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The objective of this research is to validate the responsibilities attributable to the figure of the Compliance
Officer based on the International Organization for Standardization (ISO) 37301 Standard on Compliance
Management Systems. The lack of previous studies and the need of the Compliance Officer as an important
figure within Nonprofit Cooperative Societies justify our interest and the timeliness of this research. Besides,
Nonprofit Cooperative Societies can play a significant role in advancing the United Nations Sustainable
Development Goals through their unique structure and community-focused mission. Based on ISO 37301,
a total of 27 indicators have been defined and grouped into 6 blocks. In order to empirically validate the
proposed indicators, a questionnaire was designed and anonymously answered by a series of expert managers in
the mentioned sector in Spain. Afterward, a multi-criteria decision approach, the so-called Best-Worst Method,
is applied to obtain the optimal weights of such indicators from the questionnaire answers. In the event of
differences of opinions regarding the resulting weights, a consensus process based on minimum cost consensus
is applied to obtain agreed weights that satisfy all the experts.

1. Introduction indicators. This checklist is also attributable to Nonprofit Cooperative
Societies to facilitate the identification and evaluation of their tasks.

Nonprofit Organizations (NPOs, hereinafter) and their leaders
around the world face an increasing demand for accountability and
greater transparency [1,2]. The compliance function is essential to
ensure the effectiveness, transparency, and accountability of NPOs. As
the World Compliance Association (WCA, hereinafter) points out, the
benefits of the compliance function in organizations that decide to
implement it are diverse. They vary depending on the scope of their
system and the types of risks to be considered, whether criminal, tax,
operational, reputational, labor, etc. Given the above importance, the
existence of a figure within the organization in charge of ensuring

Furthermore, these indicators will obtain a weight according to the
degree of importance given to them by the sector experts who par-
ticipate in this research, resulting in a consensus value. To achieve
this research objective, we validate the responsibilities attributable to
the Compliance Officer based on the International Organization for
Standardization (ISO) 37301 Standard on Compliance Management
Systems (CMS, hereinafter). These responsibilities are then contrasted
with the opinion of seven experts from the Spanish Nonprofit Co-
operative Sector. First, we identify 27 indicators, following the ISO

correct compliance with legislation is advisable. This is important
whether there is an applicable regulation or whether there are only
ethical processes to be carried out (for example, the monitoring of a
sustainability report). As Thottoli [3] points out, “the compliance func-
tion may seem complicated and expensive for the organizations, but
however, the cost of non-compliance will be higher”. Non-compliance
and illegal behavior are generally driven by two main circumstances:
the possibility of saving on costs and by strategic behavior regarding
the expected punishment for non-compliance [4].

The purpose of this research is to develop an comprehensive check-
list of responsibilities attributable to the Compliance Officer based on

* Corresponding author.

37301 Standard, which are classified into 6 categories. Afterward, our
goal is to evaluate the relevance of these indicators based on the
opinion of experts. For this purpose, we apply a multi-criteria group
decision-making (hereinafter MCGDM) method [5], known as the Best—
Worst method (hereinafter BWM) [6], which allows us to optimally
obtain weights for each of the indicators based on expert opinion.
These opinions are collected through questionnaires. Naturally, experts
may have different views on the importance of indicators. If these
disagreements are not adequately addressed, the decision process may
be compromised and a consensus may not be reached [7]. Therefore,

E-mail addresses: corodrig@ujaen.es (C. Ortega-Rodriguez), alabella@ujaen.es (A. Labella), mcruiz@ujaen.es (M. Ruiz-Rodriguez).

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2025.102241

Received 15 July 2024; Received in revised form 30 April 2025; Accepted 2 May 2025

Available online 21 May 2025

0038-0121/© 2025 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-

nc-nd/4.0/).


https://www.elsevier.com/locate/seps
https://www.elsevier.com/locate/seps
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8991-077X
mailto:corodrig@ujaen.es
mailto:alabella@ujaen.es
mailto:mcruiz@ujaen.es
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2025.102241
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2025.102241
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

C. Ortega-Rodriguez et al.

we apply a Minimum Cost Consensus (hereinafter MCC) [8,9] process
that allows us to obtain optimal consensus weights for all indicators
that satisfy all experts involved in the process.

Within the nonprofit sector, the study focuses specifically on Non-
profit Cooperative Societies for three main reasons: First, due to the
lack of previous literature investigating this type of organization, es-
pecially with regard to the figure of the Compliance Officer. Second,
because Nonprofit Cooperative Societies are currently adopting strate-
gies of differentiation in social aspects and not only in economic
aspects. According to the International Cooperative Alliance (ICA),’
more than 12% of the world population is a member of one of the 3 mil-
lion Nonprofit cooperatives in the world. In addition to these economic
issues, nonprofit cooperatives provide the services and infrastructure
that society needs to prosper. The cooperative model is based on
values and ethical principles, promoting self-help and empowerment,
reinvestment in communities, and care for the well-being of people and
the world, as pointed out by the ICA. This is the case because Nonprofit
Cooperative Societies take a long-term view on sustainable economic
growth, social development, and environmental responsibility. That
said, a final reason is worth noting. Third, Nonprofit Cooperative Soci-
eties, with their emphasis on community, equity, and sustainability, are
ideally suited to promote the Sustainable Development Goals promul-
gated by the United Nations [10,11]. Their member-driven approach
ensures that development is inclusive and benefits the community at
large, making these powerful agents of sustainable development.

Therefore, our contribution can be summarized as: (1) Define in-
dicators based on the ISO 37301 CMS standard on the responsibilities
attributable to the Compliance Officer (2) Provide a consensus weight
for each indicator based on the opinion of sector experts. For profes-
sionals in the sector, our study contributes to helping those in charge of
the Compliance function within Nonprofit Cooperatives to clarify the
scope of their essential tasks and, therefore, the expectations placed
on them by the various legal, economic and social stakeholders. For
the researchers, we contribute to filling a double research gap: (1) we
propose a weighting through the BWM of the main responsibilities of
the Compliance Officer on the basis of ISO 37301 CMS standard, and
(2) we define the responsibility of this figure in Nonprofit Cooperative
Societies as a novelty.

To emphasize the novelty of this contribution, we would like to
clarify that, to the best of our knowledge, no previous studies in the
literature adopt a similar approach within the context of Nonprofit Co-
operative Societies. While it is true that the methodologies we employ
— MCC and BWM — have been widely applied across various fields,
such as marketing [12], economics [13], and the circular economy [14]
for MCC, and health [15], transportation [16], and manufacturing [17]
for BWM, their application to the nonprofit sector, particularly cooper-
atives, remains underexplored. Some authors of this current work have
previously applied similar methodologies to research in the broader
nonprofit sector [18-20]. However, those works focused on the weight-
ing of indicators relied on predefined indicator sets developed and
weighted by certifying organizations. Our objective was to validate
these indicators and identify any discrepancies between the weights
assigned by the organizations and those provided by experts using the
MCC and BWM methods. In contrast, our current study presents a novel
set of indicators based on ISO 37301, specifically tailored to assess the
responsibilities of the Compliance Officer within Nonprofit Cooperative
Societies. To our knowledge, there are no existing sets of indicators for
the role of the Compliance Officer in Nonprofit Cooperative Societies,
which makes an empirical comparison with other studies currently
unfeasible.

The remaining sections are organized as follows. Section 2 focuses
on two aspects: (i) The theoretical framework begins by contextual-
izing the nonprofit sector and then examines Nonprofit Cooperative

1 https://ica.coop/en.
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Societies in addition to placing its Spanish regulation; (ii) It continues
by analyzing the compliance function and focusing on the figure of
the Compliance Officer. Section 3 presents the methodology used to
answer the research questions, and Section 4 presents the relevant
results and analysis. Section 5 presents the conclusions, limitations, and
implications of the study.

2. Theoretical framework

This section introduces the theoretical background of the proposal,
mainly Nonprofit Cooperative Societies in Spain and their social value,
and the figure of the Compliance Officer.

2.1. Nonprofit Cooperative Societies in Spain and their social value

NPOs are an increasingly important reality in both the economic and
social environment known as the welfare state. Both governments and
the nonprofit sector have become intertwined in recent decades [21].
Given their available capacity, governments rely on NPOs to provide
humanitarian and social services [22]. Despite the professionalization
of welfare states and the strength of economies, in many advanced
countries, the nonprofit sector plays a fundamental role in society [23].
In addition, it highlights the sector’s reliance on public trust to gain
legitimacy and support to fulfill its social missions [24] by obtaining
funding from governments and private donors [25,26]. Studies even
conclude that donors first assess the performance of NPOs and then
donate [22,27]. Even crowdfunding as a new concept of project fi-
nancing has experienced a significantly increasing trend [28,29]. In
other words, NPOs receive funds from various sources with different
interests [30,31] but it should be noted that NPOs have access to
limited resources [32]. Thus, there is a high level of interest from the
internal and external stakeholders in the social work NPOs carry out.
In this regard, NPOs need to maintain effective relationships with a
growing number of stakeholders as their performance is scrutinized
by a range of actors with different interests [33,34] that therefore
influence their success [35]. Like any other type of organization, NPOs
must be accountable and have transparency in order to be managed ap-
propriately. However, the concept of transparency may vary depending
on the stakeholders towards whom the practice is oriented [36]. What
seems to be clear is that the lack of transparency among NPOs can
lead to loss of stakeholder support, with the consequent organizational
failure [37]. In this way, any NPO must be managed effectively and
efficiently with the ultimate aim of achieving a social mission [38].

Of all the organizations that make up the nonprofit sector, Nonprofit
Cooperative Societies stand out for their social and responsible work,
although this model has been little analyzed to date, despite its im-
portance throughout the world [39-41]. For this reason, in this study,
we have the opportunity to focus specifically on Nonprofit Cooperative
Societies in Spain because of their social nature and because it is a
reality that has been little studied to date. In fact, there is a lack of
research analyzing the figure of the Compliance Officer, focusing on
the main responsibilities that this stakeholder must meet. According to
the First Additional Provision of Law 27,/1999, of July 16, 1999, on
Cooperatives [42] (Last update published on 12/22/2021), those that
manage services of collective interest or of public ownership, as well as
those Cooperatives that carry out economic activities that lead to the
labor integration of persons suffering from any kind of social exclusion
and that are expressly included in their Bylaws, may be classified
as Nonprofit Cooperative Societies [43,44]. In accordance with the
aforementioned law, in its ninth additional provision, the tax regime
applicable to cooperative companies classified as nonprofit entities will
be that established in Law 20/1990, of December 19, 1990, on the
Tax Regime for Cooperatives [45]. Thus, the Nonprofit Cooperative
Society is characterized by its resilience in pooling its (non-monetary)
resources to create networks and collective competences to improve
its capacity for innovation and capture public funds [46]. Although
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it should be noted that it is the cooperative principles that make the
difference in their strategy, and therein lies their success [47-49]. Thus,
if the Nonprofit Cooperative Society focuses on its social value as an
intangible asset, it must constitute a figure called Compliance Officer
that ensures compliance with all regulations, that is fully aware of all
legislation, and that is responsible for ensuring ethics. This constitutes
the justification of our research.

2.2. The figure of the Compliance Officer in the nonprofit sector

Every organization tries to maintain its image and high quality by
complying with the applicable rules and regulations issued by internal
and governmental regulations and policies from time to time [3].
Although the concept of “Compliance” is not recent, its implementation
has become a trend due to the need for organizations to embark on
more transparent paths. Increasingly, organizational boards are con-
cerned about compliance on a variety of issues [50]. In this sense,
NPOs are currently faced with the challenge of convincing society that
they manage the funds they receive efficiently and that these funds
are used to carry out the social missions for which they were cre-
ated [51]. Therefore, the challenge for NPOs is to maintain compliance
with such rules to secure the necessary resources and perceptions of
organizational legitimacy [52,53].

As the Spanish Compliance Association (ASCOM, for its acronym
in Spanish) points out in its White Paper on the compliance func-
tion, “phenomena such as the globalization of the economy or the
need to transcend legal obligations to assume the ethical commit-
ments demanded by society have contributed to increasing the need
for compliance, accelerating the evolution of the maturity curve of a
function that is perceived as a key factor of good governance” [54].
Non-compliance refers to violations of provisions of laws, regulations,
contracts, or grant agreements related to an NPO [55]. Thus, the
complexity and variability of compliance obligations affecting the sec-
tor has increased in recent years. According to the WCA, the term
“Compliance” is a set of procedures and good practices adopted by
organizations to identify and classify the operational and legal risks
they face and to establish internal mechanisms to prevent, manage,
control and react to them. This makes it necessary to have: (1) defined
areas in the organization that facilitate the compliance function, and
(2) qualified staff to carry out the compliance function. Thus, the role
of the Compliance Officer is crucial to ensure that the organization
complies with all applicable laws and regulations, as well as to maintain
high ethical standards in its operations. A Compliance Officer ensures
compliance with the organization’s laws, tax laws, rules, and other ap-
plicable regulations, as well as the provisions of other related corporate
regulations, policies, and procedures [3]. According to the WCA, the
responsibilities attributable to the Compliance Officer start with the
duty to report potential risks and breaches affecting the organization,
such as fines, penalties, legal fees, and reputation damage.

Currently, there is no consensus on all the responsibilities that the
Compliance Officer must assume, but there are some common general
lines of action for the function that are set out in the ISO 37301
CMS Standard. It is on the basis of this standard that the indicators
we validated in this research study have been outlined through Non-
profit Cooperatives Societies expert opinion and are presented in the
following section.

3. Methodology and research design

This section introduces the methodology and research design ap-
plied to this paper. In addition, Fig. 1 shows a general scheme describ-
ing the phases carried out in the empirical analysis.
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3.1. ISO 37301 compliance management systems standard

As a first consideration, it is worth noting that the ISO 19600
CMS Standard — Guidelines, is the result of a standardization project
started in 2013 and concluded in December 2014. This standard clar-
ifies that the compliance management guidelines can be applied to
any type of organization, both private and public sector, as well as
NPOs. Therefore, it is not a sectorial issue, being applicable to different
sectors and organization profiles [56]. ISO 19600 CMS standard rein-
forces the growing concern and importance of regulatory compliance
in organizations. As explained on the ISO standards website, this new
standard has been published as an international reference guide to
provide organizations with an effective CMS with the aim of avoiding
the risks of legal non-compliance, i.e., minimizing the risks of suffering
sanctions, fines, contingencies, reputational damage, etc.

Hyun-Jee [57] proposed a strategy to efficiently implement the
compliance program system of strategic trade by comparing it with
the ISO 19600 standard among others. The statistical results of [58]
suggested significant contributions, considering that ISO 19600 pos-
itively impacts the ability of factories to respond to European and
U.S. requirements for safety. Recently, in [59] were described the
principles of ISO 19600 and examined in more detail the three core
elements that make up a successful CMS: a high-level structure, a risk-
based approach and a plan-do-check-act model. As a conclusion, the
scope of this standard is applicable to all types of organizations, and
thus, researches. Furthermore, it was not a certifiable standard, but a
voluntary guide. We must bear in mind that ISO 37301 was published
as a requirements standard in April 2021 to replace ISO 19600. With
this new adaptation, organizations now have the opportunity to certify
their CMS. This involves providing the organization with a more formal
structure and a validation of its external stakeholders regarding its
Compliance efforts. Thus, its correct implementation can be a major
competitive differentiator.

The following Table 1 shows each of the responsibilities mentioned
in the ISO 37301 CMS standard in indicator format. A total of 27
indicators created ad hoc for this work are grouped in 6 blocks: A.
Regulatory identification, B. Comprehension, integration, and descrip-
tion, C. Coordination and communication with internal stakeholders, D.
Relationship with external stakeholders, E. Monitoring and prevention,
and F. Risk assessment and management.

3.2. The best-worst method

Among the many types of decision-making problems that exist, in
this contribution we focus on MCGDM problems [5]. The MCGDM

problems are characterized by a set of experts E = {ej,e,,...,e,}
who are asked to provide their preferences on a set of alternatives
X = {x],x,,...,x;} according to several criteria C = {c¢|,¢c;,...,¢,}.

To clarify the concept, let us use an example. A daily MCGDM problem
could be the purchase of a mobile phone. The alternatives might be
different phone models, and the criteria, different features related to
the phones such as price, storage capacity, or camera.

However, in a MCGDM problem, not all criteria need to be of
equal importance. In the example above, some people may prioritize
price, while others may not mind paying more if the camera is of high
quality. Therefore, criteria weighting is one of the most relevant tasks in
the resolution of MCGDM problems, and several techniques have been
proposed in the literature to address this issue [6,60,61].

The BWM [6] is one of the most widely used techniques for comput-
ing the criteria weights, and it has been applied in several fields [62—
64]. To do so, experts are asked to compare the best and worst criteria,
chosen according to their expertise, with the remaining criteria. The
main advantage of the BWM for other approaches is that experts do
not need to compare all criteria with each other to obtain the weights.
This reduces the likelihood that they give illogical or inconsistent
preferences. In our particular case, we use the BWM to derive the
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Table 1
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Fig. 1. Methodology scheme.

Compliance officer responsibility indicators.

Block

Indicator

A.1. Identification of legal obligations (external regulations)

A.2. Identification of sectorial code guidelines (external regulations)

A.3. Identification of own policies or codes of ethics (internal regulations)

A.4. Identification of good governance and organizational practices (internal regulations)

B.1. Understand of the organization’s internal processes and procedures”

B.2. Understand compliance function obligations

B.3. Integration of internal processes and compliance obligations

B.4. Contribution in the description of the compliance obligations inherent to each area of the organization

B.5. Contribution in the description of the compliance obligations inherent to each position within the organization

B.6. Contribution in the description of compliance obligations as an objective parameter in the evaluation of staff performance

C.1. Coordination of continuous training on compliance matters
C.2. Coordination with the person who will provide support in case of doubts on how to proceed with compliance obligations
C.3. Coordination with the figure that will support whether or not certain conduct constitutes an infraction (non-compliance)

C.4. Adequate communication of the compliance program to employees (internal stakeholders)

D.1. Identification and attention to risks derived from customer relationships

D.2. Identification and attention to risks derived from supplier relationships

D.3. Identification and attention to risks derived from relationships with distributors and external commercial agents
D.4. Identification and attention to risks derived from relations with any collaborator

E.1. Implementation of corrective measures to ensure compliance effectiveness

E.2. Implementation of prevention measures to ensure the effectiveness of compliance

E.3. Implementation of measures to ensure compliance function reviews at planned intervals
E.4. Compliance risk prevention system operation monitoring

F.1. Advice to the rest of the organization by internal experts on compliance matters
F.2. Advice to the rest of the organization by experts from outside the organization on compliance matters
F F.3. Implementation of measures and controls to identify risks and/or incidents

F.4. Awareness of risks and/or incidents through staff

F.5. Knowledge of risks and/or incidents inferred from own documentation collected through internal processes®

2 Internal processes: (1) System for complaints, denunciations, and telephone or e-mail support; (2) Periodic meetings with those responsible

for processes; (3) Periodic incident reports; (4) Mechanisms for direct support to employees who have doubts as to whether or not a conduct
represents a risk, prior to executing it; (5) Checkpoints and process controls in cases where normal operating parameters are exceeded, requiring
the approval of the Compliance Officer; (6) Indicators of performance and compliance with the measures established to ensure regulatory

compliance, reflecting the evolution of the risk prevention system.

weights for the 27 indicators shown in Table 1, which represent the
criteria of our problem.
The BWM consists of the following steps:

. Determine the set of criteria.

2. The expert selects the best criterion (cz) and the worst criterion

(Cw)-

. The expert compares the ¢ and the rest criteria, and such com-
parisons are collected in the Best to Others (BO) vector, BO =
{api,agy, ..., ag,}, where ap; refers to the pairwise comparison
between the best criterion cp and the criterion c;.

. The expert compares the remaining criteria with cy,, and such
comparisons are collected in the Others to Worst (OW) vector,
OW = {ayy.ayy,....a,y }, where a;y refers to the pairwise
comparison between the criterion ¢; and the worst criterion cy,.
. The weights of the criteria are derived using an optimization
model (see Eq. (1)). In this model, for each comparison, the
optimal criteria weights satisfy wp/w; = ag; and w; /wy, = a;y,.
Therefore, the maximum absolute differences |wp/w; — ap;| and

|w;/wy, — a;y | should be minimized:

min &
B _ g,
| —ap;l <&
w,
e —awl <¢ e}
n —
Zj=le—1,

w; 20, forall j=1,2,...,n.

In addition to the optimization model, Rezaei proposed a consis-
tency ratio (CR) to evaluate the consistency in experts’ preferences. This
is key, since if the experts’ preferences are inconsistent, then the results
would not be reliable. The consistency ratio is derived as follows:

é*
CR=— 2
ro¥i (2)

where £* represents the value obtained from the optimization model
that represents the maximal absolute difference between the optimal
weights and the comparisons, and CI that represents a consistency
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index, a numerical value obtained from the experiments carried out
in [6].

3.3. Minimum cost consensus

The BWM allows computing the criteria weights from experts’ opin-
ions, but individually. That means that if there are many experts
involved in the criteria weighting, the BWM would derive different
weights according to the opinion of each expert. However, experts’
opinions could be conflicting to each other, and they may disagree
regarding the criteria weights.

The consensus reaching processes (CRPs) are iterative processes
whose goal is to smooth disagreements in decision-making processes
and reach a consensual solution that satisfies all the experts. In this pro-
cess, experts should change their initial views and bring their opinions
closer to each other to increase the level of agreement in the group.
In this paper, we apply a CRP to the individual indicators weights
obtained from the BWM for each expert to obtain a global agreed
weight for each indicator.

There is a long list of CRP proposals in the literature [7], however,
we will focus on MCC models [8,9] due to their simplicity and proven
good performance. The MCC models formulate a decision-making prob-
lem as a linear programming model that searches for a consensual
solution that preserves as much as possible the initial experts’ pref-
erences. In this sense, the MCC model obtains the best theoretically
agreed solution since it requires minimal changes in the experts’ pref-
erences, and thus this will be the solution that most satisfies them. Ben
Arieh and Easton defined in [8] the MCC model as follows:

miny YU, ¢ | 0f — oy |

_ (MCQ)

st | o;( -0 |<ek=1,2,....m
where (o, ...,0,,) represents the original weights obtained from the
BWM for each expert, (o’l, ,o:n ) are the modified weights computed

by the optimization model automatically, o' represents the collective
opinion computed through an arithmetic mean operator and ¢ €]0, 1]
is the maximum absolute deviation of each expert and the collective
opinion.

e represents the maximum allowed deviation between the collective
opinion, which represents the opinion of the group, and each expert.
This constraint guarantees an agreed solution, since the smaller the
deviation between the collective and individual opinions, the more
similar the individual opinions will be to each other and, therefore, the
greater the degree of agreement.

3.4. Sample description

The social importance of Nonprofit Cooperative Societies, together
with the scarcity of research on them, has remained latent over the
decades, which justifies the choice of our sample, without forgetting
their marked social character. In this sense, to obtain the weights of
the different indicators, we ask experts using a questionnaire (available
in https://bit.ly/3W2QOwR). The questionnaires were distributed by
email and the fieldwork was carried out during June and part of July.
An initial telephone call was made to inform the manager of each
of the selected Nonprofit Cooperative Societies of the research team’s
objective and the types of questions to be answered. In this phone call,
the e-mail address was confirmed, and the questionnaires were then
sent to them with the explanation of how to fill it in correctly. In cases
where a few days passed, and no response was received, a second phone
call was made to remind them to complete the survey, as well as the
importance of the survey for this research work. The questionnaires
were answered by seven managers (100% response rate) of seven
different Nonprofit Cooperative Societies from different areas such as
transportation, consulting, teaching and education, public relations and
communication or training.
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Table 2

BWM weights for indicators of Block A.
Block A Al A2 A3 A4
Expert 1 0.548 0.068 0.274 0.11
Expert 2 0.533 0.067 0.133 0.267
Expert 3 0.533 0.067 0.133 0.267
Expert 4 0.533 0.067 0.267 0.133
Expert 5 0.533 0.067 0.133 0.267
Expert 6 0.533 0.067 0.133 0.267
Expert 7 0.533 0.067 0.267 0.133
Consensus 0.5351 0.0671 0.1914 0.2063

4. Discussion of the results

This section analyzes the resulting weightings for each block of
indicators based on the ISO 37301 CMS standard created ad hoc for this
research. The 27 indicators are divided into six blocks (A to F). Then
each block is presented in different tables below (Tables 2 to 7) where
the individual weightings of the decision-makers (experts) for each
indicator are shown. Individual weights are obtained by computing the
BWM for each expert. Note that the total sum of the weights must be
equal to 1.

Table 2 presents the BWM weights for the indicators of Block A
(Regulatory identification). This block includes a total of 4 indicators.
Its analysis allows us to observe that there is an almost global consensus
among all experts. The experts’ preferences are so close to each other
that the consensual weights obtained from the MCC varies slightly to
the initial views of the experts. This is a positive aspect, since, as the
variation in weights is minimal, experts are satisfied with the overall
calculated consensual weights. Specifically, we highlight how indicator
A.1. “Identification of legal obligations (external regulations)” obtains
an identical individual weighting by 6 out of 7 experts. The same
happens with indicator A.2. “Identification of sectorial code guide-
lines (external regulations)”. Furthermore, according to the consensus
value, the indicator considered the most representative of this block
(0.5351/1) is A.1, which obtains more than half of the score to be
distributed. This means that it is clearly the most valued by experts
as the vital responsibility of the Compliance Officer. This weight high-
lights the experts’ concern regarding the level of knowledge that the
Compliance Officer must have regarding legal obligations, in short, the
applicable external regulations. The importance of legal regulations by
a Compliance Officer cannot be overstated, as they play a critical role in
ensuring that a Nonprofit Cooperative Society operates within the limits
of the law and fostering a culture of ethical behavior. It should be noted
that the indicator considered least important according to the level of
consensus of the experts is A.2. (0.0671/1), including the identification
of sectorial codes as a responsibility attributable to this figure. In the
context of this block, experts assign higher values to other issues.

In relation to Block B (Comprehension, integration, and descrip-
tion), composed of 6 indicators (see Table 3), the consensus among the
different experts is again highlighted. The individual weights obtained
from the BWM are quite similar. This lack of disagreements makes
the MCC provides consensual weights very similar to the initial ones
provided by the experts, and makes it easier for experts to accept the
collective weights associated with each indicator. In particular, similar
values are obtained in the individual weights of indicators B.1. “Un-
derstand of the organization’s internal processes and procedures”, B.2.
“Understand compliance function obligations” and B.6. “Contribution
in the description of compliance obligations as an objective parameter
in the evaluation of staff performance”. In this case, indicator B.1.
(0.4289/1) is the indicator with the highest consensus value. This indi-
cator is about the responsibility of the Compliance Officer based on the
understanding of the organization’s internal processes and procedures.
As internal procedures, ISO 37301 CMS standard establishes the follow-
ing: (1) System for complaints, denunciations, and telephone or email
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Table 3 Table 5

BWM weights for indicators of Block B. BWM weights for indicators of Block D.
Block B B.1 B.2 B.3 B.4 B.5 B.6 Block D D.1 D.2 D.3 D.4
Expert 1 0.43 0.25 0.131 0.074 0.074 0.04 Expert 1 0.533 0.133 0.267 0.067
Expert 2 0.447 0.252 0.077 0.09 0.09 0.044 Expert 2 0.533 0.133 0.267 0.067
Expert 3 0.423 0.247 0.129 0.094 0.068 0.039 Expert 3 0.533 0.267 0.133 0.067
Expert 4 0.43 0.25 0.131 0.074 0.074 0.04 Expert 4 0.533 0.133 0.267 0.067
Expert 5 0.42 0.25 0.128 0.068 0.096 0.039 Expert 5 0.533 0.133 0.267 0.067
Expert 6 0.42 0.25 0.128 0.096 0.068 0.039 Expert 6 0.533 0.267 0.133 0.067
Expert 7 0.43 0.25 0.131 0.074 0.074 0.04 Expert 7 0.533 0.133 0.267 0.067
Consensus 0.4289 0.2499 0.1219 0.0814 0.077 0.0403 Consensus 0.533 0.1713 0.2287 0.067

Table 4 Table 6

BWM weights for indicators of Block C. BWM weights for indicators of Block E.
Block C C.1 C.2 C.3 C.4 Block E E1l E.2 E.3 E.4
Expert 1 0.533 0.267 0.133 0.067 Expert 1 0.133 0.533 0.067 0.267
Expert 2 0.533 0.267 0.133 0.067 Expert 2 0.133 0.533 0.067 0.267
Expert 3 0.533 0.133 0.267 0.067 Expert 3 0.133 0.533 0.067 0.267
Expert 4 0.533 0.267 0.133 0.067 Expert 4 0.133 0.533 0.067 0.267
Expert 5 0.533 0.267 0.133 0.067 Expert 5 0.133 0.533 0.067 0.267
Expert 6 0.533 0.133 0.267 0.067 Expert 6 0.267 0.533 0.067 0.133
Expert 7 0.533 0.267 0.133 0.067 Expert 7 0.133 0.533 0.067 0.267
Consensus 0.533 0.2287 0.1713 0.067 Consensus 0.1521 0.533 0.067 0.2479

support; (2) Periodic meetings with those responsible for processes;
(3) Periodic incident reports; (4) Mechanisms for direct support to
employees who have doubts as to whether or not a conduct represents
a risk, prior to executing it; (5) Checkpoints and process controls in
cases where normal operating parameters are exceeded, requiring the
approval of the Compliance Officer; (6) Indicators of performance and
compliance with the measures established to ensure regulatory com-
pliance, reflecting the evolution of the risk prevention system. In the
context of Nonprofit Cooperative Societies, a Compliance Officer who
understands internal processes can ensure that the organization acts
transparently and is accountable for its activities and finances, which
is crucial to maintaining trust and support. A correct understanding
not only helps to comply with legal and regulatory obligations. It also
strengthens trust and will ensure that every report disclosed is accurate
and meets the requirements demanded by stakeholders. In contrast, the
indicator least valued by the experts is B.6.(0.0403/1) “Contribution in
the description of compliance obligations as an objective parameter in
the evaluation staff performance” as shown by the results.

Table 4 shows the BWM weightings for the indicators in Block C
(Coordination and communication with internal stakeholders), which
is made up of 4 indicators. Effective communication between the Com-
pliance Officer and internal stakeholders is crucial to foster a culture of
compliance. Establishing open dialogue, asking questions, seeking guid-
ance on or regular meetings can ensure that the compliance function
is integrated into the overall Nonprofit Cooperative Society strategy.
It should be noted that indicators C.1. “Coordination of continuous
training on compliance matters” and C.4. “Adequate communication
of the compliance program to employees (internal stakeholders)” ob-
tain the same individual weight by the 7 experts. Similarly, between
these two indicators is the best and the worst rated. Specifically, the
best weight indicator is C.1. since it obtains more than half of the
weight to be distributed (0.533/1) where coordination in relation to
continuous training on compliance issues by the Compliance Officer
is very important. Regular training sessions are essential to educate
the Compliance Officer about relevant laws, regulations, and internal
policies. In contrast, the worst weight in block C is the indicator
C.4. (0.067/1) which refers to the adequate communication of the
compliance program to the organization’s employees.

The following comments refer to Table 5. It details the weights
of Block D (Relationship with external stakeholders), which is made
up of 4 indicators. The role of a Compliance Officer in a Nonprofit
Cooperative Society involves not only managing internal compliance

but also communicating, engaging, and interacting effectively with
external stakeholders. Again we find the same individual value of the 7
experts on indicators D.1”. Identification and attention to risks derived
from customer relationships” and D.4. “Identification and attention to
risks derived from relations with any collaborator”. From the analysis,
it is concluded that the highest weight given by the experts is to
indicator D.1. (0.533/1) which is based on the responsibility of the
Compliance Officer for the identification and attention to risks de-
rived from customer relationships. The experts then evaluate the same
issue but in relation to distributors and external commercial agents
(D.3. =0.2287/1), followed by suppliers (D.2. = 0.1713/1) and, finally,
with any collaborator (D.4. = 0.067/1).

As previously indicated in the theoretical framework, in Nonprofit
Cooperative Societies, the figure of the Compliance Officer plays a vital
role in monitoring and preventing unwanted circumstances that may
arise from non-compliance. By establishing robust internal controls,
conducting regular audits, promoting ethical standards, and engaging
members, the Compliance Officer helps ensure that the organization op-
erates within legal and ethical boundaries. This not only safeguards the
organization’s reputation, but also fosters trust, transparency, and ac-
countability among its own members and stakeholders and contributes
to the achievement of the United Nations Sustainable Development
Goals. Table 6 indicates that two of the indicators of Block E (Mon-
itoring and prevention) unanimously present a high initial level of
consensus on the responsibilities attributable to the figure of the Com-
pliance Officer in Nonprofit Cooperative Societies. This means that
each expert, in their individual decision, has given the same value
for that indicator and that they all agree on the said value, and no
major disagreements are identified. In detail, the indicators are E.2.
“Implementation of prevention measures to ensure the effectiveness
of compliance” and E.3. “Implementation of measures to ensure com-
pliance function reviews at planned intervals”. The indicator with
the highest weight is E.2. (0.533/1) “Implementation of prevention
measures to ensure the effectiveness of compliance”, followed by E.4.
(0.2479/1) “Compliance risk prevention system operation monitor-
ing”. Then, E.1. (0.1521/1) “Implementation of corrective measures to
ensure compliance effectiveness” and finally E.3. (0.067/1) “Implemen-
tation of measures to ensure compliance function reviews at planned
intervals”.

Finally, Table 7 presents a list of 5 indicators that make up Block F
(Risk assessment and management). The analysis of the weighted values
in this table indicates the existence of one highly valued indicator and



C. Ortega-Rodriguez et al.

Table 7

BWM weights for indicators of Block F.
Block F F.1 F.2 F.3 F.4 F.5
Expert 1 0.082 0.046 0.476 0.127 0.268
Expert 2 0.082 0.046 0.476 0.127 0.268
Expert 3 0.084 0.047 0.486 0.274 0.108
Expert 4 0.082 0.046 0.476 0.127 0.268
Expert 5 0.082 0.046 0.476 0.127 0.268
Expert 6 0.082 0.046 0.476 0.127 0.268
Expert 7 0.082 0.046 0.476 0.127 0.268
Consensus 0.083 0.0463 0.4774 0.148 0.2452

two indicators whose value is notably low. Specifically, the indicator
most valued by the group of experts is F.3. (0.4774/1) “Implementation
of measures and controls to identify risks and/or incidents”. This
indicator reaches almost half of the total score, so it is clearly the most
valued. By implementing these measures and controls, a Compliance
Officer can effectively assess and manage risks and incidents, ensuring
that the organization maintains the compliance function while fostering
a culture of integrity and accountability. In contrast, the least valued
indicators are F.1. (0.083/1) “Advice to the rest of the organization by
internal experts on compliance matters” and F.2. (0.0463/1) “Advice
to the rest of the organization by experts from outside the organization
on compliance matters”.

To conclude this analysis, Table 8 shows the final set of indicators
proposed in this paper focusing on evaluating the responsibilities and
effectiveness of a Compliance Officer. In addition, we include the
importance that should be considered for each indicator according to
the knowledge of several experts in the field. Notice, although the
derived weights allow an ordinal hierarchy of governance indicators to
be established, small differences between some of them (e.g., between
0.31 and 0.29) may not be statistically or practically significant. In this
sense, experts in Nonprofit Cooperative Societies should interpret these
weights as general guidelines, considering also the specific context of
their organization, available resources, and other qualitative factors.
Therefore, the results of the present study should be used as a support
tool, rather than as a strict rule for prioritization.

The weights of the indicators in Table 8 correspond to the consensus
weights calculated in each block. To obtain these weights, the initial
opinions of the experts have been modified through the MCC model.
Undoubtedly, if these modifications were too large, they would jeop-
ardize the consensus solution, since the experts would not be willing
to modify their opinions too much. However, on the one hand, Tables
2-7 show that the initial opinions of the experts, prior to consensus, are
not very far apart. In fact, the weights obtained individually from each
expert’s opinions through the BWM are very similar or even equal to
each other on most indicators. Therefore, initially, there are not very
different opinions among experts. On the other hand, the MCC model
guarantees a consensual solution by changing as little as possible the
individual opinions of the experts, which, mathematically speaking, is
the optimal solution.

5. Conclusions

Over the decades, the importance of Nonprofit Cooperative Societies
has remained constant, above all because of the social benefit they
provide. Moreover, to date, there are few studies that have focused on
analyzing these types of NPOs. This raises the need to address not only
economic objectives, but also social ones that help these organizations
to improve their social function and their accountability. In this sense,
we highlight the Compliance Officer of the Nonprofit Cooperative
Societies and the responsibilities attributable to this role, contributing
to the accountability and verification of the ethical objectives that are
the DNA of the NPOs. Consequently, the above justifies the opportunity
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presented by this research, whose objective is to validate the responsi-
bility attributable to the figure of the Compliance Officer based on ISO
37301 CMS standard in Nonprofit Cooperative Societies.

The battery of indicators that we propose based on ISO 37301
CMS standard is useful for various issues that affect the organization’s
compliance. It aims to help the Compliance Officer on different issues,
such as monitoring the performance of the compliance program and
identify areas that require attention or improvements, in addition to
support to make correctly informed decisions. With the validation of
this battery and its correct application by the Nonprofit Compliance
Officer, we demonstrate to both regulators and other interested parties
that the organization meets its obligations. The application of these
indicators on the responsibilities attributable to the Compliance Officer
and their practical implications can be extrapolated to the public and
private sectors. If we extend the practical implications to the private
sector, it is worth noting that in small and medium-sized enterprises it
would imply several benefits, such as the effective management of legal
and regulatory risk, as companies operate in a highly regulated envi-
ronment. Thus, the validated indicators allow the Compliance Officer to
accurately address national and international regulations, reducing the
likelihood of legal sanctions. Extending the results to the public sector
context could strengthen accountability. The application of indicators
can ensure that public policies and administrative procedures comply
with legal and ethical frameworks. In addition, corruption risk as a
battery of indicators helps to implement corrective measures in time.

Implementing a robust battery of indicators allows the Compliance
Officer to not only fulfill their responsibilities, but also strengthen
the culture of compliance within the organization. This is important
in terms of accountability. Accountability and compliance are closely
related concepts in organizational management. Understanding their
relationship is critical for ensuring that a Nonprofit Cooperative Society
adheres to legal and ethical standards while maintaining operational
and managerial integrity, by contributing to the achievement of the
Sustainable Development Goals promulgated by the United Nations.

In relation to the elaboration of the battery of indicators, we apply a
well-known MCGDM weighting methodology, the BWM, to obtain opti-
mal weights from expert knowledge from different sectors of Nonprofit
Cooperative Societies. In addition, we used a collective agreed weight
for each indicator by using a consensus optimization process, capable to
analyze the possible disagreements in the individual experts’ weights,
smooth them out, and obtain a consensual weight for each indicator
that satisfies all the experts. This allows us to offer a validation of each
of the indicators with a high level of consensus. With these indicators
based on the ISO 37301 CMS standard, we aim to help professionals in
the sector (especially those who perform the role of Compliance Officer)
to monitor the performance of the compliance function and ensure that
appropriate measures are being taken to identify, manage, and mitigate
risks and incidents.

Regarding the limitations of this research, although this method
could be applicable to any context of the nonprofit sector, the specific
results are limited to the Spanish field and to the Nonprofit Cooperative
Societies. A geographically and professionally homogeneous group may
not capture the full range of relevant ideas, especially if the research
has international or cross-cultural dimensions. However, this is not
our case, since the study focuses on the Spanish case. Although the
present research does not pursue statistical generalization, it often
strives for analytical generalization (i.e., drawing conclusions that can
be applied to similar contexts). Analyzing how the local context of
Spain may influence expert opinions is crucial to help readers assess
the potential applicability of findings elsewhere. In relation to the
robustness of our findings, small, localized samples may increase the
risk of bias or over-reliance on context-specific factors. Nevertheless,
BWM is a multi-criteria decision-making method that prioritizes the
quality of expert judgment, not sample size. It is based on pairwise
comparisons performed by highly trained experts, so even a small
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Table 8
Battery of compliance officer responsibility indicators and their relevance.

Block Indicator Weight
A.1. Identification of legal obligations (external regulations) 0.5351

A A.2. Identification of sectorial code guidelines (external regulations) 0.0671
A.3. Identification of own policies or codes of ethics (internal regulations) 0.1914
A.4. Identification of good governance and organizational practices (internal regulations) 0.2063
B.1. Understand of the organization’s internal processes and procedures 0.4289
B.2. Understand compliance function obligations 0.2499

B B.3. Integration of internal processes and compliance obligations 0.1219
B.4. Contribution in the description of the compliance obligations inherent to each area of the organization 0.0814
B.5. Contribution in the description of the compliance obligations inherent to each position within the organization 0.0777
B.6. Contribution in the description of compliance obligations as an objective parameter in the evaluation of staff performance 0.0403
C.1. Coordination of continuous training on compliance matters 0.533

c C.2. Coordination with the person who will provide support in case of doubts on how to proceed with compliance obligations 0.2287
C.3. Coordination with the figure that will support whether or not certain conduct constitutes an infraction (non-compliance) 0.1713
C.4. Adequate communication of the compliance program to employees (internal stakeholders) 0.067
D.1. Identification and attention to risks derived from customer relationships 0.533

b D.2. Identification and attention to risks derived from supplier relationships 0.1713
D.3. Identification and attention to risks derived from relationships with distributors and external commercial agents 0.2287
D.4. Identification and attention to risks derived from relations with any collaborator 0.067
E.1. Implementation of corrective measures to ensure compliance effectiveness 0.1521

E E.2. Implementation of prevention measures to ensure the effectiveness of compliance 0.533
E.3. Implementation of measures to ensure compliance function reviews at planned intervals 0.067
E.4. Compliance risk prevention system operation monitoring 0.2479
F.1. Advice to the rest of the organization by internal experts on compliance matters 0.083
F.2. Advice to the rest of the organization by experts from outside the organization on compliance matters 0.0463

F F.3. Implementation of measures and controls to identify risks and/or incidents 0.4774
F.4. Awareness of risks and/or incidents through staff 0.148
F.5. Knowledge of risks and/or incidents inferred from own documentation collected through internal processes 0.2452

number of participants can provide valid results if they have adequate
knowledge.

Furthermore, we encourage more research to be carried out on this
function, which remains underdeveloped in the nonprofit sector in gen-
eral and, in particular, in Nonprofit Cooperative Societies. A possible
future research line may be to consider the linguistic representation of
experts’ preferences and weights, through the use of fuzzy logic [65].
In this sense, experts could use linguistic expressions that are closer to
their usual way of thinking to give their assessments about indicators,
such as “an indicator is more important than another”. The resulting
weights could also be expressed linguistically rather than numerically,
with expressions such as “important”, “very important”, which could
facilitate the interpretation of the importance of the indicators. Another
possible future research line could be to address a similar study fol-
lowing a large-scale group decision-making approach with hundreds or
even thousands of experts involved in the decision process. Increasing
the number of experts would provide a greater diversity of perspectives,
which enrich the analysis, and it would be particularly important
in the case of nonprofit cooperative societies, as their structure and
functioning may vary between countries or sectors.
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