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 Anticorruption is now a global concern. Thirty-
five years after the United States enacted the 

Foreign Corrupt Practices Act (FCPA), countries 
around the world are finally establishing tough anti-
bribery laws, including some that appear stricter than 
the FCPA itself. Although these myriad laws feature 
many similarities, there are important differences that 
must be understood, because noncompliance can lead 
to significant, and potentially crippling, penalties. 

 Importantly, financial institutions, including banks, 
hedge funds, and private equity firms, are not immune 
from these laws. Indeed, recent events suggest that 
regulators across the globe are increasingly focused 
on financial institutions’ compliance with these anti-
corruption requirements. As such, it is critical that 
financial institutions not only understand their obliga-
tions, but also develop and implement effective anti-
corruption policies and procedures to address this new 
global regime. 

 Anticorruption Efforts Have 

Gone Global 

 Because of the FCPA’s longevity and the United 
States’ increasingly aggressive enforcement of it, the US 
law remains the foremost global anticorruption legisla-
tion. That said, new guidance regarding its parameters 
continues to arise. Meanwhile, several other countries 
have enacted their own legislation with some key dif-
ferences from the FCPA. 

 US FCPA Overview 
 The FCPA is the principal US law prohibiting the 

bribery of foreign public officials. The FCPA was 
enacted in 1977, following revelations that US com-
panies had been bribing foreign officials. The FCPA 

“was intended to halt those corrupt practices, create 
a level playing field for honest businesses, and restore 
public confidence in the integrity of the marketplace.” 1    
Broadly speaking, the FCPA prohibits corrupt pay-
ments to foreign officials for the purpose of obtaining 
or retaining business. It also requires publicly held 
companies and issuers to maintain accurate books and 
records and adequate internal accounting controls in 
order to measure compliance. 2    The US Department of 
Justice (DOJ) is responsible for criminal prosecutions 
under the FCPA, while the Securities and Exchange 
Commission (SEC) has civil enforcement authority 
over issuers. 3    

  The antibribery provisions prohibit issuers, domestic 
concerns, or persons acting within the territory of the 
United States, from corruptly paying or offering to pay or 
promising to pay money or anything of value to a foreign 
official in order to influence any act or decision of the 
official in his or her official capacity or to secure any other 
improper advantage to keep or retain  business.  4     The books 
and records and controls provisions apply to any publicly 
held company whose securities are  registered with the SEC 
or that must file reports with the SEC, including publicly 
held US companies and foreign companies listed on US 
stock exchanges as well as all its majority-owned subsidiar-
ies in the United States or abroad. Under the books and 
records component, issuers “must make and keep books, 
records and accounts, which in reasonable detail, accu-
rately and fairly reflect the transactions and dispositions of 
the assets of the issuer.”  5     The internal accounting controls 
component requires issuers to devise and maintain a system 
of internal accounting controls sufficient to provide assur-
ances that:  

•    Transactions are executed in accordance with man-
agement’s general or specific authorization;  

•   Transactions are recorded as necessary to allow 
preparation of financial statements and to main-
tain accountability for assets pursuant to generally 
accepted standards;  
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•   Access to assets is limited to management 
authorizations;  

•   Recorded accountability for assets is compared 
with existing assets at reasonable intervals, with 
appropriate action taken with respect to identified 
differences. 6      

  Importantly, the FCPA provides certain exceptions 
and affirmative defenses.  7     Unlike most of the laws dis-
cussed herein, payments “made to further ‘routine gov-
ernmental action’ that involves non-discretionary acts,” 
such as “processing visas, providing police protection or 
mail service, and supplying utilities like phone service, 
power, and water,” known as “facilitation” payments, 
are exempt.  8     Notably, “[r]outine government service 
does  not  include a decision to award new business or to 
continue business with a particular party.”  9    

  There also is an affirmative defense for payments 
that are reasonable and bona fide business expenditures, 
and that are general in nature and nominal in value, 
if directly related to (1) the promotion, demonstra-
tion, or explanation of products or services; or (2) the 
execution or performance of a contract with a foreign 
government or agency.  10     And there is an affirmative 
defense for payments permitted by local law.  11    

  The FCPA is not the United States’ only weapon 
in the war on corruption, as the United States can 
prosecute bribery and related offenses, such as money 
laundering, through other laws.  12     For example, the 
Travel Act  13     criminalizes the use of interstate com-
merce for purposes of carrying out specified unlawful 
activities, which may include state crimes (e.g., crimi-
nalizing receipt of commercial bribes) and which may 
be used to reach the bribery of private  individuals.  14     
In addition, Bank Secrecy Act (BSA) and antimoney 
 laundering (AML) laws criminalize engaging in finan-
cial transactions while knowing the funds are the 
 proceeds of unlawful  activity.  15     These laws substantially 
expand the reach and scope of US enforcement.  

 OECD and Push for Global Anticorruption 
Enforcement 

 Beginning in 1988, the United States began push-
ing other countries to adopt anticorruption legisla-
tion. Amendments made that year to the FCPA in 
fact required negotiation with the Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) to 

adopt an antibribery convention binding on all mem-
ber states. 16    The OECD is a multilateral organization 
designed to promote economic and social policies to 
benefit people worldwide, 17    and most of the world’s 
largest economies are either members of the OECD or 
“key partners” with it. 18    

 Persistent US efforts, fueled by European politi-
cal corruption scandals, ultimately helped lead to the 
adoption of the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention in 
1998. 19    Broadly speaking, the Convention requires 
signatory countries to ban the payment of bribes to for-
eign officials for the purpose of doing business abroad. 
As of April 2012, 39 countries had ratified the OECD 
Convention, 20    although most states—other than the 
United States—did not aggressively enforce antibribery 
laws. 21    However, in the last several years the OECD 
has begun to push for more robust enforcement, 22    and 
countries around the globe have begun in earnest to 
take on corruption. 

 UK Bribery Act 
 The United Kingdom recently enacted one of the 

most sweeping anticorruption regimes in the world, the 
UK Bribery Act, in 2010 (UKBA). 23    This legislation not 
only prohibits bribes to foreign public officials, it also 
prohibits active bribery, defined as “offering, promising, 
or giving a bribe,” and passive bribery, the “requesting, 
agreeing to receive or accepting of a bribe,” in a private 
commercial context. 24    It also creates a strict liability 
offense against corporations that fail to implement suffi-
cient anticorruption policies and procedures. 25    The Act 
does, however, provide a full defense to entities dem-
onstrating that they had adequate procedures in place to 
prevent associated persons from bribing others. 26    

 The UKBA differs in some significant ways from 
the FCPA. 27    First, the FCPA penalizes active bribery, 
while UKBA prohibits both active and passive bribery. 
Second, the FCPA applies only to bribes of foreign 
officials while the UKBA reaches bribes arising in the 
private commercial context as well. Third, unlike the 
FCPA, the UKBA does not contain an exception for 
facilitation payments. Fourth, the UKBA provides a 
complete defense to entities with adequate anticorrup-
tion policies and procedures in place. Fifth, the UKBA 
facially imposes steeper penalties and terms of incarcera-
tion, although enforcement results have tended to show 
the United States extracting larger penalties in practice. 
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 The FCPA may have been first on the scene, but 
in recognition of the UKBA’s breadth, commentators 
have referred to it as “the strictest and most feared crim-
inal anti-bribery law.” 28    Although initially constrained 
by limited resources, the United Kingdom has recently 
started to enforce the UKBA. 29    But only time will tell 
if the law indeed lives up to its imposing reputation. 

 Brazil’s Clean Company Law 
 Other countries also have taken steps to create or 

strengthen their anticorruption regime. Although Brazil 
initially agreed to the OECD Convention in 2002, 30    
it did not enact a comprehensive anti corruption law 
until August 2013, when Brazil’s Law No. 12,486, 
the “Clean Company Law,” finally passed in response 
to public anger regarding  corruption. 31    The law took 
effect on January 29, 2014. 

 The Clean Company Law (CCL) applies only to 
bribery of public officials (and not to private-sphere 
bribery, as does the UKBA), but it covers the bribery of 
foreign public officials by Brazilian companies as well as 
bribery of Brazilian officials by any company. 32    It also 
prohibits certain misconduct related to requests for bids 
and contracts. 33    

 Brazil’s law imposes strict liability on companies that 
engage in the corrupt activities set forth in the CCL. 
Notably, the law holds controlling companies or affiliates 
liable for violations caused by their subsidiaries or joint 
ventures. 34    As far as penalties are concerned, the law 
permits imposition of fines up to 20 percent of a viola-
tor’s revenues from the previous year, or a maximum of 
60 million reais. Companies that violate the law may also 
face suspensions, asset confiscation, or even dissolution. 35    

 Companies may, however, benefit from self- disclosure 
of violations and cooperation with investigations. The 
CCL states that such cooperation will be reflected in 
determining the penalties. 36    The authorities must also take 
into account the presence of internal  anticorruption poli-
cies and procedures. 37    Moreover, the CCL expressly cod-
ifies the possibility of obtaining a “Leniency Agreement,” 
based on self-disclosure and cooperation, which could 
reduce applicable fines by up to two-thirds. 38    

 Russia 
 Russia acceded to the OECD Convention in 2012 

and has implemented legislation to create liability 

for foreign bribery offenses. 39    Although an OECD 
working group found that Russia had not conducted 
any investigations or secured any convictions for 
foreign bribery offenses as of a May 2013 visit, 40    the 
OECD reported that Russia has taken recent steps 
to address bribery and corruption issues. Notably, 
in January 2013, Russia established a new require-
ment, Article 13.3 of the Federal Law on Combating 
Corruption, whose “practical effect is that the devel-
opment of anticorruption measures is now a statutory 
requirement for all organisations that do business in 
Russia.” 41    As reported by the OECD, this law pro-
vided six “suggestions” for anti-corruption measures: 
“(i) establishment of units or officials responsible for 
the prevention of corruption; (ii) cooperation with 
law enforcement authorities; (iii) development of anti-
corruption standards and procedures; (iv) adoption of a 
code of conduct; (v) prevention of conflict of interest; 
and (vi) prevention of the creation and use of forged 
documents.” 42    In 2012, a Russian working group 
composed of business and government representatives 
created an “Anti-Corruption Charter” that encourages 
signatories to adopt effective anticorruption compli-
ance programs and to abstain from engaging in bribery 
of foreign officials. 43    Notably, several key associations 
of the Russian business community already have signed 
onto the charter. 44    Nevertheless, the OECD concluded 
in October 2013 that Russia’s implementation of the 
OECD Convention has fallen short in many respects. 45    

 China 
 The international business community also has been 

monitoring anticorruption developments in China 
with obvious interest. Although China is not a party 
to the OECD Anti-Bribery Convention, it has ratified 
the United Nations Convention against Corruption 
(UN Convention). 46    In 2011, China amended its 
criminal law to prohibit bribery of foreign pub-
lic officials and international organizations. 47    But 
Transparency International reported in March 2013 
that China’s “penal code is not yet in line” with the 
UN Convention, 48    so still there is work to be done on 
the international bribery front. 

 China has, however, shown recent signs of enforcing 
its  domestic  commercial antibribery laws, which prohibit 
bribery by business operators within the commercial 
context. 49    China recently took action against perceived 
corruption in the pharmaceutical industry, 50    which 
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is important because, as Professor Daniel Chow has 
argued, the increased enforcement of China’s domestic 
antibribery laws could spur increased enforcement by 
the United States of the FCPA against businesses oper-
ating in China. 51    Professor Chow argues that because 
the Justice Department takes the view that employees 
of State-Owned Enterprises (SOEs) likely constitute 
“foreign public officials” under the FCPA, and because 
many key Chinese companies are SOEs, or are at least 
state-controlled, nearly any transaction with a Chinese 
company employee could potentially implicate the 
FCPA. 52    International businesses must therefore follow 
this increasing enforcement closely and take appropri-
ate steps to prevent bribery from occurring in China. 

 Canada 
 Canada recently amended its Corruption of Foreign 

Public Officials Act (S.C. 1998, c. 34) to expand 
the law’s jurisdiction, to create a books-and-records 
offense, and to eliminate the law’s previous exception 
for facilitation payments. 53    In addition, a Canadian 
court convicted an individual under the CFPOA for 
the first time in August, 2013. 54    

 As these recent enactments and amendments make 
clear, the pressure on countries to adopt and enforce 
tough anticorruption laws is only gaining strength. 
Equally clear, however, is that different rules and 
regimes feature different and sometimes conflicting pro-
visions, thus making it essential that companies carefully 
review applicable laws in every jurisdiction in which 
they operate to ensure that their compliance programs 
meet the standards imposed by those specific jurisdic-
tions. This necessarily creates additional burdens on 
multinational companies active throughout the globe. 

 AntiCorruption Issues Affecting 

Financial Institutions 

 Anticorruption laws apply to financial institutions 
in equal measure as to other corporations and issuers. 
Importantly, although financial institutions have not 
faced as much anticorruption scrutiny in the past as 
other industries, there are several recent indications that 
regulators are increasing their focus on such firms. 

 Increased Focus on Financial Institutions 
 In January 2011, the SEC sent sweep letters to 

several financial institutions, hedge funds, and private-
equity firms as part of an investigation into potential 

improper payments made, or other benefits provided, 
in connection with attempts to secure business with 
sovereign wealth funds. 55    It thus appears that the SEC 
considers agents employed by such funds to fall within 
the FCPA’s definition of government officials. 56    

 The US Financial Industry Regulatory Authority 
(FINRA) has issued a Regulatory Notice to “remind” 
FINRA member firms of their obligations under the 
FCPA. 57    In the notice, FINRA provided an overview 
of the FCPA, noted that the “anti-bribery provisions 
apply to every FINRA member firm,” and cautioned 
that a “member firm’s failure to comply with its FCPA 
obligations will be considered conduct inconsistent 
with high standards of commercial honor and just and 
equitable principles of trade in violation of FINRA 
Rule 2010 (Standards of Commercial Honor and 
Principles of Trade).” 58    

 Most recently, in late 2013, it was reported that 
the SEC and DOJ had begun questioning Wall Street 
banks about hiring the relatives of prominent Chinese 
officials. 59    According to news reports, the agencies 
made the inquiries to determine whether the banks 
potentially violated the FCPA by offering employment 
in order to secure business. 60    In this regard, it should 
be recalled that the FCPA’s antibribery provisions pro-
hibit giving not only money, but “anything of value” 
to public officials to influence an act or to secure an 
improper business advantage. 61    

 Nor are US agencies the only ones looking into 
the anticorruption policies of financial institutions. In 
March 2012, following a review of the anti-bribery 
and corruption systems and controls in investment 
banks, the UK’s Financial Services Authority (FSA) 
reported that investment banks had “more work to 
do” regarding antibribery compliance. 62    Although the 
FSA conceded that some investment banks had taken 
significant strides to implement effective controls, it 
found that banks on the whole exhibited deficiencies. 
For example, the FSA found: 

•    Most firms had not taken proper account of FSA 
rules covering bribery and corruption;  

•   Nearly half did not have an adequate antibribery and 
corruption risk assessment;  

•   Communication to senior management on corrup-
tion issues was poor;  
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•   Most firms had not implemented internal monitor-
ing and reviews of controls;  

•   Firms demonstrated a lack of understanding about 
bribery and corruption; and  

•   Firms exhibited weakness in dealings with third 
parties. 63      

 Ultimately, the FSA concluded that the “investment 
banking sector has been too slow and reactive in man-
aging bribery and corruption risk,” and warned that it 
was “considering whether further regulatory action is 
required in relation to certain firms in our review.” 64    

 Notably, although the FSA has now been replaced 
by the Financial Conduct Authority (FCA), this 
new agency has resumed where the FSA left off. In 
December 2013, the FCA published a report similar 
to the FSA’s review of investment banks, but this time 
the focus was the adequacy of wealth and asset man-
agement firms’ anti-money laundering and anti-bribery 
and corruption controls. 65    Much like the FSA’s report, 
the FCA found that some firms demonstrated solid 
controls, yet it felt that others still had work to do. 66    

 Most recently, the Director of the UK Serious Fraud 
Office (SFO) has proposed expanding the UK Bribery 
Act’s current provision punishing companies who fail 
to prevent bribery to reach companies and banks who 
fail to prevent  acts of financial crime  by their employees. 67    
All indications therefore point to increased enforce-
ment of anticorruption and similar laws against financial 
institutions in the UK. 

 Particular Areas of Concern 
for Financial Institutions 

 Financial institutions are exposed to potential cor-
ruption in various ways. 68    For instance, financial 
institutions often look to establish new branches or 
offices overseas, and may have increased dealings with 
sovereign wealth funds. Financial institutions may find 
themselves providing services or processing transac-
tions for State Owned Enterprises, thus increasing the 
opportunities for corrupt payments. 69    In addition, cor-
rupt officials may funnel the proceeds of corruption 
through financial institutions, creating a collision of 
anticorruption and anti-money-laundering laws. 

 Private equity firms and hedge funds face their own 
FCPA concerns. Although many private equity firms 

enter into joint ventures or hold only a minority interest 
in portfolio companies, this minority ownership does not 
eliminate the potential for anticorruption liability. For 
example, with regard to the FCPA’s books and records 
rules, the DOJ and SEC have advised that minority 
members or owners who lack operational control are still 
required to use their “best efforts to cause the minority-
owned subsidiary or affiliate to devise and maintain a 
system of internal accounting controls consistent with 
the issuer’s own obligations under the FCPA.” 70    

 In addition, a private equity firm’s (or its principals’) 
knowledge of corrupt portfolio company activities can 
lead to violations even as a minority owner. The DOJ 
entered into a nonprosecution agreement with hedge 
fund Omega Advisors and charged one of its former 
principals with FCPA violations related to Omega’s 
co-investment agreement regarding potential privatiza-
tion of Azerbaijan’s state-owned oil company. 71    The 
charges were based on the individual’s knowledge of an 
agreement to provide officials with a financial interest in 
privatized industries, which he obtained—ironically—
while conducting due diligence on behalf of Omega 
Advisors. 72    Thus, even minor participants face exposure 
to FCPA violations and must know their partners well. 

 Accordingly, financial institutions, hedge funds, and 
private equity funds alike need to analyze the potential 
corruption risks they face. More importantly, they 
need to institute robust compliance programs to address 
those risks. 

 Crafting an Effective Compliance 

Program 

 Due to the significant consequences that can follow 
the violation of anticorruption laws, it is critical that 
financial institutions develop, implement, and enhance 
as necessary a rigorous compliance program specifically 
tailored to the risks particular to that institution, its 
industry, and the geographic regions in which it oper-
ates. Different jurisdictions have different requirements; 
thus, there is no one-size-fits-all compliance program. 
Naturally, there are various approaches to developing 
an effective compliance program. 

 So where to begin? Although drafted with the 
FCPA in mind, recent guidance by the DOJ and SEC 
regarding the “hallmarks” of an effective compliance 
program is instructional in helping companies develop 
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the type of compliance program that can be tailored to 
fit the needs of a specific jurisdiction. The Guidance 
outlined nine elements    :73 

•     Demonstrating a commitment from senior management 
and a clearly articulated policy against corruption.  This is 
often referred to as the “tone at the top” or a com-
pany’s “culture of compliance.” Regulators look to 
see that compliance starts at the top with a strong 
policy against corruption, but also that policies are 
implemented throughout all levels of the company.  

•    Having a Code of Conduct and compliance policies and 
procedures.  Firms must have clear and concise policies 
that are accessible to all employees. In addition, these 
policies must be periodically reviewed and updated.  

•    Ensuring appropriate oversight, autonomy and resources.  
A company’s compliance program should be run by 
senior officials who possess appropriate authority, 
who have adequate autonomy so they are not con-
trolled or unduly influenced, and who have sufficient 
resources to implement the program.  

•    Conducting a risk assessment and maintaining a risk-based 
compliance program.  Different companies face differ-
ent risks. Firms thus need to demonstrate that they 
have an appropriate risk-based compliance program 
and that they devote appropriate time and resources 
commensurate with their business.  

•    Providing training and continuing advice.  Companies 
must demonstrate that they effectively communicate 
their policies throughout the organization, particu-
larly through periodic training and certification.  

•    Maintaining appropriate incentives for compliance as well 
as discipline for noncompliance.  Policies should be con-
sistently enforced throughout the company. As the 
 Resource Guide  says, “A compliance program should 
apply from the board room to the supply room.” 74    
Firms should consider creating incentives tied to 
employees’ adherence to policies or their efforts to 
enhance the program. On the other hand, companies 
should detail and communicate clear disciplinary pro-
cedures to make clear what will happen to violators.  

•    Conducting third-party due diligence as necessary.  If a 
company uses third parties or agents, it should con-
duct appropriate risk-based due diligence on those 
parties. Firms should communicate their compliance 
programs to agents and then monitor the agents to 
determine whether they are complying.  

•    Permitting confidential reporting and establish poli-
cies for internal investigations.  Firms should consider 

establishing an internal reporting mechanism, such 
as having a hotline or hiring an ombudsman, so 
that employees can pass along tips about potential 
violations. Meanwhile, companies should develop 
a reliable process for internally investigating poten-
tial violations and for responding to any discovered 
misconduct.  

•    Committing to continuous improvement, including peri-
odic testing and review.  Compliance programs must 
constantly evolve. Firms should regularly review and 
enhance their programs, including by auditing the 
program and testing controls.   

 This guidance applies equally to financial institutions. 

 Because financial institutions are so heavily regu-
lated, they likely already have significant compli-
ance programs in place to deal with similar risks. For 
example, the OCC recently provided new guidance to 
banks on managing risks related to third-party relation-
ships, which parallels the DOJ/SEC advice discussed 
previously. Seeking to respond to banks’ increasing 
number of relationships with both domestic and for-
eign third parties, the OCC advised national banks 
and federal savings associations that they “should adopt 
risk management processes commensurate with the 
level of risk and complexity of its third-party relation-
ships,” which processes should last for the “life cycle” 
of the third-party relationship. 75    The OCC cautioned 
that a “bank’s use of third parties does not diminish 
the responsibility of its board of directors and senior 
management to ensure that the activity is performed 
in a safe and sound manner and in compliance with 
applicable laws.” 76    The OCC explained that an effec-
tive risk management process includes the following: 

•    Plans that outline the bank’s strategy, identify the 
inherent risks of the activity, and detail the way the 
bank selects, assesses, and oversees the third party.  

•   Proper due diligence in selecting a third party.  
•   Written contracts that outline the rights and respon-

sibilities of all parties.  
•   Ongoing monitoring of the third party’s activities 

and performance.  
•   Contingency plans for terminating the relationship 

in an effective manner.  
•   Clear roles and responsibilities for overseeing and 

managing the relationship and risk management 
process.  
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•   Documentation and reporting that facilitates 
oversight, accountability, monitoring, and risk 
management.  

•   Independent reviews that allow bank management 
to determine that the bank’s process aligns with its 
strategy and effectively manages risks. 77      

 Finally, most financial institutions already have in 
place anti-money-laundering policies and procedures 
that may apply to anticorruption efforts as well. For 
example, depending on the jurisdiction at issue, such 
policies likely feature similar Board oversight, risk-
based analysis, and due diligence requirements (such 
as “Know Your Customer” or “KYC” requirements) 
that should be included in a robust anticorruption pro-
gram. 78    In addition, because criminals often try to use 
financial institutions to funnel the proceeds of corrup-
tion, suspicious transaction monitoring and US Office 
of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) “blacklist” screen-
ing can serve as important safety nets for anticorruption 
purposes as well. 79    

 In this regard, many banks are already attuned to 
accounts held by or transactions involving “Politically 
Exposed Persons” or “PEPs.” According to the Federal 
Financial Institutions Examination Counsel’s (FFIEC) 
BSA/AML Examination Manual, “[b]anks should take 
all reasonable steps to ensure that they do not know-
ingly or unwittingly assist in hiding or moving the pro-
ceeds of corruption by senior foreign political figures, 
their families, and their associates.” 80    Warning that 
banks “that conduct business with dishonest PEPs face 
substantial reputational risk, additional regulatory scru-
tiny, and possible supervisory action,” the Examination 
Manual provides guidance on the types of risk-based 
policies and procedures that examiners will expect to 
see. This includes conducting due diligence on accoun-
tholders and beneficial owners, seeking information 
regarding PEP status, identifying the accountholder or 
beneficial owner’s country or residence, and assessing 
the risk of corruption in that jurisdiction, identifying the 
source of wealth and funds, determining the purpose of 
the account and the expected volume of transactions, 
and taking other steps to evaluate the accountholder. 81    
These risk-based due diligence steps apply in many 
regards to an effective analysis of corruption risk. 

 Thus, even though the development of a suffi-
ciently robust anticorruption program from scratch 

seems daunting, financial institutions likely already 
have many internal resources on which to draw. It 
may just be a matter of focusing the organization 
on the issue and working to adapt existing poli-
cies and procedures into an effective anticorruption 
framework. 

 Conclusion 

 The fight against corruption is spreading as countries 
around the globe are not only implementing tough 
laws, they also are starting to vigorously enforce them 
as well. Moreover, recent events suggest that regulators 
may be paying more attention to financial institutions 
and that they are unlikely to shy away from bringing 
enforcement actions as necessary. 

 Financial institutions, hedge funds, private equity 
funds, and the like must therefore develop, implement, 
and continuously evaluate internal anticorruption poli-
cies and procedures to avoid being the victims of cor-
ruption as well as the targets of potential investigation. 
It is no easy task, but financial institutions have faced 
similar issues in the past and should be prepared to do 
so going forward. 
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