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Executive summary

Need for compliance
Strong compliance is increasingly becoming part of corporate agenda essentials, due to the continuing persistence of the economic and financial crises. Although
companies seem to be making progress in establishing
compliance as part of their corporate agenda, the ‘Nordic Compliance Survey Results 2014’ show that the majority are still struggling to gain a firm grip on the nuances of compliance and controls. This concern is significant
in light of the fact that regulatory burden is inclined to
assume further relevance, especially with no regulatory
‘end-game’ in sight and firms needing to design and
build compliance systems against a highly volatile setting. Nordic countries acknowledge this fact; but several
companies are still not investing enough to support a
strong compliance function.
Do compliance teams wield enough authority?
The record is uneven. Just over half of the respondents
(51 percent) do not have a stand-alone compliance officer, which impedes the progress of a company’s compliance agenda. Respondents from the 51 percent were
from both large and small firms, indicating that the size
of the firm does not play a role in the recruitment of a
stand-alone compliance officer. Another similar trend
emerged from the findings. 49 percent reported to the
CEO or the board and 43 percent stated that they met
with the board at least once quarterly; 13 percent met
annually.

Only about half of the respondents
have a stand-alone compliance officer –
impeding the progress of a company’s
compliance agenda.

The size of budget, staff numbers, and executive presence was small. Statistics speak for themselves. 54 percent had just three or fewer full-time staff devoted to
compliance and ethics. Around 39% of the surveyed
companies with revenues of more than 1 billion euros
had an annual budget of less than 1 million euros for
the compliance function. Close to two-thirds of the respondents (74 percent) said that the chief compliance
officer (CCO) did not hold a seat on the executive management committee, and only 21 percent said that the
compliance officer was considered an equal business
partner.
Another significant point was that senior management
was not adequately rewarded for ensuring compliance.
The key takeaway is that to drive compliance, compensation should be realigned so that it is more closely
pegged to those objectives.
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Are compliance teams addressing the right risks?
Compliance officers must address a wide spectrum of
risks and responsibilities - 27 to be precise. This could result in an unfocused approach. Key responsibilities include: ‘compliance with domestic regulations’, ‘compliance with international regulations’, ‘establishing and
monitoring standards for business conduct’, ‘compliance
training’, and ‘compliance strategy and processes’ (over
70 percent respectively). The good news is that 96 percent feel they do not have a cultural problem; that is,
they believe their organization’s culture, as demonstrated by its behavior, is aligned with its professed ethical
values.
Outsourcing or co-sourcing is a tactic that is frequently
used. While 57 percent of the respondents preferred to
outsource compliance activities, 43 percent preferred to
do it in-house. The highest outsourced activity was employee and ethics hotlines at 26 percent, followed by
third-party compliance risk management at 17 percent.
Are compliance teams adopting the right metrics?
Firms that actually measure the effectiveness of their
compliance programs tend to do a fair job of adopting
the right metrics.
The most common metrics used to gauge the effectiveness of a compliance program were focused internally.
These include: analysis of internal audit findings, self-assessment results, feedback from employee ethics surveys, and tracking completion of required compliance
trainings, among others. Metrics that incorporated external information (such as independent evaluations,
benchmarking studies, analysis of regulatory reviews)
were much less common.
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Outsourcing is set to continue, as 57
percent say that they outsource
compliance activities; employee and
ethics hotlines as the highest
outsourced activity.
Less than half of the respondents had confidence in the
metrics they tracked. 23 percent were not confident that
their IT systems captured and reported all the compliance data needed to get a better sense of the effectiveness of the program. This could be due to the fact that
many compliance tasks still rely heavily on desktop software applications. The usage of specialty technologies
such as Governance, Risk and Compliance Software, for
example, remained sparse.
Finally, the compliance function appears to be a profession in transition. When asked to describe the maturity
of 10 basic compliance tasks, the most common answer
was ‘evolving’ followed by ‘proactive’, which came at a
distant second.

.

Do compliance teams
wield enough authority?

Leadership challenge
A compliance officer’s ‘authority’ can be defined in
terms of three elements: freedom to act without fear of
organizational backlash; access to resources to run the
compliance function effectively; and access to the CEO
or Board to discuss ethics and compliance issues when
necessary.
The ‘Nordic Compliance Survey 2014’ suggests compliance is still not a major priority for companies and compliance executives have yet to be regarded as equals to
other key executives in the company. Only half of the respondents (49 percent) said their company had a standalone compliance officer who was fully engaged with
compliance issues. When the CCO role is combined with
another role, it is often combined with the risk function
Figure
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of compliance—the
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The survey reveals some worrisome observations - 51
percent had no stand-alone head of compliance and 13
percent had no designated head of compliance. This either means there is no general consensus among companies with regard to having a dedicated head of compliance, or the compliance division takes a backseat
while revenue generating business divisions get prioritized. Both scenarios expose a firm to innumerable risks.
It should be noted that the idea that only large firms appoint a stand-alone CCO does not hold water. Five to six
percent of companies that had a stand-alone CCO generated less than €1 billion in revenues, while the remaining 44 percent generated more than €1 billion in revenues.
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Figure 1:
Head of compliance
– the state of affairs
% of respondents who had a
stand-alone compliance officer
Source: The Nordic Compliance
Survey 2014
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Survey suggests that compliance is still not a major
priority for companies: Half of the respondents do
notstructure
have a stand-alone compliance officer; compliance
Figure
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Reporting structures
Some of the respondents had reporting structures in
place. 49 percent reported to the CEO or the Board. In
addition, 43 percent met the Board on a quarterly or
monthly basis. Thirteen percent met annually and anoth2:
Reporting
er 11structure
percent met only when the Board requested them
eporting
structure
to.
pondents
who
report
to various
heads
dents who report
to various
heads

Compliance officers generally have the
right reporting lines to maintain their
independence; 49 percent say they
report to the CEO or the Board.
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Insufficient resources
they neither had nor were sure how large their budget
Survey results suggested that the compliance division
was, partly because many compliance departments relacked sufficient resources. 54 percent of the companies
lied on other departments to accomplish their objechad three or fewer full-time staff members devoted to
tives. In addition, budgetary allocations were not excompliance and ethics. For companies with a revenue
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The silver lining was that only six percent of respondents
50 percent of respondents said that they had a budget
expected the budget to decrease in 2015.
Percentage
of full-time
people
within
an organization
focused
specifically
ercentage
of full-time
people
within
an organization
focused
specifically
on on
(including salary) of €1 million or less. 43 percent said

ethics
compliance
ethics
and and
compliance

Less 3than 3
Less than

54% 54%

3 to 53 to 5

20% 20%

6 to 10
6 to 10
11 to11
20to 20

11% 11%
3% 3%

21 to21
50to 50
0% 0%
to 100
50 to50
100
6

Greater
than 100
ater
than 100

4% 4%
3% 3%

Figure 2:
Reporting structure
% of respondents who report
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Source: The Nordic Compliance
Survey 2014
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Figure 3: Team size
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Figure 4: Budget
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Source: The Nordic Compliance
Survey 2014
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The budget mainly depended on the number of resources available for the compliance function. Hiring or termination significantly influenced the budget (40 percent indicated that employee termination was the main reason
for budgetary decrease; 24, 17, and 16 percent pointed
at employee hiring, third-party fees, and changes in regulatory requirements as reasons for budgetary increases).
Weak executive presence
CCOs have their tasks cut out as they have to do a lot
more for the power and visibility they ideally ought to
have. Nearly two-thirds of the respondents (74 percent)
said that the CCO did not hold a seat on the executive
management committee.
21 percent said that the compliance officer was seen as
a business partner across the enterprise, while 66 percent said it was the case only “in some respects”. Out of
the 21 percent, a massive 73 percent held the title of
‘chief compliance officer’; 60 percent were from companies with annual revenue of over €500M.

8

74 percent say CCOs do not hold a seat
on the executive management
committee.
Another highlight was that the senior management was
not being significantly rewarded for ensuring compliance. 56 percent said compliance was not considered
for measuring senior management’s annual performance and discretionary bonus (out of the 56 percent,
41 percent of the respondents were from companies
with an annual compliance budget of less than €250K);
only a dismal 24 percent said compliance was considered as a measure. This dis-incentivized senior management from ensuring compliance objectives were met.
Therefore, to ensure compliance, it is important to realign compensation with specific objectives.

LessLess
thanthan
€150K
€150K

16%16%

€150K
to €250K
€150K
to €250K

16%16%

Are compliance teams
addressing the right risks?

€250K
to €500K
€250K
to €500K

11%11%

€500K
to €1M
€500K
to €1M

7% 7%

€1M€1M
to €5M
to €5M

More
thanthan
€5M€5M
More

6% 6%

1% 1%

0% 0%

5% 5%

10%10%

15%15%

20%20%

25%25%

Is there a cultural problem?
The ‘executive level’ was identified as having the least of
69 percent of respondents felt that there was no cultural
culture-related issues. The biggest gap exists among
Figure
5: 5:
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Figure 5: Culture alignment
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Source: The Nordic Compliance
Survey 2014
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Fragmented focus
Compliance officers have a wide range of responsibilities, from privacy, policy management to investigations
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Compliance officers have a wide range
of responsibilities; Over 70 percent
focus on managing regulations,
business conduct, compliance training,
and compliance strategy and processes.
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Outsourcing to continue with re-assessments at
regular intervals
57 percent of the respondents preferred to outsource
compliance activities. 43 percent preferred to do it inFigure 7: Outsourced activities
house. The highest outsourced activity was the employ% of respondents who outsource certain activities (top 10)
ee and ethics hotline at 26 percent, followed by thirdparty compliance risk management at 17 percent.
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Source: The Nordic Compliance
Survey 2014
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The respondents were divided in their approach towards
re-assessing business links with joint-venture partners,
suppliers, distributors, agents, among others (44 percent
were re-assessing). 39 percent were increasing on-going
oversight (i.e., auditing, monitoring) on a prospective
basis, and strengthening front-end diligence for new relationships, while merely four percent were bringing
these activities under direct control.
20 percent of the respondents always managed risks related to third-party relationships, while 35 percent did it
sometimes and 21 percent did it rarely. Some of the
common methods employed to identify and manage
compliance risks related to third-party relationship included ‘providing the company’s code of conduct’, ‘performing extensive background checks’, and ‘auditing
compliance with regulations and/or agreements’.
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Figure 8:
Re-assessing third-party
relationships
% of respondents who are reassessing some or all of their
existing business partners
Source: The Nordic Compliance
Survey 2014
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Are compliance teams
adopting the right kind of metrics?
How much changing regulatory landscape is driving re-assessment of thirdparty relationships, including joint ventures, suppliers, distributors, agents,
or other business relationships

We are re-assessing some or all of our
existing business partners based on our
determination of underlying risk

13%
4%

We are increasing ongoing oversight
and strengthening our front-end
diligence for new relationships

44%
Predicament of measurement
Compliance officers have long struggled to find the right
way to measure the effectiveness of compliance programs. An alarming number of respondents (57 percent)
39%
said that they did not measure effectiveness
at all.

We are bringing many of our business
activities under more direct control and
oversight

Only 43 percent say that they measure
the effectiveness
ofall compliance
Not at
programs and only 50 percent were
somewhat confident that the metrics
works.

Among the firms that did measure effectiveness, the
most popular measurement metrics tended to be internally focused. These included analyzing internal audit
findings and self-assessment results, getting feedback
from employee ethics surveys, tracking completion rates
for required compliance training, among others. Externally-focused metrics (independent evaluations, benchFigureanalysis
9: Measuring
marking studies,
of regulatoryeffectiveness
reviews, among of compliance programs
others) were
considerably
less common.
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Figure 9: Measuring
effectiveness of compliance
programs
% of respondents who use various tools to measure compliance program effectiveness
Source: The Nordic Compliance
Survey 2014
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Level of confidence about the right metrics being
used for measurements
46 percent of the respondents who did measure effectiveness were confident that the metrics gave a true
sense of the program. 50 percent were somewhat confident that the metrics worked.
59 percent of the respondents performed an annual enterprise-wide compliance risk assessment. Only 15 percent did it more often than once a year.
Technology and tools prowess
Respondents felt compliance functions were not well
equipped with the necessary technology. 53 percent
were not fully satisfied with their compliance departments’ IT systems. 43 percent expressed satisfaction and
only a paltry four percent felt very confident.

Compliance appears to be a profession
in transition. Most of the respondents
describe the maturity of their function
as ‘evolving’ followed by ‘proactive’.

Generally, companies rely on desktop tools to support
key components of compliance programs such as ‘tracking legislation or regulation’, ‘policy development’, ‘documentation management’ and ‘conflicts of interest’,
among others. Currently, the tools and technology used
are pretty basic, which has a negative effect on decisionmaking capabilities and the level of insights generated.
Two other areas of concern are ‘measuring effectiveness
of compliance programs’ and ‘third party risk management’. Here, 25 percent and 18 percent of respondents,
respectively, said they had not used any technologies or
tools.
The use of specialty technology such as ‘Governance,
Risk and Compliance’ Software remains sparse. 34 percent of the respondents, the largest share, used continuous monitoring as a predictive modelling technique to
better understand compliance risks, measure effectiveness, or allocate compliance resources.
A reasonable number of respondents (15 percent) used
no predictive analysis technique. Several firms were still
caught up in day-to-day operations and failed to leverage analytics to gain a distinctive edge.
Compliance seemed to be a profession in transition.
When asked to describe the maturity of 10 basic compliance tasks – governance, culture, risk assessment, compliance organization, policies and procedures, communications and training, supervision, controls and
monitoring, reporting, IT systems and information management – the most common answer was ‘evolving’ followed by ‘proactive’, which came at a distant second.
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Methodology

The 2014 Nordic Compliance Survey was conducted
among an audience of senior-level corporate compliance, audit, risk, and ethics officers.

Of those 70 respondents, 46 percent held the title of
chief compliance officer and nine percent had the title
of compliance manager or equivalent.

The report surveyed 70 respondents (senior level executives), working in ethics, compliance, audit, risk management, or corporate governance departments.

The survey encompassed a wide range of industries. Of
the 70 respondents, the single largest industry group
represented was financial services at 44 percent. 29 percent of the respondents were from companies with annual revenue of €1 billion to €5 billion, followed by 16
percent with annual revenue of less than €100 million.

The respondents were from Norway (39 percent), followed by Denmark (27 percent), Sweden (17 percent)
and Finland (16 percent).

14

Contacts

Thomas Brun
Partner
Enterprise Risk Services
Tel. +45 30 93 65 71
tbrun@deloitte.dk

Alan Saul
Partner
Consulting
Tel. +45 22 20 21 39
asaul@deloitte.dk

Henrik Kjelgaard
Partner
Audit
Tel. +45 22 20 23 93
hkjelgaard@deloitte.dk

Niels Josephsen
Partner
Tax
Tel. +45 21 54 32 11
njosephsen@deloitte.dk

The Nordic Compliance Survey Report

15

www.deloitte.dk

About Deloitte
Deloitte provides audit, tax, consulting, and financial advisory services to public and private clients spanning multiple industries. With a globally
connected network of member firms in more than 150 countries, Deloitte brings world-class capabilities and high-quality service to clients,
delivering the insights they need to address their most complex business challenges. Deloitte has in the region of 200,000 professionals, all
committed to becoming the standard of excellence.
Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited
Deloitte refers to one or more of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited, a UK private company limited by guarantee, and its network of member
firms, each of which is a legally separate and independent entity. Please see www.deloitte.com/about for a detailed description of the legal
structure of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited and its member firms.
© 2014 Deloitte Statsautoriseret Revisionspartnerselskab. Member of Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu Limited

