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Abstract: One of the most complex challenges currently faced by non-profit organizations (NPOs)
is demonstrating that they manage resources with the highest levels of efficiency and excellence,
and do not deviate from the accomplishment of their mission. Transparency and good governance
are highly valuable issues for the survival of these organizations. However, empirical studies and
models to measure these concepts are scarce and lack consensus. The objective of this article is to
develop a uniform procedure for measuring the levels of transparency and good governance in
NPOs, validated by experts, that integrates the most important contributions. The main proposals are
supported by lists of indicators whose compliance they try to verify. Finally, we considered the experts’
preferences to obtain the indicator weights by means of the Best–Worst Method and Minimum Cost
Consensus model. The result of our work is the development of a list of indicators, which integrates
the existing battery of Spanish indicators. We contribute, with this work, to improving the credibility
of the third sector from the perspective of donors, users, public administrations, and society. This is
an essential issue for the survival of these NPOs.

Keywords: third sector; non-profit organization (NPO); transparency; good governance;
accountability; batteries of indicators; Best-Worst Method (BWM); minimum cost consensus (MCC)

1. Introduction

Non-profit organizations (NPOs) have been configured as an exclusive model in the coverage of
social services of a very diverse nature [1,2]. Due to the growth in its size and scope, the third sector has
become a major player in global society [3]. There is a strong link between the third sector and public
authorities. This is because NPOs collect public funds and are subject to a favourable tax regime [4].
Regarding this, it is necessary to provide greater visibility to their actions and avoid suspicions
of irregularities about tax advantages and funds obtained from public administrations [5]. In this
framework, NPOs have become a true benchmark, developing action procedures and management
models capable of quickly addressing different social problems as expected by society [6].

Recently, NPOs have appeared whose activity and destination of resources is on the edge of
legality [7,8]. Although these are unusual phenomena, they have opened a debate on the control
mechanisms to which they are subject. On this matter, as a response to social demands, a need exists to
develop rigorous tools and models that allow us to quantify the credibility and trustworthiness of the
sector. As an unobservable reality, it is difficult to assess this empirically.
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In this work, the interrelationship between “transparency” and “good governance” concepts
are analyzed, resulting in an analysis of indicator batteries, which are an essential non-profit tool.
Both concepts are necessary allies to generate confidence in the complex environment where public
trust is recognized as crucial to the sector’s long-term success [9]. It is worth bearing in mind that there
is no common agreement on how to measure transparency and good governance [10], but several
guidance indicators exist for a series of aspects. Even for the same measurement technique and checklist
of indicators, several batteries of indicators exist with different numbers and types of indicators, despite
referring to similar conditions.

Thus, the absence of a generally accepted agreement regarding how to measure transparency and
good governance in the environment of NPOs represents a challenge. This lack of consensus has led to
different institutions having prepared their own proposals, consisting of a list of indicators. Compliance
with a certain number of these indicators provides the final measure of the level of transparency or good
governance of each NPO. However, the indicators proposed by each institution are not homogeneous,
are sometimes not included in all proposals, and have a different value depending on the institution
that proposes them.

To solve this heterogeneity based on a given model, a comparative analysis of two batteries of
indicators of transparency and good governance practices in NPOs developed by two prestigious
entities in Spain is presented. These entities are the alliance between the Social Action NGO Platform
and the NGO Coordinator for Development (CONGDE) and the Loyalty Foundation. Our goal is
to achieve harmonization of such batteries and prioritize their indicators. To obtain the weights of
the indicators we use a methodology widely used in multi-criteria decision making, the so-called
Best–Worst Method (BWM) [11]. The BWM allows the derivation of weights of the indicators from the
experts’ preferences by selecting the best and worst indicators, and comparing these with the remainder.
However, using the BWM results in as many weights for an indicator as the number of experts. Hence,
there may be disagreements in experts’ opinions. A common tool used to reconcile these differences
is the consensus reaching process (CRP) [12,13]. Among the different types of CRPs described in
the taxonomy provided in [14], automatic processes are able to obtain quick and reliable agreement.
Therefore, in our study we applied a minimum cost consensus (MCC) model [15]. The MCC model
automatically modifies the weights obtained from BWM by preserving the initial experts’ opinions as
much as possible, obtaining a consensual weight for each indicator, and removing disagreements if
they exist.

Several solutions are noted in the literature to measure transparency and good governance in
NPOs, as mentioned above. The main contributions of this work are as follows:

• A procedure for measuring transparency and good governance in NPOs through a multi-criteria
group decision-making method.

• Application of BWM to weight indicators.
• Use of a consensus method to eliminate conflicts.

Thus, a set of indicators is obtained to measure transparency and good governance in NPOs with
the following characteristics:

• Weighting of indicators according to their considered importance.
• Consensus on the power of the indicators.
• They unify the two main proposals of the Spanish case.

Regarding this last characteristic, we select only the indicators that are referred to the same aspect,
and we offer a new statement for those common indicators that combine the content about such aspect
in each battery.

A new approach is proposed to improve current practice, which makes it possible to measure the
level of transparency and good governance of each NPO. This research tries to advance the knowledge
of the third sector. Social credibility is an essential issue for any NPO. However, it is a little-studied
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phenomenon. This leads us to generate a new way of measuring transparency and governance of third
sector organizations. Therefore, our contribution consists of introducing study initiatives to achieve
improvement in this non-profit area.

The present study proceeds as follows: in Section 2 we provide contextualization of the third
sector and a theoretical framework for the study. Section 3 develops the methodology based on the
BWM and the MCC model to derive the weight of the indicators. Section 4 presents the main results
obtained in the comparative analysis of the two batteries of indicators of transparency and good
governance practices in NPOs. Finally, conclusions are noted in Section 5.

2. Theoretical Framework

2.1. Contextualizing the Third Sector

Defining an NPO is a highly complex issue that presents difficulties [16] that derive from the lack
of a single, precise concept about the sector [17,18]. In this sub-section, we identify characteristics that
are available in the literature that assist in conceptualization of the third sector.

Notwithstanding this lack of agreement on conceptualization, it is possible to identify some
features that distinguish this sector: the first of these is the non-distribution of benefits. If we only
take into account this characteristic as unique, we would be defining a weak conceptualization of the
sector [16,19,20]. Hence, we prove additional organizational characteristics relevant to the third sector.

Secondly, NPOs require proper management, although their ultimate goal is not profit
maximization [8], but the attainment of social purposes [21]. The management of a NPO presents
difficulties in measuring the achievements made, the attention that must be paid to the social demands
of a variety of stakeholders, and the complexity and competitiveness of the sector in which they
operate [22]. Accounting-based models do not provide an adequate valuation, [23] hindering NPOs’
ability to demonstrate their accountability [24]. Transferring techniques and management methods
from the private sector is also not suitable for NPOs; thus, they must be adapted to take into account
an NPO’s characteristics [25].

The need for an adequate measurement model for NPOs is accentuated because they receive
resources, in many cases without remuneration, which also enjoy a favourable tax regime [26]. Thus, it
is necessary to assess the correct management of such resources. Similarly, it is important that NPOs
know whether management of resources has allowed them to achieve the social objectives that were
originally envisaged, in addition to how they have been achieved [27].

In conclusion, there is a need for NPOs to provide their stakeholders with as much information
as possible about themselves and their activities [28]. Transparency of NPO operations and the
engagement of stakeholders strengthen relationships and helps secure resources [28]. Therefore, the
concepts of transparency and good governance emerge as essential aspects in the management of
NPOs. Both concepts are analysed in the following subsection in detail.

2.2. Transparency and Good Governance in the NPOs

A NPO is assumed to have a series of specific values, among which some of the most important
are transparency and good governance [29]. In addition, the literature evidence indicates necessity
for the third sector to enhance governance and improve transparency [30]. There are two reasons
that reinforce this necessity: first, and most importantly, accountability (which is complex for most
NPOs) is important for organizational effectiveness and mission alignment and aspiration; thus,
transparency and good governance are intrinsically important for their close relationship with the
mission attainment of NPOs. It is important that entities have mechanisms that allow stakeholders to
assess the appropriate use of the funds received by NPOs, and that these funds are aligned with their
social mission [31]. Secondly, in addition to guaranteeing such mission attainment, transparency and
good governance also help to reinforce the perceived credibility of NPOs according to their different
stakeholders. This is important for maintaining the necessary support for carrying out the activities
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that, eventually, will allow these entities to fulfil their mission. In this regard, we highlight the moral
adoption of responsible actions in these organizations to disclose information about their activities and
the resources they use to fulfill their social mission [32,33]. In this subsection we try to analyse both
concepts in the non-profit field.

Recent studies confer a high strategic value to the concept of transparency [34–36] in the non-profit
sector. One of the most controversial issues faced by the sector is the definition of the concept of
“transparency” [37,38]. In prior literature, no unique definition exists that allows us to determine
this concept and its application to the sector. However, this aspect, which is valuable for its own
sake and allows for an affective pursuit of the organizational mission of NPOs, is closely linked to
good management practices, being important for the image that the organization must project to the
community. When studying transparency, we mean to disclose information about the activities and
processes developed, in addition to the resources and means they use to achieve the ultimate objective
for which they were created: the compliance of the mission [32,33]. Transparency must be consistent
with the mission of NPOs, representing the competence of the organization, that is, its performance,
processes, decision making, and final results. This fact, henceforth, reinforces NPOs’ legitimacy
and generates social value for society [34]. There is growing pressure on NPOs to demonstrate
accountability and transparency [39]. Unfortunately, a worrying absence of transparency has been
detected in the sector [40].

Next, we analyse the concept of “good governance”. In recent decades, there has been a
growing interest in studying the governance of non-profit organizations [41–44]. The initial interest
in government studies originated in the private sector, that is, the third sector was influenced by
the private sector [45]. For instance, issues such as the benefits provided by good governance [46],
the monitoring of the interactions between the executives of an organization [47], or comprehensive
measures of compensation incentives [48], are relevant governance mechanisms in the private sector
which may also be considered in the non-profit field. For that reason, ethical attitudes and appropriate
practices in the management of NPOs are promoted. For instance, the so-called “codes of good
governance” have been developed [49] or ethics policies have been established [50]. One of the
fundamental objectives of a good governance code should be to increase and improve the transparency
of the organization’s governance. Therefore, the provisions included in the codes or policies of good
governance must improve and guarantee the transparency of the activities of the NPOs.

Based on the plural vision of NPOs, in which multiple interests converge and different objectives
coexist, it is relevant to examine the complex problem of good governance in addition to the mechanisms
of transparency [2]. As a result, an interconnection between both concepts of “transparency” and
“good governance” appears, in which it can be observed how an unequivocal relationship can be
reached between both terms. Transparency and accountability are essential good governance practices,
where these are understood as contributing to strengthening the organization and being necessary for
its sustainability [51].

In short, transparency and good governance practices may directly benefit NPOs,
improving society’s confidence in them (hence, increasing NPO’s credibility) and allowing greater
possibilities of funding. Good governance and transparency must be understood as a stricter issue
than that of traditional accountability in its most limited form.

2.3. The Paradigm of Credibility in NPOs

Credibility has become a particular issue in the field of NPOs. Traditionally, several concerns have
been raised about the responsibility of NPOs, in particular regarding the adequacy of information
and control mechanisms. This gives rise to the concept of corporate social responsibility (CSR) [52].
CSR encompass a broad range of activities, including the improvement of the reputation of the
organization [52]. Even if the activity carried out by NPOs is not questionable, the existence of financial
scandals, albeit infrequent, may damage the perceived credibility of the sector. Transparency and good
governance are considered phenomena that can fight corruption, but their main impact is to improve
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the management of NPOs. Management ensures that the resources allocated to the NPOs are used
for the ultimate purpose for which they were created, that is, their social mission. The absence of
transparent information that allows insight into the internal processes and criteria for making decisions
about the distribution of resources causes a loss of credibility. Thus, stakeholders have increased their
demands of NPOs, asking for greater transparency to guarantee the appropriate use of resources [1,21].
As a result, the pressures of society have increased in recent decades [53] and societal concerns exist
about the appropriate allocation of resources [54].

The need to measure NPOs’ actions in a systemic manner to establish their legitimacy and social
credibility arises from consulting and participation in decision-making processes, and participatory
monitoring and evaluation of stakeholders [55]. It is clear that the pressure of society is increasing due
to a combination of social, ethical, and regulatory forces [53,56].

As mentioned previously, transparency is an element that generates credibility, legitimacy,
and trust, which are necessary to project a positive image to society [25], and good governance should
be a regular practice. A properly managed and, at the same time, transparent, organization is on
an appropriate path to achieve recognition among citizens and social credibility. Thus, an NPO can
survive and contribute to improving the world. Good governance and transparency are necessary
mechanisms to maintain confidence in the non-profit sector.

2.4. The Insufficiency of Accounting Models: The Spanish Case

Traditional accounting models are limited to providing economic and financial information without
delving into essential issues such as nature, activity, and social achievements of NPOs [23,27,57].
This leads NPOs to use alternative mechanisms to highlight their actions and demonstrate the
destination of resources and decision-making processes. The fulfilment of the mission of an NPO is
subject to assessment by its stakeholders, who are interested in the organization, and whose needs are
met by adequate levels of quality. Since this information is not covered by accounting, NPOs must
deepen the knowledge of their groups of interests [58]. Transparency is an exercise of responsibility that
NPOs must undertake in response to the expectations and demands of stakeholders, and to manage
the organization to fulfil its mission and maintain its institutional legitimacy [59].

The success of an NPO is usually associated with the fulfilment of its mission, without consideration
of a financial perspective. Thus, the exclusive use of financial measures is not representative of the
management of NPOs [60]. As a result, NPOs disclose other types of information. Non-financial
information disclosure in the NPOs presents some singularities compared with other the sectors.
For example, in contrast to other sectors, there is no legal regulation that compels these entities to
prepare and publish social information [31]. In the absence of a legal obligation, the path followed by
a large number of NPOs has been self-regulation. They voluntarily publish or disclose information
related to transparency and good governance. Thus, the responsibility of the NPOs is increased [61]
and their reputation is improved [62].

The Spanish case is not an exception to this situation. NPOs voluntarily supervise their procedures,
with the aim of achieving recognition through external certification. Two main organizations have
developed a system for verifying the levels of transparency and governance of the third sector. Both
entities have developed a battery of indicators whose compliance determines these levels for NPOs:

• The alliance formed by the NGO Platform for Social Action and the Coordinator of Development
Cooperation Organizations. The NGO Platform for Social Action is a state, private, and professional
organization that works to promote the development of social and civil rights for the most
vulnerable and unprotected groups. The most recent data (referring to 2018) indicates that
it encompasses 5716 entities. The Coordinator of Development Cooperation Organizations
integrates more than 550 organizations, with the objective of establishing a cooperation policy
that is consistent with the 2030 Agenda. It developed the Policy Coherence Index for Sustainable
Development, a tool that aims to make visible the connections of one policy with others, and its
impact on the environment and on human life. It also developed a common proposal with a total
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of 79 indicators that are divided into two main areas (transparency and good governance) which,
in turn, are divided into thematic blocks.

• The mission of the Loyalty Foundation is to encourage society’s trust in NPOs to achieve an
increase in donations, in addition to other forms of collaboration. It was the first entity to develop
a methodology to analyse transparency and good governance in Spanish NPOs. Its experience has
inspired other entities in Spain and Latin America. The Loyalty Foundation grants a certification
to organizations that comply with the proposed principles, and provides independent information
to private and institutional donors to assist them in their decisions. It presents a battery of 36
indicators subdivided into nine thematic areas.

The relevance of these institutions in international research is indicated by articles that empirically
measure some aspect of the transparency in NPOs with a focus in research and sampling on the
“Spanish case” [10]. These studies rely on the indicators developed by the Spanish Development NGO
Coordinator (CONGDE) and the Loyalty Foundation.

3. Methodology

This section introduces the methodology used in this contribution to derive the weights for
transparency and good governance indicators for non-profits. This methodology consists of two main
phases: first, the computation of the indicators’ weights from experts’ preferences using the BWM
approach and, second, the obtaining of consensual weights for each indicator using an automatic
Consensus Reaching Process (CRP) (see Figure 1).
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3.1. Best–Worst Method for Deriving Weights

Multi-criteria group decision making (MCGDM) is a daily activity in human beings’ lives, in which
a group of experts evaluate different alternatives based on a set of criteria. Formally, a MCGDM
problem consists of a set of experts {e1, . . . , em}, who evaluate a set of possible solutions or alternatives
{x1, . . . , xs}, based on different criteria C = {c1, . . . , cn}.

In a MCGDM problem, experts typically do not consider all criteria to be equally important and,
because criteria weights have a direct influence on the result, many techniques have been published to
derive them in the specialized literature [11,63].

Given the problem of evaluating transparency and good governance in NPOs using indicators,
and the lack of an empirical process to determine these indicators’ relevance, we propose using a
MCGDM methodology to derive indicators weights from experts’ opinions, that is, the so-called
BWM [11].

The BWM is a widely used methodology in MCGDM that allows deriving the weights of the
criteria from pairwise comparison matrices formed from the preferences of experts who participate
in the decision process. In general terms, the BWM consists of making comparisons, generally using
a numerical scale ranging from 1 to 9 [63], of the best, cB, and worst, cW , criteria (both selected by
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an expert) with the remaining criteria. The main advantage of this method compared to others is
that there is no need to compare all of the criteria. By reducing the number of required comparisons,
the potential for inconsistencies is reduced, particularly when there are a large number of indicators.

In further detail, the BWM is composed of several steps, as follows [11]:

1. Define a set of criteria. In this study, the criteria are represented by the indicators used to measure
the transparency and good governance in the NPOs.

2. Select the best and the worst criterion, cB and cW , respectively. These are selected by experts
individually and, if there are several cB or/and cW , the selection is made randomly.

3. The best criterion cB is compared with the remaining criteria using a predefined scale.
These comparisons result in the Best-to-Others (BO) vector, BO = {aB1, aB2, . . . , aBn}, in which aBj
means the preference of cB over the criterion c j.

4. The worst criterion cW is compared with the remaining criteria using a predefined scale.
These comparisons result in the Others-to-Worst (OW) vector, OW = {a1W , a2W , . . . , anW}, in which
a jW means the preference of the criterion c j over cW .

5. Compute the optimal criteria weights, w j, which are derived from each pair wB/w j and w j/wW ,

where wB
w j

= aBj and
w j
wW

= a jW , by means of the following non-linear programming model:

min∂

s.t =



∣∣∣∣wB
w j
− aBj

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∂∧ ∣∣∣∣ w j
wW
− a jW

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∂
n∑

j=1
w j = 1

w j ≥ 0∀ j = 1, 2, . . . , n

(1)

where ∂ is obtained by minimizing the maximum absolute differences of
∣∣∣∣wB

w j
− aBj

∣∣∣∣ and
∣∣∣∣ w j
wW
− a jW

∣∣∣∣.
As mentioned previously, consistency in experts’ preferences is a relevant aspect. Preferences with

a high level of inconsistency would lead to unreliable results. For this reason, previous research [11]
proposed a means of evaluating the consistency in experts’ preferences:

ConsistencyRatio =
∂

ConsistencyIndex
(2)

where Consistency Index is a numerical value obtained from the comparison among the best and worst
criterion aBW (see Table 1).

Table 1. Consistency Index.

aBW 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

ConsistencyIndex 0.00 0.44 1.00 1.63 2.30 3.00 3.73 4.47 5.23

However, it is important to note that BWM is applied for each expert who participates in the
decision process. Therefore, at this stage, there are as many weighting vectors as experts for each
indicator. To obtain a single weight for each, we apply a consensus process that aims at resolving any
conflict among experts’ opinions.

3.2. Minimum Cost Consensus for Consensual Weights

The BWM is applied for each expert, thus, a single indicator will have several weights, i.e., one per
expert. Furthermore, disagreements may exist among experts. To obtain a single weight for each
indicator, such that this weighting value would be accepted by all of the experts, we propose undertaking
a CRP. A CRP is an iterative process in which experts change their initial preferences with the aim of
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bringing their positions closer to each other and reaching a more consensual solution that satisfies the
whole group [13,15,64,65].

Among the multiple CRPs existing in the specialized literature, we selected that introduced by
Ben-Arieh and Easton [15]. This consensus model is based on the concept of “minimum cost consensus”
(MCC), and automatically obtains a consensual solution by preserving, as much as possible, the initial
experts’ preferences. To obtain the consensual values, a non-linear MCC programming model is used:

min
m∑

k=1
ck|ẃk −wk|

s.t.ẃk − ẃ ≤ ε, k = 1, 2, . . . , m.
(3)

where wk represents the weight obtained from the expert’s opinion ek for a specific indicator,
ẃk represents the modified weight for this expert, ẃ represents the collective opinion for the group,
εmeasures the absolute deviation between each expert’s modified opinion and the collective opinion,
and ck represents the cost of modifying the expert’s opinion ek by one unit.

The MCC model automatically modifies the initial experts’ preferences, represented by the weights
obtained from the BWM for each indicator, and returns a unique consensual weight for each.

4. Discussion of Results

In this section we highlight the main findings from the comparative analysis of two batteries
of indicators of transparency and good governance practices in NPOs. To aid clarity, we divide the
discussion of the results into two subsections. In the first, we discuss the selection process for the
batteries of indicators, and in the second we analyze the weighted importance that experts in NPO
management give to the previously selected common indicators.

4.1. Selection of the Combination Battery of Indicators

As previously explained, the credibility and trustworthiness of NPOs for their donors is an
unobservable reality, and thus difficult to empirically measure. As a result, there is no a common
agreement in how to measure these attributes, but several guidance indicators exist that relate to a
series of aspects that are considered to be indicative of such credibility (in particular, transparency
and good governance indicators). This lack of agreement does not only apply to the measurement
technique itself, but also to the indicative aspects of transparency and good governance commonly
adopted in prior literature. Consequently, both batteries consider the same measurement technique,
which consists of checking whether a certain NPO meets the requirements that are established in a list
of indicators. Moreover, these indicators refer to the same aspects (transparency and good governance).
Notwithstanding this similarity, the batteries have a different number of indicators, and the statements
of these indicators differ in terms of their wording.

In an attempt to unify, as much as possible, the aspects to be considered as indicative of transparency
and good governance in NPOs, we compared the two main batteries of indicators in Spain: CONGDE
and the Loyalty Foundation. After a systematic, manual examination of the two batteries, we merged
them into a single, common battery to elaborate the questionnaire to be answered by the experts in
NPO management.

The main highlights from the comparison can be briefly described as follows. Both batteries of
indicators are composed of a vast number of indicators that cover a wide range of aspects indicative
of the perceived credibility of NPOs by their stakeholders, mainly based on the donors’ perspective.
Notwithstanding this, several differences were observed:

Firstly, the batteries differ in the number of indicators, and in the classification of the indicators
into categories and subcategories. Thus, the CONGDE battery has 79 indicators classified into 27
aspects referring to transparency and the remaining 52 ones relating to good governance practices.
Furthermore, each of these general blocks (transparency and good governance) are divided into several
subsections. By comparison, the Loyalty Foundation battery is smaller (36 indicators) and generic, in
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the sense that it does not distinguish whether an indicator refers to transparency or good governance
issues, although the indicators are also divided into nine general categories.

Secondly, the description of the aspects to be considered in the indicator statements is more
comprehensive and detailed in the CONGDE battery and includes some issues that are not indicated
either implicitly nor explicitly in the Loyalty Foundation battery. Examples include the CONGDE
battery accounts for gender issues (a minimum proportion of 40% women on the NPO governing board
(BG1.2); a minimum proportion of 40% women on the executive board (BG5.8); approval of a gender
policy framework by the NPO governing board (BG5.9) . . . ); environmental issues (environmental
management institutional policy approved by the NPO governing board (BG6.3); explicit consideration
of the compliance of the organization with ethical codes (public availability of behavioral codes and
ethical recommendations for the Third Sector (TR2.5); compliance of the mission, vision, and values of
the organization with the behavioral code for Third Sector organizations (BG2.7); and the approval of a
behavioral code by the NPO governing board (BG2.8).

Finally, because the indicators in the Loyalty Foundation battery are more generic, the same
indicator can be connected to more than one concrete indicator in the CONGDE battery. As an example,
the CONGDE battery has different indicators for the definition of the mission (TR2.1, BG2.1, BG2.2),
vision (TR2.2, BG2.3, BG2.4), and values (TR2.3, BG2.5, BG2.6) of the entities, whereas in the Loyalty
Foundation there is only one indicator referring to the mission (1A) which is linked to the mission,
vision, and values.

Taking into account the previous analysis, we compared the batteries and selected their common
indicators to later construct a questionnaire about the perceived importance of these indicators,
which were defined by the statements of both the CONGDE and the Loyalty Foundation batteries.
We selected the indicators as follows: we took as a reference the CONGDE battery because it comprised
more indicators and disaggregated the aspects to be analyzed in more detail. Next, after a manual,
detailed text comparison analysis, we linked each of these indicators (if possible) to the equivalent
indicator in the Loyalty Foundation battery that referred to the same aspect to be evaluated. Finally,
we propose a new statement on those common indicators to include the textual content of their two
batteries of indicators. The detailed comparative textual analysis is shown in Table S1 (for the sake of
brevity, we show in Table S1 only the indicators that are common to the two batteries), in which the
indicators are divided into 10 blocks according to the aspects they refer to (here, we do not distinguish
between transparency and good governance because the Loyalty Foundation battery, as previously
noted, does not classify the indicators in this manner).

Regarding the selection process, we analysed the content of every indicator in the CONGDE
battery. When comparing it to the Loyalty Foundation battery, the content of the generic indicators of
this latter battery were adapted to the more specific content of the CONGDE battery. For example,
regarding the definition of the mission, indicator TR2.1 in the CONGDE battery states: “The mission of
the entity is public and available”. After reading the content of the indicators in the Loyalty Foundation
battery, we found that indicator A1 states “The mission is well defined”; hence, we merged both of
these indicators into our combined indicator 2.1, which states “The mission of the organization is
clearly defined and it is public and accessible”. As can be observed, the new indicator encompasses
both that the mission is “clearly (well) defined” (Loyalty Foundation battery) and that it is “public
and accessible”. Although some indicators, such as that cited in the example, are well matched,
others specific indicators in the CONGDE battery have no equivalent match in the Loyalty Foundation
battery. For example, indicator 1.5 in the CONGDE battery refers to the public availability of wages
and salaries information; from a close examination of the Loyalty Foundation battery, no indicator
refers to wages and salaries information. As previously exposed, there is no common agreement on
which indicators better reflect the credibility (in terms of transparency and good governance) of NPOs,
and several batteries of indicators exist, without a clear understanding in prior literature about which
one best measures this aspect. As a contribution, with the aim to offer a guidance, we propose a battery
that only considers the common aspects of both batteries, thereby eliminating the indicators that were
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not able to be matched in the two batteries and proposing a new statement for those common indicators
that includes the content in both the CONGDE and the Loyalty Foundation batteries.

After the merging procedure, 20 indicators of the CONGDE battery do not match with the Loyalty
Foundation battery (six of transparency (TR1.5, TR2.4, TR2.5, TR3.6, TR4.5, TR4.6) and 14 of good
governance (BG1.2, BG1.3, BG2.2, BG2.6, BG2.7, BG2.8, BG3.2 BG4.4, BG5.1, BG5.4, BG5.8, BG5.9,
BG6.3, BG6.6)). This is in line with the explanation in previous paragraphs that the Loyalty Foundation
battery refers to transparency indicators (although some of these are coincident with good governance
aspects) and does not consider several aspects. By comparison, only six indicators from the Loyalty
Foundation battery do not match with the CONGDE battery (6D, 7B, 7D, 9B, 9D, 9E), and relate to
the commitment to several laws and legal regulations. Moreover, the reason for the exclusion of such
a large number of indicators was due to the initial unbalanced number of indicators used by the
process; the CONGDE set has 79 quite specific indicators, as explained previously, while the Loyalty
Foundation battery has only 36 more generic indicators. As a result, we excluded 20 indicators because
they refer to very specific issues, and our aim in this study is to combine the two batteries to derive
common, single guide that can help NPOs to assess their level of credibility.

Summarizing the selection of indicators, Table 2 details the final number of variables analyzed in
the questionnaire.

Table 2. Variable selection (items in the questionnaire).

Batteries No. Indicators

Indicators in the CONGDE battery 79
Indicators in the Loyalty Foundation battery with no

equivalent aspects in the CONGDE one 20

FINAL VARIABLE (ITEMS) SELECTION 59

Thus, the final number of items to be incorporated in the questionnaire was 59.

4.2. Data Collection

This study was undertaken with primary data that was collected from the opinion of five experts
in NPO management (the NPOs, which are not listed to protect their anonymity, cover a diversity of
social needs and territorial settings) in Spain. These experts were sent a questionnaire in which they
were asked to express their opinions on the most (least) important (questions A and C, respectively)
indicator for each block of indicators, and the comparison of the relative importance of the remaining
indicators of the block with the most important indicator (question B), and the comparison of the least
important indicator with the remaining indicators (question D) in its block [66] (for further details, see
Supplementary Materials). The five experts returned the questionnaire correctly answered; thus, the
response rate was 100%.

4.3. Analysis of the Results

After collecting primary data from the questionnaires, the next step was data management using
appropriate software to obtain suitable and optimal weightings of the different indicators in each
block according to the relative importance perceived by experts from the best (most important) and
worst (least important) indicators compared with the remaining indicators for each block. This process
allows several highlights to be discussed.

For the sake of clarity, we will present for each block of indicators of the common battery a table
with the results and a brief comment. In each table, rows 1 to 5 refer to the individual responses
by the managers of the five participant institutions, and row 6 shows the consensus value from the
BWM estimation. The tables are divided into a different number of columns, each of which shows the
weighting of the BWM by the indicator in the group where those indicators are classified, as shown in
Table S1.
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4.3.1. Block 1: Transparency of the NPO Governing Board

We start the analysis of the results with the block related to aspects of transparency of the NPO
governing board. The opinion of the weighted importance for several aspects is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. The Best–Worst Method (BWM) results for the transparency of the non-profit organization
(NPO) governing board.

1.1 1.2 1.3 1.4

Institution 1 0.048 0.191 0.380 0.382
Institution 2 0.197 0.059 0.197 0.547
Institution 3 0.316 0.051 0.316 0.316
Institution 4 0.353 0.044 0.249 0.354
Institution 5 0.169 0.048 0.185 0.597
Consensus 0.220 0.078 0.265 0.437

Table 3 indicates the significant perceived importance (nearly the half of the whole block) of one
of the aspects compared to the others relative to the transparency practices of the NPO governing
board: the public availability on the website of the statutes of the entity and the specific regulatory
laws that are applicable to it (indicator 1.4, consensus = 0.437). Conversely, one aspect has a notably
low perceived value: the limitation of the relationships of the members of the NPO governing board
with their own NPO (indicator 1.2, consensus = 0.078). Such a difference in the perceived importance
is indicative that the experts value the facts (clear statues and regulations applicable to the NPO)
more than they value the specific people involved (the specific composition of the NPO governing
board (indicator 1.1) and the organizational chart (indicator 1.3) are weighted with half the level of
importance). Furthermore, the trustworthiness of the managers when the rules are clear is such that,
as previously commented, the ex-ante limitations as control mechanisms for the members of the NPO
governing boards are not considered to be very important.

4.3.2. Block 2: Appropriate Definition of the Mission, Vision, and Values

In this block we analyze the perceived importance of the statement of the mission, vision,
and values of the NPOs. Experts were asked about the importance of the public availability of these
three aspects, and their responses are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. BWM results on the appropriateness of the definition of the mission, vision, and values.

2.1 2.2 2.3

Institution 1 0.467 0.467 0.067
Institution 2 0.245 0.669 0.086
Institution 3 0.714 0.143 0.143
Institution 4 0.532 0.096 0.372
Institution 5 0.678 0.229 0.093
Consensus 0.574 0.276 0.150

The results in Table 4 are clearly indicative of the dominance of one of the indicators relative
to the two others. Considering the availability of the three aspects (definition of the mission, vision,
and values), the mission is weighted with nearly 60% of the global importance of the block as a whole
(indicator 2.1, consensus = 0.574). The most valued aspect is the mission (long-term scope, strategical),
above other more concrete aspects for day-by-day management, such as the vision (medium-term
scope, tactical) or the values (short-term scope, operational). This is in line with the comparative
analysis of the two batteries mentioned previously; in the Loyalty Foundation battery there is no clear
distinction of the mission, vision, and values, assuming that there is a general framework (mission)
that encompasses the other more specific indicators (vision and values).
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4.3.3. Block 3: Information Disclosure about Social Support and Donors

Next, we analyze the disclosure of information of NPOs about its stakeholders, namely, donors,
volunteers, and others. Table 5 shows the expert preferences of these aspects.

Table 5. BWM results for information disclosure about social support and donors.

3.1 3.2 3.3 3.4 3.5 3.6

Institution 1 0.123 0.046 0.246 0.126 0.337 0.122
Institution 2 0.146 0.061 0.155 0.146 0.346 0.146
Institution 3 0.105 0.083 0.105 0.247 0.080 0.381
Institution 4 0.436 0.065 0.230 0.087 0.090 0.092
Institution 5 0.140 0.052 0.145 0.140 0.145 0.378
Consensus 0.171 0.066 0.181 0.154 0.205 0.223

The analysis of the weighted values in Table 5 indicates the existence of two highly valued
indicators and one indicator whose value is notably low. Experts consider crucial the publication of a
list of the public donations received by the entity, indicating that managers follow efficient criteria
in the raising and application of such funds (indicator 3.6, consensus = 0.223). With a similar level
of perceived importance, the experts indicate the public availability of a channel for communication
with its stakeholders, including mail, phone, and, even, a complaints and claims box (indicator 3.5,
consensus = 0.205). In contrast, the least important aspect considered by experts is the quantification
of data relative to the staff of the organizations (indicator 3.2, consensus = 0.066). Thus, once again we
evidence a higher perceived importance on the effective actions compared to the people involved in
their management.

4.3.4. Block 4: Planning and Accountability

Planning and accountability of different economic aspects are analyzed in this block, and results
are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. BWM results for planning and accountability.

4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7 4.8

Institution 1 0.089 0.089 0.212 0.178 0.153 0.089 0.153 0.038
Institution 2 0.109 0.109 0.295 0.109 0.040 0.112 0.112 0.112
Institution 3 0.174 0.119 0.281 0.073 0.050 0.159 0.072 0.072
Institution 4 0.100 0.049 0.419 0.076 0.098 0.063 0.096 0.098
Institution 5 0.088 0.288 0.088 0.100 0.100 0.126 0.185 0.027
Consensus 0.112 0.129 0.263 0.107 0.088 0.110 0.124 0.067

Table 6 indicates that only one of the indicators has a significant magnitude as a consensus value:
the public availability on the website of the financial statements of the NPO, including the Balance
Sheet, Income Statement, Annual Report, and Budget (indicator 4.3, consensus = 0.263). The perceived
importance of this indicator is at least double that of the other indicators. By comparison, the least
important aspects are the existence of a specific policy of financial investments to approve the decisions
on expense and supplier selection (indicator 4.8, consensus = 0.067) and the disclosure to the public
in general of the distribution of the origin and application of perceived funds, disaggregating them
according to the financing entity (indicator 4.5, consensus = 0.088). These two aspects are very specific,
and experts appear to place higher value on the general aspects that serve as a reference for economic
decision making, such as the financial statements.
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4.3.5. Block 5: Management Role of the NPO Governing Boards

The results relative to the perceived importance of several aspects of the role of the NPO governing
boards, and the decisions and actions undertaken by its members in the management of the NPO, are
shown in Table 7.

Table 7. BWM results for the management role of NPO governing boards.

5.1 5.2 5.3 5.4 5.5 5.6 5.7

Institution 1 0.196 0.196 0.095 0.052 0.095 0.270 0.095
Institution 2 0.064 0.178 0.352 0.123 0.178 0.061 0.043
Institution 3 0.090 0.051 0.359 0.045 0.051 0.090 0.314
Institution 4 0.051 0.168 0.067 0.117 0.073 0.140 0.383
Institution 5 0.055 0.032 0.105 0.204 0.204 0.344 0.055
Consensus 0.095 0.129 0.193 0.111 0.123 0.181 0.168

From Table 7, notable results are the small extent of importance indicated by experts for the
minimum of five members to form the NPO governing board (indicator 5.1, consensus = 0.095),
followed by the measures adopted as limitations of abuse of power (less than 40% of the members
can receive additional economic compensations for other activities) (indicator 5.4, consensus = 0.111).
The focus of attention for the experts (most-valued indicators) is that members of the NPO governing
board attends the general meeting regularly (indicator 5.3, consensus = 0.193), and the effective
replacement of the members in the NPO governing board (indicator 5.6, consensus = 0.181). This leads
us to conclude that the experts appear to trust members of NPO governing boards because they are not
concerned with the number of people or their lack of exclusive dedication to the entity, provided these
members make the effort to effectively attend board meetings and are continuously replaced after a
certain period. That is, the experts are more concerned with “how” the daily activity of the entity is
conducted rather than “who” is responsible, although both of these aspects are important.

4.3.6. Block 6: Appropriate Management Aligned with the Mission, Vision, and Values

The alignment of the activities that NPO managers conduct with the essence of their organization
is a key aspect. Expert opinions are presented in Table 8.

Table 8. BWM results for the appropriate management aligned with the mission, vision, and values.

6.1 6.2 6.3 6.4

Institution 1 0.419 0.084 0.302 0.195
Institution 2 0.085 0.491 0.212 0.212
Institution 3 0.348 0.290 0.048 0.315
Institution 4 0.138 0.086 0.649 0.127
Institution 5 0.361 0.348 0.083 0.496
Consensus 0.286 0.251 0.206 0.257

In this case, it is notable that no aspect is considered to be significantly more important than
the others, that is, the weighted importance for the four indicators in this block is nearly equal.
This highlights the experts’ view that it is essential not only for the NPO governing board to
appropriately define the mission of the entity, as the general reference framework to guide the activities
to be developed, but also that the vision and values (progressively moving from the most abstract
(mission) to the most concrete (values) perspective) be defined. Moreover, similar importance is given
to the fact that the mission, vision, and values are not something that the entity can approve instantly,
but are a genuine reference that can act as a control mechanism for managers’ performance, as shown
by the high perceived relevance of the revision of the adequacy of the strategic planning to the mission
to check the impact of the NPOs’ activity (indicator 6.3, consensus = 0.206).
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4.3.7. Block 7: Strategical and Operational Planning

For an appropriate management of any entity, managers should plan using both long-term
(strategical planning) and short-term (operational planning) scopes. Table 9 presents the results of
experts’ views of the different aspects of planning activity of NPOs.

Table 9. BWM results for strategical and operational planning.

7.1 7.2 7.3 7.4 7.5 7.6 7.7 7.8

Institution 1 0.096 0.253 0.154 0.096 0.154 0.096 0.058 0.096
Institution 2 0.309 0.182 0.125 0.125 0.089 0.046 0.088 0.036
Institution 3 0.090 0.154 0.154 0.090 0.154 0.022 0.179 0.158
Institution 4 0.078 0.091 0.070 0.057 0.124 0.078 0.454 0.048
Institution 5 0.166 0.166 0.029 0.166 0.050 0.050 0.293 0.078
Consensus 0.148 0.172 0.109 0.110 0.117 0.061 0.197 0.086

As observed in Table 9, three indicators have significantly higher consensus values than the
remainder. Consistent with the previously mentioned importance of the compliance of activities with
the mission, once again the most-valued indicator is the existence of a document that reflects the policy
and procedures for the assessment and evaluation of whether programs and activities (planning) are
perfectly aligned with the mission (indicator 7.7, consensus = 0.197). The next most important is
linked to the first indicator: that is, that the planning includes a detailed list of the activities to be
carried out, all of them in compliance with the mission (indicator 7.2, consensus = 0.172). Additionally,
such importance is also reinforced by the experts as an attribute that is not an ideal, but a characteristic
that must be quantified, in objectives (aligned with the mission) that are detailed with values. This again
suggests that the most important aspects for the experts relate to how (the detail and quantification of
activities) the entities carry out the activities, compared to other aspects such as control mechanisms
(as shown by the low weight given to the fact that NPOs inform the assembly or the public, in general,
of the cases in the denounce channel (indicator 7.8, consensus = 0.086) or the control mechanism for
the evaluation of the operational activity (indicator 7.6, consensus = 0.061)).

4.3.8. Block 8: Economic and Financial Management

The next two blocks refer to the management activity in NPOs, from the economic–financial
(block 8) and human resources (block 9) perspectives. Table 10 presents the results for the
economic–financial aspects.

Table 10. BWM results for economic and financial management.

8.1 8.2 8.3 8.4 8.5 8.6 8.7 8.8

Institution 1 0.303 0.129 0.199 0.084 0.082 0.082 0.055 0.066
Institution 2 0.220 0.181 0.225 0.037 0.087 0.053 0.053 0.144
Institution 3 0.166 0.166 0.166 0.190 0.095 0.166 0.024 0.027
Institution 4 0.262 0.049 0.126 0.075 0.346 0.059 0.049 0.034
Institution 5 0.047 0.209 0.226 0.095 0.173 0.173 0.031 0.046
Consensus 0.200 0.147 0.198 0.096 0.147 0.107 0.042 0.063

This block indicates significant differences in the perceived importance of some aspects versus
others. Aspects with a higher valuation yield a consensus value that is three to five times greater than
that of the aspects with a lower valuation. Table 10 highlights the importance of the fact that the NPO
governing board elaborates annually an income and expense budget (indicator 8.1, consensus = 0.200)
and that the execution of such a budget is revised and approved by the NPO governing board,
also on an annual basis (indicator 8.3, consensus = 0.198). These two aspects sum to 40% of the
perceived importance of the whole block, even though this block comprises many aspects. In contrast,
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the indicators considered to be less important by the experts, with a weighting value of about 5%,
are diversification in the financial origin of the resources for the NPO (indicator 8.7, consensus = 0.042)
and the avoidance of unjustified accumulation of treasury funds (indicator 8.8, consensus = 0.063).
A joint interpretation of these results indicates that, contrary to the establishment of ex ante control
mechanisms imposed by public authorities or by the NPO sector, experts consider such mechanisms as
unnecessary if there is a strong commitment by the NPO governing board to appropriately undertake
rigorous and serious quantified planning in the form of a budget, which is being continuously revised.
If these revisions are made correctly, ex ante control mechanisms, which could eventually restrict the
possibilities of developing certain activities for the entities, are unnecessary.

4.3.9. Block 9: Human Resources Management

Continuing with management activity, the results for human resources management are shown in
Table 11.

Table 11. BWM results for human resources management.

9.1 9.2 9.3 9.4 9.5

Institution 1 0.085 0.215 0.215 0.269 0.215
Institution 2 0.041 0.228 0.256 0.218 0.256
Institution 3 0.184 0.306 0.282 0.183 0.045
Institution 4 0.069 0.097 0.622 0.100 0.111
Institution 5 0.302 0.118 0.118 0.411 0.050
Consensus 0.143 0.204 0.266 0.241 0.146

Table 11 indicates that among the human resources management issues (in this case, human
resources refers to the volunteers of the NPOs who offer their labor services to assist the entity),
one aspect is considered key, namely, the existence of a training plan for the volunteers (indicator 9.3,
consensus = 0.266). In addition, it is also important, in the opinion of the experts, that the relationship
between volunteers and the NPO is appropriately formalized in covenant conditions, with a clear
statement of the rights and obligations from both counterparts (indicator 9.4, consensus = 0.241).
The least important aspects are those related to the specific person of the human resource selection
policy (indicator 9.1, consensus = 0.143) and the existence of a formal plan to promote the action of the
volunteers (indicator 9.5, consensus = 0.146). These results corroborate, as seen in previous aspects,
that importance is not placed on the person who develops an activity but how this activity is developed
(i.e., a clear statement of rights and obligations, and training).

4.3.10. Block 10: Relationships and Communications with the Stakeholders

The last block considers several aspects regarding the way in which managers of NPOs
communicate and disclose information about the entity to their stakeholders. The opinions of
the experts on the perceived relevance on these issues are displayed in Table 12.

Table 12. BWM results for the relationships and communications with the stakeholders.

10.1 10.2 10.3 10.4 10.5 10.6

Institution 1 0.337 0.060 0.091 0.228 0.142 0.142
Institution 2 0.151 0.107 0.053 0.107 0.431 0.151
Institution 3 0.038 0.308 0.154 0.269 0.154 0.077
Institution 4 0.506 0.075 0.173 0.104 0.083 0.059
Institution 5 0.483 0.052 0.104 0.104 0.073 0.184
Consensus 0.339 0.111 0.115 0.162 0.150 0.123

These results clearly show that the weights are similar for the majority of indicators, with the
exception of one aspect with a perceived importance value that is three times higher than those of
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the remainder: the existence of a partnership policy that regulates the relationships of the entity with
other entities with whom NPOs undertake their social actions, as well as the commitment with legal
rules (indicator 10.1, consensus = 0.339). Thus, if this partnership policy is sufficiently appropriate,
the experts do not place significant importance on the existence of more specific policies to regulate other
relationships such as the collaborative covenants with local entities (indicator 10.2, consensus = 0.111)
or the selection of suppliers, purchases and expenses (indicator 10.3, consensus = 0.115).

5. Conclusions

In the field of NPOs, transparency and good governance are issues of high strategic value. One of
the greatest challenges facing the third sector is to demonstrate to society that received funds are
managed efficiently and that they are mainly allocated to the achievement of the NPO’s mission. As a
result, it is necessary to implement ethical practices in the management of NPOs. Thus, the disclosure
of responsible and reliable information to different stakeholders is emphasized. Transparency and
good governance are concepts that provide an NPO with legitimacy in the eyes of society, and increase
the reputation and trust required by donors to furnish the funds necessary for the survival of the
organization. These terms are the best guarantee for the NPO to achieve its social objectives.

However, although these concepts are essential to the future of NPOs, no parallel legal regulation
exists that determines the procedures and means of demonstrating the levels of transparency and good
governance of a NPO. Furthermore, accounting information is insufficient. In the absence of legal
requirements, the most responsible NPOs voluntarily undergo verification processes. Deriving an
objective and differentiated measure that allows an assessment to be made of the level of transparency
and good governance of a NPO is a developing issue from both academic and professional perspectives.

Based on the Spanish case, and taking as a reference the proposals of the two most important
organizations that coordinate entities in the third sector, we present a single battery that combines
the content of the sets of indicators of these two organizations, resulting in 59 indicators. This battery
was agreed to and validated by several experts in NPO management. In addition, each indicator was
weighted, allowing the determination of a unique measure of transparency and good governance for
each organization. Our ultimate aim is to extend its use to all entities in the sector. The main findings
of the study can be highlighted as follows:

A key highlight of our results is that, for experts who are involved in the daily management of
NPOs, the most important aspects do not relate to the “who” (i.e., the specific characteristics of the
people who are in charge of a certain role) but to the “how” (i.e., why these people perform their
activity and the concrete actions they develop to achieving certain results), although both are clearly
important. Clear examples are the significant importance of the availability of specific regulations for
the organization, rather than the control mechanisms for the NPO governing board, or the fact that the
number of members of the NPO governing board and the potential lack of exclusive dedication to
the entity is relatively less important, provided they effectively attend meetings and are periodically
renewed. Interestingly, this shows that experts place trust in people who work for the entities, both in
the form of managers (NPO governing board) or directly undertaking the actions in society (volunteers).
Accordingly, considering the importance of the “how”, the experts consider a framework around
which all of the actions that are carried out by the NPO should be based to be crucial; this framework
constitutes the essence of what an NPO does, and the reason why. Thus, we found that the mission was
given a weight of almost 60% of the overall importance of the block related to the mission, vision, and
values. In addition, the long-term, strategic scope is considerably more important (mission) compared
to other more concrete aspects related to daily management, such as vision (medium-term scope,
tactics) or values (short-term scope, operational). In short, it is important that, even if there is a change
in the environment in which the NPO performs, and irrespective of the specific personnel involved, the
essential mission of the NPO should always be considered. Consistent with this level of importance
attached to the mission, we find that experts also consider the alignment of both the activities the NPO
develops, and the planning and budgeting of such activities, to be highly important.
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Although the concept of “how” is important, and considered to be the general leading framework
of the NPO mission, it is also essential that the NPO is not limited to “nice words” but can implement
effective actions. Thus, assessment of whether an NPO’s actions are consistent with its goals relates
to another factor that is considered as highly important by the experts, namely, quantification of the
ideas in terms of concrete actions. Regarding monetary matters, experts assign greater importance to
general aspects that serve as a reference for economic decision making, such as financial statements,
rather than questions with a higher level of specificity. Among the documents that comprise the
financial statements in third sector organizations (Balance Sheet, Income Statement, Budget, and Annual
Report), a notably high value was assigned to the Budget, both in its preparation phase and in its
execution (which, again, should be perfectly aligned with the mission of the NPO), as an essential
element for the NPO governing board.

We finally indicate some findings about the opinion of the experts on the relationships of the entity
with other stakeholders (volunteers and donors). The experts do not consider the group of people who
help to carry out the NPOs’ activities—the volunteers—to be less important. Our results show the
importance of training volunteers of NPOs compared to the policy for selecting such volunteers (again,
less importance is placed on volunteers as individuals, and more on how they perform their role).
Regarding donors (i.e., the people who finance the NPO), who exemplify the increasing importance of
transparency and good governance of accountability, the experts consider it important to publish a
list of public donations received. Also considered important is a public communication channel with
stakeholders, which includes an email, and a way to lodge complaints. Additionally, experts give high
importance to the existence of an association policy that regulates the entity’s relationships with other
entities to carry out its social actions, and commitment of NPOs to legal rules.

Achieving transparency and good governance in the NPO field should not become the ultimate
goal. It is a means of promoting inclusive, sustainable, and equitable economic growth that generates
new opportunities and helps to reduce inequalities. Sustainable development goal 16 highlights
the importance of having effective and transparent institutions that are accountable. Measuring
transparency and good governance in the third sector can contribute to achieving a more fair and
peaceful society, thereby reducing inequalities.

As previously explained, we selected Spain as our study area. Thus, a possible limitation in our
study is that the batteries that served as support for the subsequent development are based on the
models used by the main organizations in Spain. Another limitation is due to the difficulty of merging
the two batteries of indicators, which, although central to the current study, are heterogeneous in terms
of their conceptualization.

New research that is based on the experiences of other countries could be undertaken in the future
to complement the current study and serve as a guide to improve the credibility of NPOs for those
who provide funds.
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