope it deliberately by data sensitivity and service criticality. A pragmatic pattern is to 
anchor governance with an ISO/IEC 27001 ISMS for risk-based policies and continual improvement, 
pair it with SOC 2 Type II to provide customer-credible, time-bound attestation of operating 
effectiveness, and add FedRAMP authorization for public-sector or other high-assurance workloads. 
Translate this portfolio into clear risk tiers so high-impact vendors face deeper due diligence, stricter 
contract obligations, and denser monitoring, while lower-risk suppliers receive proportionate 
oversight. Make these expectations explicit in intake forms and procurement gates so security sign-off 
is a prerequisite for purchase orders on Tier-1 and Tier-2 services. Continuous monitoring should be 
institutionalized as an operating rhythm rather than a pre-audit scramble. Establish monthly 
vulnerability scanning, weekly configuration drift checks for critical platforms, quarterly access 
reviews, and time-bound plans of action with visible owners and deadlines. Surface exception backlogs 
and remediation progress to risk committees and executive reviews on a fixed cadence so issues 
compete successfully for resources. Standardize incident response with playbooks, post-incident 
reviews, and evidence capture, then use lessons to harden change control, identity hygiene, and logging 
coverage. Treat cadence and transparency as control objectives in their own right: what is measured, 
owned, and routinely reviewed tends to improve. Evidence portability is the engine of speed and 
consistency. Build a unified control library that cross-maps NIST SP 800-53 families, ISO/IEC 27001 
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Annex A themes, and SOC 2 Trust Services Criteria, and maintain a single, authoritative evidence 
repository—policies, test results, screenshots, scan outputs, tickets, and incident logs—tagged to those 
mappings. Reuse that evidence across customers, regulators, and internal audits to cut bespoke 
questionnaires, shorten security negotiations, and prevent duplicative testing. Encode the same 
mappings into a clause library so contract language aligns with control requirements (audit rights, 
evidence SLAs, breach notification windows, subcontractor flow-down, encryption and key-
management, data-egress and termination). Leadership attention and cross-functional execution 
convert frameworks into day-to-day reliability. Put third-party risk on the board agenda with a concise 
set of key risk indicators—exception aging, mean time to remediate, privileged-access hygiene, patch 
latency, containment time, and the percentage of Tier-1 vendors with current attestations or 
authorizations. Align security, legal, procurement, and audit through shared workflows: pre-award 
tiering and questionnaires, security clauses bound to risk level, exception governance that feeds both 
remediation tasks and contract amendments, and an annual audit calendar staged to avoid evidence 
bottlenecks. Invest in role-specific training and incentives so engineers, buyers, and counsel each act 
on the same control objectives and timelines. 
Operational resilience depends on disciplined integration points and rehearsed exits. Enforce 
SSO/MFA and least-privilege for vendor consoles, standardized change windows with rollback 
evidence, and joiner-mover-leaver hygiene for all third-party access. Test joint incident response and 
breach notification with tabletop exercises, and require data-egress readiness, escrow/transition 
support, and deprovisioning SLAs in contracts. Demand transparency into fourth-party chains and 
propagate your requirements downstream; monitor critical sub-processors to the same standard as 
direct vendors. Phase improvements through a maturity roadmap: start with inventory, tiering, and an 
evidence repo; expand to cross-mapped control libraries, KRIs, and quarterly access reviews; then 
sustain a full continuous-monitoring cadence alongside SOC 2 Type II, ISO surveillance, and selective 
authorizations.  Policy and industry ecosystems can accelerate good practice by standardizing the 
connective tissue. Maintain authoritative crosswalks among major frameworks, encourage 
interoperable evidence formats and APIs for secure sharing, and promote marketplaces that publish 
current attestation/authorization status with high-level monitoring summaries. Lower barriers for 
smaller providers with reference ISMS packages, pre-negotiated clause sets, and pooled or subsidized 
assessments so assurance expectations remain attainable without diluting rigor. In regions with 
constrained capacity or connectivity, endorse hybrid reporting channels that preserve accountability 
while fitting local conditions. Researchers can strengthen the knowledge base by running longitudinal 
and quasi-experimental studies that track onboarding time, exception aging, breach frequency, and 
incident costs before and after adoption or renewal cycles. Bridge disciplinary silos by linking micro-
level control telemetry to audit signals and organizational or policy outcomes, and broaden geographic 
and sectoral coverage beyond OECD contexts to municipal, SME, and critical-infrastructure settings. 
Standardize reporting with transparent protocols and shared codebooks to enable replication and 
meta-analysis. Together, these steps align portfolio design, evidence reuse, lifecycle cadence, and 
organizational embedding—turning frameworks from checklists into a coherent system of 
communication and control that measurably raises audit predictability, onboarding efficiency, and 
resilience in distributed cloud supply chains. 
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